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One to one learning environments are rapidly changing 
the face of education as school leaders realize the 
potential within them to elevate the levels of learning and 
increase student achievement. This guide is to present 
ideas from best practice and current research to assist 
school leaders who are on the front lines of implementing 
this complex and challenging reform effort.

INTRODUCTION
• CHAPTER 1 •
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Carl Rose, Executive Director of the Association of Alaska 
School Boards, explains the move to digital learning for Alaska

The New Reality of Alaska Education

Why Alaska? Why Not?
• Section 1 •



Alaska has many challenges and 
opportunities for education. 
V a s t d i s t a n c e s , l i m i t e d 
transportation options, and 
diverse population groups who 
are striving to meld Western 
and aboriginal cultures in a way 
that respects each individual 
while preparing children for 
their future provide both 
challenge and opportunity.  And 
yet, with all of these challenges, 
they have led to some of the 
most innovative ideas and ways 
to de l iver ins truct ion to 
children.

The use of technology and the 
promise of high access learning 
environments are viewed by 
many to be a way to help 
t r a n s f o r m e d u c a t i o n . I n 
response to transformation in 

Alaska, over 60% of the school 
districts have a one to one 
program in the district with 20% 
of all schools within each district 
p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n c l u d i n g 
a p p r o x i m a t e l y 1 0 % o f a l l 
students. 

With the level of effort across the 
State to successfully realize the 
promise that one to one learning 
provides students and teachers, 
we have learned that schools and 
school leaders are faced with the 
same challenges and need to 
address critical components for 
success.  These experiences 
coupled with related research led 
to the idea of creating a venue to 
disseminate the lessons learned, 
aligning practice and policy to 
provided the vision for the One 
to One Guide Book.
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Po i n t s  t o  
C o n s i d e r

1. One to one reform 
efforts in Alaska 
touch more than 10% 
of the student 
population of the 
State.

2. One to one 
Initiatives are 
complex and create 
opportunities for 
school districts to 
implement 
fundamental 
change.

3. Implementing one to 
one programs 
requires changing a 
school culture and 
needs a clear vision 
with consistent 
messaging in 
communication and 
action. 

Preface

Copyright: Steve Nelson

• Section 2 •
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The Consortium for Digital Learning has laptop and iPad projects 
throughout the state. Independent school districts have also started 
projects of their own, now in in over 36 districts and over 13,000 users.

One to One Projects in Alaska

One to One Projects in Alaska
• Section 3 •

As mobile technology continues to 
mature, gaining more capabilities, 
seeing reductions in price, and aligning 
with educational needs, more schools 
are engaging in one to one programs.  
As never before, the device of choice is 
being selected to meet the need; some 
schools choosing laptops for the 
p o w e r , s t o r a g e a n d c r e a t i v e 
capabilities; some choosing devices 
targeted at more specific needs such as 
iPads for digital textbooks, or iPod 
touches for audio and recording or 
apps. Alaska education continues to 
develop digital learning environments 
so that its children can not just have 
equity in educational opportunities but 
so that they have the tools to achieve 
their own dreams and aspirations 
without limitation.



The One to One Guidebook provides an interactive 
space to share the lessons learned in the task of 
implementing one to one programs in Alaska as 
seen and heard through the voices of principals and 
school leaders in the field. Through sharing the 
challenges and successes voiced by these leaders, 
we are able to relate their practice with research 
findings to create a best practice model using 
resources from the nation and around the world.

• CHAPTER 2 •
 PROCESS & STRUCTURE



! School leaders build shared vision by 
engaging stakeholders in a process for the learning 
communities we call school.  This shared vision 
provides an opportunity for all stakeholders to 
have a say in the processes that shape the practices, 
policy and culture of a school. No process can be 
more important for the school leader than 
honoring the shared vision through the day-to-day 
decision-making process. These decisions should 
be based on common sense, research and the 
experience of other school leaders.

! This Guidebook embodies such a process. It is 
created from the process of meeting challenges and 
concerns suggesting “opportunities for success” in 
implementing one to one programs.  These 
opportunities for success aligned with best 
practices in research create the impetus for 
innovation and transformation for learning. 

The Workshop Process
! The “scenarios” come from a workshop 
process of exploring practices that are working and 

those that  represent challenges in the 
implementation of one to one programs. Using an 
online survey prior to the workshop, school leaders 
reflect on “what’s working” and “challenges” at 
their school. These reflections are shared in small 
groups during the workshop with the opportunity 
for school leaders to “huddle” to compare notes on 
one particular success or challenge as a small team. 
From this huddle comes their common sensical 
suggestions based on experiences and access to 
research. Once the opportunities for success are 
identified, the small team reads through current 
research to synthesize and strengthen their 
suggestions. It cannot be stated strongly enough 
the importance of validating common sense and 
experience-based suggestions in the research 
literature for authentic solutions. Often in 
unchartered waters such as one to one programs 
we’ve heard school leaders rely on gut feelings or a 
kind of group think to implement policy and less 
than best practices. The research cements” 
knowledge derived from  the literature and facts 
into the “plays.” 
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“The strength of the group is the strength of the leaders.”  - Vince Lombardi

Po i n t s  t o  
C o n s i d e r

1. Stakeholders voice is 
important in 
complex projects that 
promote school 
reform.

2. Alignment to 
research and best 
practice may take 
more effort, but it is 
better than learning 
the hard way.

3.  Lessons learned 
from front line 
implementors can 
help refine and 
guide practice. 

Process
• Section 1 •



After the plays are developed, school leaders are asked to benchmark 
their plays again digital e-safety reflected in the US Child Internet 
Protection Act (CIPA). The Act requires certain provisions, policy, and 
trainings for schools and is critical for schools in terms of adhering to 
these Federal guidelines for the safety of students and for compliance 
with eRate rules. E-rate compliance provides the school and district 
with federal funds to subsidize internet access. Non-compliance is not 
a healthy option in terms of protecting students’ digital safety and 
access to internet. School leaders help each other to be responsive 
not only to research based plays, but also to CIPA guidelines for 
student safety and eRate compliance.

! The next stage in the process is to have principals share their 
“scenarios” with their colleagues in whole group presentations (~ 10 
minutes).  This provides the forum for principals the chance to 
learn from each other and a way for the presenters to test out their 
plan of action and get immediate feedback.  Scenarios are 
contributed to the Guidebook and edited for final word smithing, 
clarity, and fidelity to research.  The Guidebook will be contributed 
online in creative commons with attribution to the non-profit, 
Educating 4 Leadership (E4L), individual contributors, and public/
private contributors.  By the end of the process the Guidebook is the 
work of many school leaders reflecting their experiences, insights, 
and use of research to create “opportunities for success” for school 
implementing one to one programs. 

! The Guidebook is iterative, dynamic, and fluid, providing 
continuous information over time for school leaders. It represents 
contributions from many leaders to contribute to this field of 
learning and incorporates current research and a rich set of 
references for further research. Quality will be maintained by an 
editorial board process including reviews of the plays based on 
criteria aligned to research, an experienced editorial board, and 

ongoing input from outside experts. The editorial review also 
represents peer review of the plays submitted by school leaders from 
the workshop process.  This oversight by the editorial board provides 
assurance of the practical application of plays for schools and districts. 
The editorial board members will include the executive director of 
E4L, researchers, members of associations of school leaders, and 
recognized experts in implementation of one to one programs. 
Separate editorial boards will be established in the US And UK 
working with parallel criteria of acceptance, research interests, and 
workshop processes. 

! The final part of the process is the development of guidelines and 
policy for schools and districts to confirm and codify the essentials 
learnings for the Guidebook process. Recommendations of practice 
may apply to policy at the district and school levels allowing school 
leaders to be proactive in creating the conditions for successful 
implementation of one to one programs. These guidelines will reflect 
the collective wisdom from the Guidebook process and help districts/
school recognize the strengths and weaknesses in existing policy. 

The process is evolving and will improve over time based on lessons 
learned. A commitment to continuous improvement through the 
policy review, gathering information from school leaders in advance of 
workshops, the workshop process, the submission and editorial review 
process, and the interactions between E4L and school clients 
worldwide is always the goal. 

The ultimate goal of the Guidebook process is improved 
implementation of one to one programs against stated goals of the 
district and schools, closer alignment of research to practice, relevance 
and effectiveness of policy, adherence to federal and state guidelines 
for digital safety and citizenship, and the support for a community of 
learners in all aspects in one to one programs. 
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“Champions keep playing until they get it right”   - Billie Jean King

Structure
• Section 2 •

Leadership 
•  Vision and Goals
•  Planning
•  Communication

Infrastructure
•  Bandwidth

Management and Support
•  Professional Development
•  Technical Support
‣ Laptop Security
‣ Damage
‣ Use Agreements
‣ Classroom Management

Curriculum
•  Social Networking/Media

Evaluation

The analogy of the Guidebook takes on the idea that there are 
specific areas that are critical in the successful implementation 
of  one to one learning environments.  The answer to meeting 
the challenges or concerns in these areas could be likened to 
“plays” as in athletics.  Each specific play is to attack the 
opponent, the “challenge”, in a way to maximize our strengths 
and use the opponents weaknesses against them, providing an 
opportunity for leaders to turn concerns and challenges into 
opportunities for success.

!  In such a competitive nature, we can attack our challenge 
or concern using research and best practice as a guide, and  yet, 
recognize the strengths of the local environment, current 
infrastructures, the school district, schools, and the personnel 
within each to increase the chance of success for our students

! Following that idea, this Guidebook will be divided into 
chapters that recognize the critical components to success 
aligning those components with policy to practice and practice 
to policy.  These critical components will include:



• CHAPTER 3 •
LEADERSHIP



Leadership Matters

The development of clear vision and goals, while 

keeping them in front of the people who are 

implementing the program is challenging.  Research 

provides information about how goals are developed  

(Lemke, 2006).  Having specific goals creates 

implementation fidelity for teachers and principals.  

Even after implementation, communicating those 

goals over time provides continued fidelity and is often 

missing from conversations.  In a study of Alaskan 

high schools with one to one programs, almost 60% of 

teachers  thought that the district did not have a clear 

articulation of the goals for the project and about 45% 

were not aware of the district’s goals (Whicker, 2012). 

Ways to provide direction for implementers comprise 

plays in this section. 
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"Would you tell me, please, which way I 
ought to go from here?"
"That depends a good deal on where you 
want to get to," said the Cat.
"I don’t much care where--" said Alice.
"Then it doesn’t matter which way you go," 
said the Cat.

Exchange 
between 

Alice and the 
Cheshire Cat

from 
Alice in 

Wonderland
by 

Lewis Carroll

Po i n t s  t o  
C o n s i d e r

1. The visions and 
goals of a one to one 
implementation 
matter.

2. Policy sets the tone 
of how the vision 
and goals will be 
accomplished.

3. Policy and practice 
must align to allow 
for implementation 
fidelity .

4. Policy that is too 
restrictive leads to 
work-arounds.  
Policy that is too lax 
provides little 
direction.

• Section 2 •

Critical Component: Leadership
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Scenario #1:

John walked out of Mrs. Smith’s classroom reflecting on what he just saw.  Each student had their laptops open, were engaged, and 
collaborating in their learning. Some were producing presentations, others were researching on the internet using Mrs. Smith wiki as 
a guide, others were talking to students in another classroom in another school through video. As her principal, John wondered what 
he could do to help other teachers to be able to create a learning environment like these students experienced. The technology use in 
most of the classrooms he visited were things like word processing or drill and practice work and teachers seemed to be comfortable 
with that. How to move them forward?

Opportunities for Success
• Develop a plan that address several measures of success 1) changes in teacher’s behavior, 2) student achievement measures such 

as increase in grades, number of authentic presentations, development of student portfolios, 3) physical changes of school.

• Link your goals to evaluation.  What can you measure that is affected by one to one implementation.

• In terms of student achievement, there is more that just standardized test scores.  Use other measures of student success such as 
engagement (absences, discipline referrals, number of hours of home use, number of presentations, etc.) grades, and student 
voices (surveys and focus groups).

• Think of other measures where changes in “school” may occur, (number of parent communications, number of online vs. print 
materials used, weights of backpacks, use of paper and printing, power consumption).

• Don’t get mired down in details of your goals. Design instructional and implementation strategies and put them in the 
implementation part of your plan.

• Think in terms of bar graphs.  Show increases in good things happening and decreases in bad things.

Implications for Child Internet Protection Act (CIPA)
• Understand that policy for use of Internet can affect instructional goals.  Make sure limits placed on use of Internet does not negatively 

impact goals that are advocated in the plan.

• Section 2 •

Developing Clear Vision & Goals 
CRITICAL

COMPONENT
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Scenario #2:

John just couldn’t understand the communication breakdown with his staff.  This was his first year of principalship in his school.  In 
a survey to gain knowledge about programs in his school he had just found out that after 3 years of having a one to one laptop 
program in his school, 60% of his teachers responded that they did not know what the district goals were for the project!  And most of 
his teachers had been in the school for more that the three years of the program! He wondered, if this was true inside the school, what 
did stakeholders outside the school think? What could he do to help the teachers, parents, and community to understand why the 
district undertook this program and what fantastic opportunity lay before them?

Opportunities for Success
• Remember that communication to stakeholders is an ongoing effort. Development of systems of communication that are 

institutionalized help people to  rely on trusted means of communication.
• Have clear and specific goals for the program. Help staff (both certified and classified) develop a 30 second elevator speech which 

conveys the goals of the program in simple to understand language when they talk about the program out in the public.
• Form groups of students who can demonstrate what the accomplishment of the goals of the project are and have them present to 

local community groups.
• Have teachers who “get it” present to other teachers at staff meetings. Arrange for classroom visits to those classrooms that typify 

the kinds of instruction that “hit the target”.
• Post up posters of the goals of the project in every classroom and hallway.
• Develop “exemplar” movies of teachers and students to post online for all to see.
• Have a rotating column in the school newsletter that highlights student work and aligns it with district goals and current trends in best practice.
• Provides an opportunity to demonstrate shared leadership in school and community

Implications for Child Internet Protection Act (CIPA)
• Make sure everything posted to a website meets district policy in term of Family Education Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) in 

regards to having children in pictures.

• Section 3 •

Communicating the Goals: Internal and External Strategies
CRITICAL

COMPONENT



R e f e r e n c e s
• Coburn, C. E. (2004). Beyond decoupling: Rethinking the relationship between the institutional environment and the classroom. 

Sociology of Education, 77(3), 211–244.

• Lemke, C., & Coughlin, E. (2006). 1 to 1 learning: A review and analysis: Metiri Group.

• Penuel, W. (2006). Implementation and effects of one-to-one computing initiatives: A research synthesis. Journal of Research on 
Technology in Education, 38(3).

• Whicker, (2012). Levels of teachers and students use of technology in Alaska one to one laptop learning environments, unpublished 
dissertation.

C o n t r i b u t o r s
• Northwest Arctic Borough School District
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Goals for one to one programs take on many forms (Lemke, 2009). Having multiple measures of student success may be 
needed to  fully understand the implication of the program. One of the challenges of the one to one programs is that when 
student achievement is the objective, standardized tests become the primary measure of success.  While there is a 
temptation to focus on the impact of technology on student achievement in a large-scale implementation of a one to one 
project, it has been suggested that impacts on learning that teacher and student technology uses within context (author’s 
emphasis added) should be a first consideration (Bebell, Russell, & O’Dwyer, 2004). Teachers’ beliefs are influenced by the 
nature and frequency of messages they hear in their environment (Coburn, 2004). 

• Section 4 •

Research Digest



BANDWIDTH
• CHAPTER 4 •

Over the years, schools have fallen behind in 
providing adequate bandwidth for classrooms 
to keep up with the growing demand for devices 
that are brought to school. This coupled with the 
education applications demand for broadband 
speeds makes this a critical component for a 
successful one to one learning environment. 

Studies show the digital landscape is rapidly 
changing the way students learn across the 
United States:

• More than 84 million households access the 
Internet to conduct digital learning.

• Nearly 41 million children in the U.S. conduct 
schoolwork using their home Internet service.

• Approximately 21 million U.S. adults can only 
access the Internet outside their home 
including over 2.5 million who access it at their 
school.

• 17 million children in the U.S. do not have 
broadband service at home.

!- Connected Nation Report



Total Cost of Ownership (TCO) is a critical 
component for successful one to one learning 
environments.  Infrastructure growth is often the 
last budgeted item in one to one learning 
implementations. It is imperative for leaders of 
one to one learning environments to not only plan 
for, but also budget for increases in bandwidth for 
one to one learning environments.

Schools that do not provide adequate bandwidth 
will create inequities for students to use online 
resources.

The Local Area Network (LAN) in a school must 
also have a high-speed wireless infrastructure to 
support one to one learning environments, with a 
preference for managed wireless infrastructure. 
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• Section 1 •

Critical Component: Thinking About Infrastructure
Po i n t s  t o  
C o n s i d e r

1. Bandwidth is a shared 
resource in schools due 
to the multi-user /
multi-device 
environment.  

2. Wireless LAN 
infrastructure in a 
multi-user school 
environment requires 
more than wireless 
access points. A 
planned, managed 
and switched wireless 
LAN implementation 
is critical.

3. Network Security is 
imperative and 
requires thoughtful 
policies.

4. Human Infrastructure 
whether internal or 
external is a critical 
component for teacher 
and student adoption.

Bandwidth Matters
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Scenario #1:
Maria just finished her staff meeting where teachers were in small groups discussing barriers to one-to-one laptops in their classroom. 
An on-going complaint from her staff and students had to do with the slow network and the ability to use the Internet for online learning 
resources.  As the leader in her building, Maria knew she needed to have an answer for her teachers and knew that she didn’t have any 
direct control over the Internet infrastructure, but knew she could count on her technology staff within the district to help her.

Opportunities for Success
The online world today is rapidly changing.  Education applications that used to be server-based on your local network, are now only 
available in the “cloud” which means they are only available on the Internet. These applications also require more bandwidth as the 
complexity of the application coupled with the use of multi-media create more need for bandwidth than in previous years. Educators 
need to make their voices heard to insure bandwidth is not the barrier for  teaching and learning in one to one environments.

Things to Consider
• Become part of the technology planning committee within your school and district, providing feedback and interest in applications and 

resources that your teachers and students need.
• Ask your IT department for reports on bandwidth utilization and application utilization for your school to help inform practice
• Understand the IT tools available to you for making informed decisions for priority applications.  Many IT departments and/or the 

Internet Service Provider can provide application specific and time of day prioritization for applications.
• Be a partner with your IT department to provide use cases for one to one devices in your school and classroom so that wireless Local Area 

Network (LAN) infrastructure has the capacity for multi-users on the network. 
• Know the applications and online resources your teachers need to be productive in one to one learning environments. Be sure these 

applications have the priority necessary for students to access.
• Provide professional development for teachers to differentiate instruction so that all students are not attempting to go to the same web 

site at the same time.
• Understand the difference between blocking a site using filters and shaping the traffic to provide priority for applications that are 

important to teaching and learning.

• Section 2 •

The Network Speed is Slow
CRITICAL

COMPONENT



R e f e r e n c e s
•

C o n t r i b u t o r s
•
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• Section 3 •

Research Digest • Thinking About Infrastructure

Infrastructure including wireless LAN and broadband in the school 
has implications for levels of adoption (Lloyd, 2012). The Federal 
Communication Commission (FCC) National Broadband Plan states 
“broadband is the foundation for economic growth  



Background

The Children’s Internet Protection Act (CIPA) was enacted by 
Congress in 2000 to address concerns about children’s access to 
obscene or harmful content over the Internet. CIPA imposes 
certain requirements on schools and 
libraries that receive E-rate subsidy 
through the Universal Service Fund, 
administered by the Universal Service 
Administration Company (USAC)  for 
Internet and Telecommunication 
s e r v i c e s , a s w e l l a s i n t e r n a l 
c o n n e c t i o n s .  T h e F e d e r a l 
Communication Commission (FCC) 
provides oversight over USAC and in 
early 2001, the FCC issued rules for 
implementing CIPA and provided 
updates to those rules in 2011.

CIPA Requirements

Schools and libraries subject to CIPA may not receive the E-rate 
subsidy program unless they certify that they have an Internet 
safety policy that includes technology protection measures. The 
protection measures must block or filter Internet access to pictures 

that are: (a) obscene; (b) child pornography; or (c) harmful to 
minors (for computers that are accessed by minors). Before 
adopting this Internet safety policy, schools and libraries must 
provide reasonable notice and hold at least one public hearing or 
meeting to address the proposal.

Schools subject to CIPA have two 
additional certification requirements: 
(a) their Internet safety policies must 
include monitoring the online activities 
of minors; and (b) as required by the 
Protecting Children in the 21st Century 
Act, they must provide for educating 
minors about appropriate online 
behavior. This Act also includes 
requirements for students interacting 
with other individuals on social 
networking websites and in chat 
rooms, as well as cyberbullying 
awareness and response.

Schools and libraries subject to the 2012 CIPA requirements must 
adopt and implement an Internet safety policy that addresses: 
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Children's Internet Protection Act
• Section 4 •



• access by minors to inappropriate matter on the Internet; 

• the safety and security of minors when using electronic mail, 
chat rooms and other forms of direct electronic communications;

• unauthorized access, including so-called “hacking,” and other 
unlawful activities by minors online;

• unauthorized disclosure, use, and dissemination of personal 
information regarding minors; and

• measures restricting minors’ access to materials harmful to 
them.

Schools and libraries must certify they are in compliance with the 
CIPA requirements before they can receive E-rate subsidy. An 
authorized person may disable the blocking or filtering measure 
during use by an adult to enable access for bona fide research or 
other lawful purposes. CIPA does not require the tracking of 
Internet use by minors or adults.

More Information:

The information above provides an overview of the CIPA 
requirements. You can find more information about CIPA and E-
rate by contacting the Universal Service Administrative Company’s 
(USAC) Schools and Libraries Division (SLD).  USAC’s SLD also 
operates a client service bureau to answer questions at 
1-888-203-8100 or via email, found on the USAC SLD website.

For information about other telecommunications issues, visit the 
FCC’s Consumer and Governmental Affairs Bureau website, or 
contact the FCC’s Consumer Center by calling 1-888-CALL-FCC 
(1-888-225-5322) voice or 1-888-TELL-FCC (1-888-835-5322) 
TTY; faxing 1-866-418-0232; or writing to:

Federal Communications Commission 
Consumer and Governmental Affairs Bureau  
Consumer Inquiries and Complaints Division 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, D.C. 20554.

* (presented in the One to One Guide Book with written permission 
from the U.S. Federal Communications Commission website) 
(8/2012)
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http://www.sl.universalservice.org/
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Knowledge Matters

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
• CHAPTER 5 •



In a synthesis of research of one to one laptop 
programs, the importance of the role of 
professional development (PD) has been 
documented. Not only the amount of time devoted 
but the form the professional development takes 
and the focus of the activities within it have been 
indicated to make a difference in classroom 
integration.

This section will address different scenarios to 
stress different aspects to consider in the 
development of a professional development model 
focussed on goals of the district that is regular and 
ongoing, uses different forms of delivery and 
meets the needs of teachers.  
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“The mediocre teacher tells. 
The good teacher explains. 
The superior teacher demonstrates. 
The great teacher inspires.”

William Arthur Ward

Po i n t s  t o  
C o n s i d e r

1. Professional 
development(PD) is 
essential when 
implementing a one 
to one program

2. A PD model that 
meets the needs of 
teachers should be 
differentiated.

3. A PD model needs to 
align to and 
reinforce  district 
goals.

4. Acknowledging and 
incentivizing 
personal growth in 
professional areas 
can lead to high 
adoption levels of 
classroom use of 
technology.

Critical Component: Professional Development
• Section 1 •
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Scenario #1:
Joe was sitting with his curriculum director and discussing the list of things on the agenda for next year’s teacher professional 
development days.  Usually his school did required inservice at the beginning of the school year along with about a day an a half of 
targeted professional development.  Sprinkle in the opportunity for two or three more throughout the year and add two more near the 
end of the year for training for next year’s program and you have it. But a survey of teachers said that about half of them were not 
getting the professional development they needed to make optimize the school’s the one to one program.  How could they create a 
different model to provide regular and ongoing professional development?

Opportunities for Success
• Research says there needs to be an adequate number of hours of targeted professional development when implementing a new 

program, especially when it is a new reform.  The number differs but is significant: 35 a year in one study, more than 40 in another 
and up to 100 in another.

• Participating in a number of days of intense professional development on technology applications are so 1990’s.  The ability to 
understand applications enough to produce useful educational materials can be accomplished in brief time periods, think of time in 
hours instead of days.

• Create time for teachers to get together with creative scheduling (using special classes like music, PE, art, and even recess and 
lunch) to free small groups of teachers for technology training.

• Use 5 - 10 minutes of staff meetings for relevant tech tips used for instruction.

• Develop teacher technology mentors that are free to meet with a few teachers per week to plan, design, and deliver lessons using 
technology.

• Develop student groups of technology experts that can assist teachers when technology is being used that is new to students.

Implications for Child Internet Protection Act (CIPA)
• Help teachers to understand the appropriate use of wiki’s and social media that comply with the principles of your CIPA policy.  

Principles of courtesy, digital etiquette, and digital citizenship can be built into lessons when using these collaborative tools.

CRITICAL

COMPONENT

• Section 2 •

Regular & Ongoing Professional Development Model
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Joe was concerned about how to help his teachers meet the needs of every one of his students.  Differentiation of instruction to address 
the wide variety of needs and skills of the children had been a goal of the school for some time.  Why would that be different in a 
professional development model for teachers to help them maximize the one to one program goals of the school.  There was such a range 
of skills of  teacher’s  integrating technology into the classroom with some needing app training and some needing more integration skills.  
An individualized program made sense.  How could this be accomplished within the constraints of time and effort of his teachers?

Opportunities for Success
• Determine the skill and proficiency of teachers through a document 

instrument so that progress can be seen and so that professional development 
can be aligned to needs.  There are several instruments to do this.  Choose one 
and stick to it so that longitudinal data can be accumulated.

• Think of district goals for instruction and develop a path for the novice to 
technology in the classroom to accomplish those goals.  This may mean a 
continuum of skills with technology proficiency in combination to pedagogy or 
the development of tiers of proficiency and use.  

• Determine groups that can work together to advance their proficiency in 
teaching with technology.  Have teachers with higher proficiency “mentor” 
others needing those skills.

• Don’t forget to help move mentor teachers forward with new skills and 
knowledge.  Consider conferences, classes, or visits to other schools to gain 
knowledge outside of local settings.

• Utilize and incentivize the participation of online tutorials, classes, and collaboration with others to gain proficiencies toward 
targeted goals of technology integration.

Scenario #2:

This online tutorial was made to guide teachers through a 
contest sponsored by CDL as a way for them to learn how to 
publish their own curricular materials. It is offered as an 
example of what is possible.  Copyright Steve Nelson

Example of Online Tutorial 

CRITICAL

COMPONENT

• Section 3 •

Meeting Teacher’s Needs by Differentiating Professional Development
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Scenario #3:

Jill was amazing, thought Joe.  She always was looking for new ways to maximize the laptop program in her classroom.  He knew that 
she put in lots of time exploring the internet, collaborating with other teachers in online communities and looking at new solutions 
that would help her get through to her students.  He also knew that his teachers were at different ends of the spectrum as far as 
personal professional development goes.  Some, like Jill, were putting in a lot of time on their own to learn technology which was use 
in their learning activities at school.  They were collaborating with other teachers in the school and were in online communities talking 
about integrating technology.  Others had other concerns and what they considered important and put those things used their time 
differently.  How could he encourage his teacher to maximize their efforts toward maximizing the students learning?

Opportunities for Success
• Know that there are predictable concerns when teachers are asked to change their behavior for a new innovation, this one being a 

one to one program in the school.  These predictable concerns may take different approaches to move people forward toward 
maximizing their efforts.

• Utilize a framework of change to determine what your teachers concerns are.  One established framework is the Concerns Based 
Adoption Model.  An individual or total group profile can be developed to help understand where people are in the progress of 
technology adoption.  This profile can be used to assess personal professional development or or guide district offerings.

• Developing strands of the define hierarchies of technology proficiency and integration that guide to help to guide individuals in 
their own learning.

• Personal development in matters of organization, time management, and efficiency is something to be addressed for every 
professional person.  Book reviews, discussion groups, and other means of support are important to consider.

Implications for Child Internet Protection Act (CIPA)
•  

CRITICAL

COMPONENT

• Section 4 •

Encourage Personal Professional Development



  25  

• Section 5 •

Research Digest

• Teachers participated in an average of 35 hours in professional development activities targeted at reform versus 23 hours for 
traditional activities (Garet, Porter, Desimone, Birman, & Yoon, 2009).  

• Teachers with higher levels of adoption participated in significantly more hours of professional development and employed strategies 
that teachers at lower levels of adoption considered to be student distractions (Whicker, 2012).

• Researchers observed teachers helping each other with technology problems or engaging in joint curriculum planning, and have 
reported that teachers often prefer this form of professional development above others (Silvernail & Harris, 2003).

• Teacher workshops often focus on providing teachers with skills they need to use the technology themselves, but many reported that 
what was What may be most critical in professional development is a focus on helping teachers integrate technology into their 
instruction rather than workshops on providing technology skills (Lowther, Ross, & Morrison, 2001).

R e f e r e n c e s
• Garet, M. S., Porter, A. C., Desimone, L., Birman, B. F., & Yoon, K. S. (2001). What makes professional development effective? Results from a 

national sample of teachers. American Educational Research Journal, 38(4), 915–945.

• Penuel, W. (2006). Implementation and effects of one-to-one computing initiatives: A research synthesis. Journal of Research on Technology 
in Education, 38(3).

• Lowther, D. L., & Ross, S. M. (2003, April). When each one has one: The influences on teaching strategies and student achievement of using laptops 
in the classroom. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Journal of Research on Technology in Education 345

• Copyright © 2006, ISTE (International Society for Technology in Education), 1.800.336.5191 (U.S. & Canada) or 1.541.302.3777 (Int’l), 
iste@iste.org, www.iste.org. All rights reserved.Research Association, Chicago, IL. Retrieved April 8, 2005 from http://crep. memphis.edu/
web/research/pub/Laptop_AERA_2003.pdf.

• Silvernail, D. L., & Harris, W. J. (2003). The Maine Learning Technology Initiative teacher, student, and school perspectives: Mid-year 
evaluation report. Port- land, ME: Maine Education Policy Research Institute, University of Southern Maine.

• Whicker, (2012). Levels of teachers and students use of technology in Alaska one to one laptop learning environments, unpublished dissertation.

mailto:iste@iste.org
mailto:iste@iste.org
http://www.iste.org
http://www.iste.org
http://crep
http://crep
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• Chapter 6 •

Student Voices

Research suggests that student writing and technology literacy increase as a result of one 
to one laptop access, schools will want to create the conditions for behaviors like note 
taking and internet inquiry. As part of a blended approach coaching students to use their 
laptops in specific word processing and writing behaviors provides opportunities for 
practice in classroom. The goal would be to transfer that behavior to other classrooms 
and out of school writing. 

Students report enjoying during inquiry and research with their laptops. They especially 
enjoy the challenge of fact-checking the teacher confident with allowing students that 
freedom within lectures. An environment of guided inquiry in a classroom teaches and 
fosters technology and research literacy that can improve students skills across all 
subjects. Students also report appreciate teachers who create classroom pedagogy of 
inquiry and don’t appreciate being subjected to Powerpointless presentations. 

The active, interactive classroom described above supports skills described in research as 
positive outcomes in writing, technology literacy, and inquiry skills. Less established by 
research, but likely helpful are the benefits of a collaborative culture in such a classroom 
based on clearly communicated boundaries, freedom to inquire, and the mutual respect 
of teacher/students as co-learners within a content area.

R e f e r e n c e s
• Harris, M. J. (2010). Impactful student learning outcomes of one-to-one laptop programs in low socioeconomic schools (Doctoral dissertation). 

Retrieved from  http://www.st-andrews.org/Customized/uploads/Parents/Leaflet/Dec_15/MJH_Dissertation.pdf

• Penuel, W. R. (2006). Implementation and effects of one-to-one computing initiatives: A research synthesis. Journal of Research on 
Technology in Education, 38(3), 320-348.

• Standley, M. (2012) Kids getting away with Learning: student perceptions of learning in one to one laptop programs (Doctoral dissertation). 
University of Alaska, Fairbanks. 

Some of the best ideas—and some of the most 
ignored voices—are from the students of your school.

Student Perceptions of Learning 
in One to One Programs

http://www.st-andrews.org/Customized/uploads/Parents/Leaflet/Dec_15/MJH_Dissertation.pdf
http://www.st-andrews.org/Customized/uploads/Parents/Leaflet/Dec_15/MJH_Dissertation.pdf
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Scenario #1:

A biology teacher provides her class with lectures several times a week as part of her blended learning approach to this content. 
Students are permitted to keep their laptops out to take notes during the lecture. Unbeknownst to the teacher several students are 
using their laptops to fact check the teacher’s content being presented. As they fact-check students get interested and a bit distracted 
by the information they are coming across. They are visibly focused on their laptops and not as much on the teacher’s lecture. The 
teachers begins to notice the students’ increasing lack of attention to her and gets frustrated and a little annoyed.  She assumes 
students are doing non-school work and the thought distracts and annoys her more. The rest of the scenario can take several 
directions that parallel the classroom management play earlier in the Guidebook. The key event is the disconnect between the 
teacher’s pedagogy and students‘ learning strategies and use of classroom time. The teacher views the laptop as primarily a note 
taking device. The students see it as that and much more. The boundary the student crossed was inappropriate but not entirely off 
task.

Opportunities for Success
• School policy and classroom management guidelines should specify when permission for laptop usage is permitted. It should be clear 

that permission comes from the teacher based on classroom activities and learning priorities, 

• The teacher needs to set in advance classroom guidelines/expectations for when laptops are to be used and expectations for that use, 

• Laptop guidelines can include practiced note taking, inquiry, searches (ie, fact checking), writing, etc.. These guidelines should lead 
toward student understanding of on task and off task laptop usage by students with clear reference to teacher-centered control of laptop 
events, 

• Because the teacher specifies laptop events, he/she can provide more freedom for student to engage in guided searches, inquiry, 
research, etc. that increase student controlled inquiry based on specific criteria or guided inquiry specified by the teacher. (ie “why I’m 
presenting my lecture you are free to fact check me. Please raise your hand if you have something to contribute based on your search. I 
still expect you to hear and retain the materials I’m presenting in lecture form. You’ll be accountable for this information.”)

(Continued)

CRITICAL

COMPONENT

• Section 1 •

Student Perceptions of Learning in One to One Programs
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Scenario #1:

Opportunities for Success (Continued)
• Now that guidelines are clear for students prior to the lecture including permission to use laptops from the teacher, computer usage 

behaviors that are considered on task (ie note taking or fact checking), teacher expectations are clearly stated and understood, and 
consequences clear, then the teacher has created the most conducive environment for student learning within a lecture-based lesson 
for students with laptops,

• Lecture based lessons should be part of a blended approach to classroom learning. The suggestions for this play are based on the 
assumption that lectures engage students in meaningful dialogue, content presentation and efficient delivery of didactic material.  
Lectures are a part of a blended approach and do not dominate a teacher’s delivery methods.

Implications for Child Internet Protection Act (CIPA)
This scenario does not have direct implications for CIPA except under the following conditions:
• Students have been trained and understand that fact checking occurs within “safe” search criteria and internet locations, 
• Patterns of teacher control and student freedom for inquiry are consistent and well established as part of teacher pedagogy by 

practice and policy to avoid random acts of student off task behaviors into unaccepted areas of the internet,
• Clear consequences understood by students and enforced consistently by staff.

CRITICAL

COMPONENT

• Section 1 •

 Student Perceptions of Learning in One to One Programs
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CONTRIBUTORS

The One to One Guide Book is a work in progress.  
School leaders are encouraged to add to the plays that 
address critical components of one to one planning, 
development, implementation and sustainability.  
The contributions provided by leaders, practitioners, 
experts in the field, and researchers provides a forum 
for shared knowledge.
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Dr. John Monahan started his career in Kansas City, Kansas as a Business Education teacher and Track 
and Cross-Country coach. While pursuing a doctoral degree at the University of Kansas, John moved into 
administration as Principal of an Alternative High School in the Kansas City School District. Having been 
raised in a military family who's father aspired to be assigned in Alaska, but always ended up in other parts 
of the world, he enjoys travel and in 1989, John and Jane moved to Grayling, Alaska. Along John's career 
he has been Superintendent in Iditarod Areas School District and Fairbanks Borough School District, 
faculty with the University of Alaska Anchorage Educational Leadership Program, Professional 
Development Trainer with Apple Inc., Director of Distance Education with University of Alaska Statewide 
Academic Affairs, and currently is in the UA Office of Information Technology, Directing the Alaska 
Distance Education Consortium (AKDEC) and is the principal investigator of the BTOP Alaska Sustainable 
Broadband Adoption project.

Dr. John Monahan
Director
Alaska Distance Education 
Consortium
University of Alaska Fairbanks
Fairbanks, Alaska

Steve Moss
Education Technology 
Strategist and Consultant
steve@smconsultancy.net

Steve blogs on the Server-Free School work at stevmoss.blogspot.co.uk.  Steve has recently retired from 
public service in the UK. Until March 2012 he was Strategic Director for Learning Technologies on the UK 
government's Building Schools for the Future programme. He is currently developing and trialling the 
"server-free school" concept with schools in the UK. 

mailto:steve@smconsultancy.net
mailto:steve@smconsultancy.net
http://stevmoss.blogspot.co.uk/
http://stevmoss.blogspot.co.uk/
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Pam Lloyd, Ph.D., is the Director for GCI SchoolAccess, the K-12 vertical market within General 
Communications, Inc. (GCI), the largest telecommunications company in Alaska.  Pam Lloyd manages all 
of the daily operations of SchoolAccess, providing program management, product management, product 
development, sales support, and account management and is responsible for education strategic planning 
and directions for the premier online educational solution serving schools. Pam believes in collaboration 
and partnership and understands the necessity for partnerships to provide resources for the 21st century 
student. Pam is currently the President of the Alaska Academic Decathlon, and serves as a board member 
on the United States Academic Decathlon and the Center for Interactive Learning and Collaboration. Pam 
is a past president of the Alaska Society for Technology in Education, an affiliate of the International 
Society for Technology in Education (ISTE). She has also served as a board member for the following 
organizations: Alaska Education Innovation Network governing board, Communities in Schools-Alaska, 
and Education 4 Leadership.

Mark Standley, Ph.D., teaches education research, curriculum and leadership, and directs the Professional 
Education Center at the University of Alaska Southeast.  He has worked at all levels of the education system 
over the past 30 years teaching. Mark has co-authored over nine books on education leadership and 
technology, as well as presented at conferences and in-services in North America, Asia, and the U.K. He 
currently is the President - Elect of the Alaska Society for Technology in Education (ASTE) and 
Communications Chair of the International Society for Technology in Education’s (ISTE) Special Interest 
Group (SIG) 1:1. Mark lives, writes, sails, teaches tennis, and does award winning photography in SE Alaska. 

Dr. Pam Lloyd
Senior Director
GCI SchoolAccess
General Communications Inc.
Anchorage, Alaska
plloydanch@gmail.com
www.schoolaccess.net

Dr. Mark Standley
Faculty, Education Leadership 
Program
Director, Professional Education 
Center
University of Alaska Southeast
Juneau, Alaska
mark.standley@uas.alaska.edu

mailto:plloydanch@gmail.com
mailto:plloydanch@gmail.com
mailto:plloyd@gci.com
mailto:plloyd@gci.com
mailto:plloyd@gci.com
mailto:plloyd@gci.com
mailto:Mark.standley@uas.alaska.edu
mailto:Mark.standley@uas.alaska.edu
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Larry LeDoux, Ph.D., has served as the Commissioner of Education for the State of Alaska. He was previously 
superintendent of the Kodiak Island Borough School District where he held numerous administrative posts 
that included 22 years as elementary, secondary and rural principal in the Kodiak Island Borough School 
District. Larry also served as the Director of Technology and Distance Learning, Career and Technical 
Education and Strategic Planning. While Director of Technology, he initiated digitally driven distance 
education courses that enhanced learning opportunities for youth in the districts six rural schools. He has 
been appointed to serve on a variety of state and professional boards including the presidency of the Alaska 
Association of Secondary Principals and the Alaska Council of School Administrators. The appointment as 
Commissioner of Education afforded Larry the opportunity to meet with thousands of educators, students, 
parents and community members throughout the State of Alaska. The highlights of his tenure include the 
development and implementation of a State Education Plan, new options for digitally enhanced distance 
learning, a merit scholarship program and closer relationships with early learning and postsecondary 
institutions.  Dr. LeDoux holds an Ed. S. in administration with an emphasis in Alaska Native studies and a 
Doctorate in Technology Education Leadership. 

Dr. Larry Ledoux
Consultant
Former Commissioner of 
Education, AK
Kodiak, AK
larrysledoux@gmail.com

Dr. Robert Whicker
Director
Consortium for Digital Learning
Association of Alaska School Boards
Anchorage, Alaska
rwhicker2@me.com

Bob Whicker, Ph.D., is a former educator in Alaska serving as a teacher, principal, and superintendent, as 
well as the Dean of Students and Director for two charter schools.  He worked for Apple, Inc. for six years and 
was chosen as national education development executive in 2006. Bob currently directs the Consortium for 
Digital Learning which developed over 120 one to one programs (laptops and iPads) in schools across Alaska. 
He currently serves as a representative for the Association of Alaska School Boards on the Alaska Broadband 
Task Force with the mission to develop a broadband plan for Alaska.  Dr. Whicker consults with schools 
concerning leadership and technology  through his business, Robert Whicker Consulting, LLC.

mailto:larrysledoux@gmail.com
mailto:larrysledoux@gmail.com
mailto:Rwhicker2@me.com
mailto:Rwhicker2@me.com
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Steve Nelson has provided communications, public relations, and project management services to 
nonprofit organizations, private industry, broadcasters, advertising agencies, the Alaska Legislature and 
three Alaska governors. He joined the Association of Alaska School Boards in 2004 and has assumed lead 
roles in two AASB initiatives: Public Information Coordinator of the Alaska Initiative for Community 
Engagement (Alaska ICE) and Project Coordinator of the Consortium for Digital Learning (CDL). He has 
been involved with the design, development and implementation of the CDL since its inception in 2006, its 
expansion in 2008 and the iPads4Literacy project in 2011. His ideas and contributions to the Guide Book 
come from informational and advocacy communications of the CDL.  

Steve Nelson
Project Coordinator
Consortium for Digital Learning
Association of Alaska School Boards



ALASKA RESEARCH
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Alaska One to One Research Synthesis 

The following research syntheses represent 
recent one to one key findings in Alaska that 
inform the opportunities for success within the 
Guide Book. The research syntheses and the 
references attached to each represent pathways 
for further study and understanding for school 
leaders in one to one programs. While not 
exhaustive of the one to one literature, the 
inclusion here represents new ideas and 
findings in expanding the field of ubiquitous 
technology and bandwidth of digital learning. 



Importance of study
! The role of technology in transforming education from a teacher 
centric, passive learning model into a more student centric, active 
learning model is a hope that has been present ever since personal 
computing came into being. More powerful portable technology which 
continues to drop in cost relative to computing power has resulted in 
schools implementing one to one laptop programs across the nation 
and, in particular, Alaska. The investment made into such programs has 
been substantial especially when considering the cost of 
implementation in human terms. Teachers are asked to change the way 
they teach within and manage the program, school districts must put 
support systems into place in areas of leadership, professional 
development, curriculum and technical support, and physical 
limitations of bandwidth and network capacity must be increased. All of 
this happens within the complexity of “school” itself with all of its 
moving social, emotional, and structural components in play.

! The role of teachers in implementation is paramount as they are 
often gatekeepers of instruction and learning opportunities for 
students. Understanding the perceptions of their adoption of an 
innovation through the measurement of frequency and complexity of 
laptop use personally, professionally and in the classroom gives us 
insight  of the implementation of the one to one program and of how to 
better serve both teachers and students involved in second order 
change.
Literature Support for Research
! Frameworks of change and adoption of an innovation have been 
developed to help understand how teachers implement and integrate a 
one to one program into their instruction. These frameworks, almost all 
coming out of the Concerns-Based Adoption Model from the work of 
Hall & Hord, (2011), help us to see how teachers adopt technology into 
their practice over time. While several have been developed for specific 
aspects of technology adoption and integration (Dwyer, 1995; Knezek, 
Christensen, Miyashita, &  Ropp, 2000; Rogers, 2003), the CBAM has 
been well substantiated in a variety of settings over decades to be a valid 
measure of teacher concerns.
! The idea that educators who are engaged with current 
technologies in their personal and professional life have an advantage of 
using these technologies in their classrooms for student benefit seems 
logical.  As students continue to use technology at increasing rates 
outside of school, teachers who use technology themselves experience 
societal uses that mirrors students experience.  The Personal 
Technology Profile developed by Lemke, (2009),  measures frequency 
and complexity of technology use in a teacher’s personal life, 
professional practice, and classroom use with students. 
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! Many one to one laptop program come to fruition from decisions 
made by school leadership and are considered compulsory for teachers 
and students. These compulsory programs, by their existence, force the 
participants to address change. Their perceptions of that change are 
important to understand so that school leaders can make decisions 
which optimize their programs. In a study of Canadian compulsory 
laptop programs, Dalgarno, (2009), measured teacher concerns of the 
program and its implementation through survey and interviews. This 
study gives us important information of how teacher perceptions can be 
much different than administrators in charge of moving projects 
forward.
! In Alaska, one to one laptop programs developed in earnest in 
2006 with the advent of the Consortium for Digital Learning (CDL) 
sponsored by the Association of Alaska School Boards. Eighteen school 
districts participated in pilot projects spanning all grade levels, as 
determined by the district preference (Nelson, 2006). In 2008, another 
ten districts joined the Consortium, which increased the number of 
pilots to over 100 schools and over 12,000 users. School districts 
generally followed a prescribed model of what was considered a 
“complete solution”. This solution helped to address barriers that might 
impede progress of the laptop program and provided structure to assist 
meet individual school district goals for their projects.
Research Methods
! In order to better understand the levels of use in Alaskan high 
schools, a study was conducted in schools that had adopted one to one 
laptop program for at least 2 years. Goals of the study were to (1) 
determine if certain demographics were significant in technology 
adoption, (2) develop a teacher adoption profile based upon their 
perceptions for the Alaska laptop programs as a whole, (3) understand 
teacher technology use in their personal life, professional practice, and 
classroom use with students, and (4) understand their perceptions of 

the laptop implementation in their school. Two online surveys, one for 
teachers and one for students, were developed through modifications of 
existing survey instruments. Similarities of the surveys provided 
opportunity for comparison. 94 teachers and 725 students from 13 
school districts across the Alaska participated in the research. All of the 
school districts were in rural or bush Alaska. 

Findings and Implications
Demographic information
! The teachers in this study tended to be more mature, having 
taught for over 6 years, had stayed at their current school for most of 
their teaching time in Alaska, and had almost all of their experience 
with a one to one laptop project in their current school (over 85%). Over 
60% of the teachers had 3 or more years of one to one laptop 
experience.  Of all the demographics considered in this study (age, 
ethnicity, total years teaching, total years teaching in Alaska, years at 
current school), none showed significance in regard to classroom use of 
the laptops with students. This finding about age was consistent with 
several other studies that determined age is not a significant factor in 
the use of technology in the classroom. Thus, hiring a young wired 
person to teach is not indicated as a prerequisite to higher technology 
use in the classroom.
Levels of Technology Adoption
! Four levels of teacher technology adoption were established in 
three areas through the development of indices in personal use, 
professional practice and classroom use. Level 4 was considered to be 
the highest level of frequency of use and complexity of the technology 
with Level 1 being the lowest. The level of adoption (LoA) of teachers 
use of technology in all areas tended toward Level 2 which meant that 
the majority of teachers could be using the technology available to them 
at higher rates and in more complex learning activities. 
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! Most teachers had several years of experience in a one to one 
computing environment.  Indications for increasing the levels of 
adoption in the classroom could be related to levels of communication 
of the vision and goals of the project, professional development, and 
appropriateness of the frequency of use of the technology within the 
instructional process.
Implications of Strengthening the Shared Vision and Goals

Communication of Vision and Goals
! Several implications could be drawn from the study. If one 
combines the information from the profile on concerns and level of use 
with the teacher perception of implementation, a clearer picture can be 
drawn.  A little under sixty percent of teachers reported the goals for the 
laptop program had not been clearly articulated. About forty-five 
percent of teachers report they were not aware of the district’s goals for 
the laptop program. 
! This lack of awareness of district goals could leave teachers with 
the task of defining their project themselves. Without clear goals, this 
definition could lead to a level of use that is comfortable, thus 
institutionalizing the level of use currently experienced (routine).  This 
was borne out in the levels of use according to the CBAM.   A 
recommendation of leadership providing a clearly articulated and well 
communicated plan with goals of implementation continually reinforced 
may be appropriate. 
! With a large percentage of teachers having to define their own 
program, distractions from the planned goals of the project may start to 
gain perceived importance and become the focus rather than more 
important benefits of the program. This may be indicated in this 
research study through the perceptions of teachers who reported 
through open ended questions that the most troublesome aspects of the 
one to one programs were student misbehavior and distractions. The 

elevated levels of personal impact and management issues as well as a 
concern to refocus may be due to this lack of common direction. 
Recommendation:  

The development of a strong, cohesive plan for a one to one 
program that is well communicated can lead to sustained progress 
of the project. 

Implications for School and District Policy
Predicting Classroom Use

! Both indexes of personal use and professional practice were strong 
predictors to classroom use. The index used to measure use of 
technology in professional practice was the strongest predictor at .849 
which has implications for professional development models and hiring 
practices. 
Recommendation:  

By having teachers share their knowledge with others, present, and 
have opportunities to participate in professional online forums and 
professional organizations, there is a strong possibility of transfer of 
the use of technology to the classroom. 
Having a emphasis on the professional practice part of a resume or 
developing a demonstration aspect to the interview process might 
increase the probability of hiring a teacher ready to go within a one to 
one program.

Developing a Program Profile of Adoption
! A profile was developed regarding the concerns of the teacher 
surveyed toward aspects about the laptop program and its 
implementation and their levels of use of the laptops through the CBAM 
process. This profile indicated a mature implementation with 
collaboration and refocus to be the highest concerns with the 
maximization of the program for the students being the next highest 
concern. Concerns of personal impacts and management issues were 
higher than expected in a high-impact-to-the-user profile ideally 
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specified in the CBAM model. Levels of use of the CBAM indicated the 
two highest responses in the profile to be maximization of the program 
for students and routine use of the technology.
Recommendation:  

The development of a similar type of program assessment that 
takes teachers’ and students’ voices into consideration could help 
guide a school districts’ program over time.  While the CBAM is a 
good instrument, others may also be employed.  The key is to have 
a measure over time that addresses goals of the project and 
teacher behavior so that progress can be determined.

Implications for Professional Development
! When considering the amount of professional development (PD) 
individual participated in, both in district sponsored activities and in 
their own personal activities, some interesting results were discovered. 
Close to 40% of teachers reported district sponsored professional 
development of less than 8 hours while 27% (19 of 94) reported district 
professional development of more than 40 hours, possibly indicating 
the more professional development was available early in the program 
and was then decreased. In addition, a little more that one quarter of 
teachers indicated they spent 0 hours of professional development on 
their own time while almost 30 % of teachers reported they spent 27 
hours or more on their own professional development. 
! Statistical analysis also indicated that 85% percent of the 
variability the classroom use of technology could be attributed to the 
years the teacher had in the current school and the amount of 
professional development sponsored by the district.!
Two Considerations of a Professional Development Model

Personalizing PD
! Given the large number of teachers reporting little professional 
development and knowing that “days of inservice” are difficult to carve 
out to the school year logistically and financially, the development of a 

professional development model that is regular and ongoing is 
indicated. In order to advance teachers integration of technology into 
their learning activities, this PD would not just target the technology but 
on strategies and activities that meet learning goals, personalized 
learning, and match learning styles. 
! To take advantage of the teachers that do put in personal PD time, 
a PD model that emphasized district goals and rewarded personal effort 
may move teachers to higher levels of technology adoption in the 
classroom. This model could be enhanced through online offerings, 
using collaboration tools so that teachers can work and create together 
from afar, and having teachers share among their peers on technology 
infused lessons. Incentives could be made for participation in targeted 
PD opportunities on an individual basis such as user groups, classes, 
webinars, and technology proficiency workshops.

Effective PD that meets teachers needs
! The teachers at the higher end of the technology LoA built 
technology into their classroom environment so that it became the way 
they did business. Course offerings and supplemental material offered 
through wikis, blogs and online lessons created other opportunities for 
communication with students. Active development of learning activities 
and lesson outcomes were reported through the use of different types of 
productivity software. This development of this type of learning 
environment needs more PD support and encouragement than one to 
two days per year. 
! The idea of distraction from “learning” is one that may be 
described more clearly as a distraction from the learning activity 
prescribed by the teacher. Teachers that scored at the higher levels of 
LoA were ones who indicated that students were using Internet based 
methodologies for learning, many being the same methods perceived as 
distractions from learning by others at a lower LoA. Management issues 
were also cited as troublesome to some teachers.  Providing professional 
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development toward these desired goals by having teachers experience 
the higher levels of adoption through the learning activities might help 
them better integrate such applications in the classroom.

Difference in Teachers and Student Uses of Technology
! When teachers and students responded to questions regarding 
student classroom uses, teachers reported the use of collaboration and 
communication tools such as wikis, blogs, social networks and 
communication outside of class to be the least used strategies. Teachers 
reported students using consumptive technology applications such as 
drill and practice, learning applications and learning objects, and 
productive software such as word processing the most. Second most 
used were software programs to produce presentations such as movies, 
comic builders, and slide shows. Teachers reported almost universal use 
of email frequently personal and professionally while only about 25% of 
students reported using it personally. Over 79% of students used social 
networking for school work occasionally or more often as compared to a 
little over 30% of teachers.
  Recommendations:  

By providing more professional development designed to address the 
types of barriers that create personal and management concerns and 
that create learning activities utilizing technology’s strengths may be 
indicated to move teachers into higher LoA levels of frequency of use 
and technology proficiency.
Regular and ongoing support could be made available through the use 
of peer coaching and mentoring, a 5-10 minute tech tip at the start of 
a meeting of brief nuggets of new knowledge, online resources made 
available for technology how-to’s, and the development of student 
technology experts who can share their technical knowledge with the 
teachers and other students.  
Professional development models can include more communication 
and collaboration between students and teachers, students and 

resources outside of the classroom may help move to teachers to a 
high LoA.
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Importance of Research Study

! This research explores students’ perceptions of learning in one to 
one laptop programs in rural Alaska.  This study used constructing 
grounded theory methods by conducting five focus groups in rural high 
schools in order to gather and analyze data from the students 
themselves. The research intent was to let the students' words and 
experiences shape a new theory how about they learn with these laptop 
programs. From an epistemological standpoint, the goal of this 
qualitative research was to create a more complete picture of learning in 
one to one programs using grounded data through gathering, analyzing, 
and working directly with the students in these programs as “co-
participants” to learn from their perceptions of learning using laptops.  
The new literacies student develop through being 21st century learners 
were reflected in the student perceptions in the one to one programs 
and challenge researchers to re-examine learning theory in light of the 
ubiquitous nature of digital learning.  

! Primarily.  the importance of this study was a focus on sussing out 
new theories of learning from the perceptions of students in one to one 
laptop programs.  Millions of dollars have been invested in digital 
learning devices for students and schools across this and other 
countries (Silvernail, 2007).  A rush to have a one to one program 
overtakes the very real consideration of how to design the learning 
experiences of students to align with a) how students learn in digital 
environments, b) the issues with bandwidth and content filtering in and 
away from school, and c) effective pedagogy in 21st century schools. 
! This study sought to better inform researchers and practitioners 
regarding the design and implementation of one to one programs to 
accommodate the learning patterns of students, also referred to as 
“digital natives” with their characteristic ease in use, navigating and 
multi-tasking with technology.  As Marc Prensky (2001a) defines this 
term:

“Digital Natives are those who grew up with digital technology 
from birth, whereas Digital Immigrants are those who were 
already socialized in pre-digital ways when digital technology 
arrived on the scene.” (p. 28)

! The other aim of this study was to develop new theory (Strauss & 
Corbin, 1998) to better explain the relationship between learning and 
the occurrence of ubiquitous learning environments. These one to one 
programs allow students to have more access to information for longer 
periods of time than ever before.  How do researchers and educators 
explain or take positive advantage of the adaptive nature of student 
learning in these environments?

Literature Review
! Typically goals of the laptop programs are to increase student 
achievement, enhance access to learning materials and online courses, 
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improve student opportunities for jobs and entrepreneurial activities, 
and/or motivate the students to attend school and more fully participate 
in academic, digital curriculum (Muir, Knezek, & Christensen, 2004; 
Lemke & Martin, 2004; Lowther et al., 2007; Silvernail & Buffington, 
2009). Despite increases in one to one programs and access to digital 
content, researchers may not know or understand student perceptions 
of learning in these one to one laptop programs. There is a lack of 
confirmed data in the relationship between the way students use the 
laptops and the way they perceive them as learning tools.  There is also a 
lack of understanding between the way students perceive the use the 
laptops and various software as enjoyment (i.e. social networking) and 
for schoolwork.  There is a question about the difference between how 
students perceive using the laptop and the real or implied goals of the 
school program. Finally there is a question about how students view the 
benefit(s) of one to one laptop programs. 

Research Methods
! Methodology for this research used the grounded theory methods 
described by Strauss and Corbin (1998) and Charmaz (2006). These 
methods focus on analysis of data from co-participants experiencing a 
phenomenon (i.e. one to one laptops) and use of coding (open and 
focused) to analyze data, which in this research were the words and 
perceptions of the students in five different focus groups. Gathering 
information from students in rural Alaska required consideration of 
methods through the questions and responses in focus groups. The need 
to develop new theory to help explain unexplored student perceptions of 
learning in one to one programs helped shape the choice of using 
grounded theory methods for this research.   
! Grounded theory allows the researcher to work directly with 
individuals who have experienced a phenomenon (in this case using a 
laptop computer and ubiquitous access to information) and to collect 
data through an interview process (i.e. focus groups) for the purpose of 
gathering and analyzing data to develop new theories.  Furthermore it 

allows the researcher to use the constant comparative method of 
refining questions in the focus groups based on data from early groups 
to improve the vector of the questions toward openness and reporting 
by the students of their perceptions and experiences with learning on 
the laptops (Charmaz, 2006).  
! The data analysis plan was designed to listen, gather, transcribe, 
code (open and focused), process through careful analysis, and 
synthesize according to the students’ concepts, the direct words and 
thoughts around their perceptions of learning using laptops in one to 
one programs. The reason for using qualitative methods such as 
grounded theory is not to prove but rather to discover new paths of 
inquiry and theory (Straus & Corbin, 1998) in a relatively new education 
situation of students have ubiquitous access to a laptops and 
information for school work and their own interests. 
! The key for the researcher in using this method and data analysis 
was to stay open minded and open eared to what students had to share 
about learning through one to one laptop programs.  It appeared 
students attach little conscious thought or metacognition to the idea of 
learning while using their laptops.  They also seem to differentiate 
between schoolwork (“little l” learning) and pursuing their own interests 
(“big L” learning).  Much motivation, interest, and skill was attached to 
social learning. 

Findings and Implications
Demographic Information
! The five high schools researched in this study are located in 
different parts of rural Alaska. All require air or water transportation to 
get to the larger communities of Anchorage or Juneau. The schools and 
communities range from predominately Alaska native or Caucasian to a 
mixture of races as reported by the school districts in their annual 
report cards and the Alaska Community Database Community 
Information Summary.  They also range from traditional subsistence to 
fishing economies depending on their locations and cultural history. 
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Despite their cultural, economic, and geographic differences, all the 
schools in this study were part of the Consortium for Digital Learning 
(CDL) one to one laptop programs. 

Key Findings
! Students in one to one programs have particular insights into their 
use of the laptops and ways they enjoy and don’t enjoy them for learning 
and non-learning activities.  By asking the students directly about their 
perceptions of learning, this research opens up potential new insights 
about their preferences and usage. It’s also opens up potential insights 
in the relationship between traditional literacy and “new” literacy skills 
demonstrated by students. Specifically the open and focused codes from 
transcribing student responses to focus group questions provide 
categories for insight and study. Further research into these codes could 
yield new theories about how to organize digital learning experiences for 
students to maximize their characteristics as “digital natives” and the 
nature of digital learning in one to one programs. 

Implications for Professional Development
! This research did not explore professional development directly 
but offers a few insights from student perceptions that educators should 
consider. First, is the potential practice of structured listening to 
students guided by questions to give them a chance to share their 
thoughts, experiences, and opinions about digital learning. The simple 
math of “one to one” connoting “one” piece of technology and “one” 
student suggests the power of giving weight to the student side of the 
equation.  
! Second, most students in this study had rather specific ideas about 
how they enjoyed, didn’t enjoy, and wished their teachers would use 
technology to teach. Taking their perceptions into account when 
organizing pedagogy may provide structures conducive to increasing 
student learning within the classroom. For instance, student report 

enjoying the process of fact checking a teacher’s lecture during the 
event.  Creating a classroom culture of “shared learning” honors the 
students as active learners and sharpen their research and content 
knowledge. 
! Third, students really appreciated being guided by their teacher in 
searching, inquiry and research projects.  More use of guided practice by 
teachers would create more of what students seem to enjoy naturally 
from curiosity, social interests, and suggestions from their teacher to 
explore content. 

Implications for Child Internet Protection Act (CIPA)
! The most direct implication of this research for CIPA is the 
recommendation to engage and listen to students’ concerns and 
perceptions about potential benefits and harm from the internet. Rather 
than treating them as passive recipients of CIPA’s boundaries, it could 
be useful to develop times and curriculum to engage students in 
discussions about the safety issues, moral dilemmas, and potential 
positive aspects of the internet. It’s clear from this research that 
students have strong feelings about the “boundaries” created by adults 
and schools keeping them from information. For students the right to 
information is more of a fundamental right they feel they should have all 
the time.  In every school in this research, students had successfully bi-
passed the school filters and, in some cases knew that the teachers and 
principals knew students were doing it.  This dialogue students will 
potentially create a shared vision and responsibility about implementing 
CIPA at the school and will honor the students’ voice as stakeholders in 
their digital learning.

Implications for Classroom Use
! The  implications for the classroom are first to set aside the time 
(and possibly through structured questions) to discuss student 
preferences for digital learning and the use of education technology in 
delivery of content, assessment, and information retrieval. Students 
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enjoy being asked by their teachers and being given a chance to frame 
their learning environments. They report enjoying learning through 
social media, through guided instruction by their teachers, from each 
other in person and online, and being honored as having insights into 
using technology.  What students did not enjoy was teachers who 
overused the technology (i.e. PowerPointless presentations) or 
underused it. Most insulting to the students were teachers who would 
frame technology solutions in a demeaning comment like  “...you all are 
the technology smart ones here,...you show me how to fix it.”   
Classroom usage should be measured, inclusive of student input on 
pedagogy, and guided practice to give students to explore ideas within 
the curriculum. 

Implications for School and/or District Policy
! The biggest implication for school and district policy begins with 
the recognition of students’ natural affinity and engagement as a result 
of technology.  Policy should be aimed at building upon this engagement 
reported in many one to one programs around the country. Policies 
should be aimed at working with students on classroom management, 
internet safety, technology maintenance and accountability, and 
blended instruction in the classroom.  Policy should be built from 
student motivators and responsibility building towards a shared vision 
and buy in of policy. Policy should also be designed to be enforced.  
Unenforceable and unenforced policy in one to one programs can 
undercut students respect and abidance with school rules creating 
cultures of collusion (ie students getting past filters with staff 
knowledge).  Students report wanting to take responsibility for the 
“privilege” of the one to one laptops and willing to help with measured 
enforcement. Contrast this with common frustrations with teachers and 
administrators in enforcing current district and classroom policy, which 
one supposes in part is due to the lack of buy in by those students in that 
policy.

Implications for Stakeholder Actions
! The largest implication for stakeholder action as a result of this 
research is the opportunity to engage all stakeholders in creating and 
enforcing a shared vision., which will be described further in the next 
section. This research points to the benefits of listening carefully to 
stakeholders to get their experiences, insights and opinions.  Building 
upon all stakeholder input provides more balance to the school’s culture 
and benefits all. Consider the process of listening, assessing, and 
creating actionable guidelines/policy based on this input. The second 
part of this process is the actionable pieces. Whether classroom 
management, preventing damage to the equipment or the enforcement 
of CIPA guidelines, the chances are stronger for successful 
implementation when all stakeholders are on the same page. This 
research focusses on the specific benefits from listening to the students 
to get their insights and frames of references. The same would apply for 
parents, staff, and community partners to gather and build stakeholder 
wide vision for implementing one to one technology programs.

Implications for Strengthening Shared Vision
! Due to the relative newness of one to one programs, these 
programs create new opportunities to re-engage the community in 
dialogue about policy, safety and damage mitigation procedures, and 
hopes for maximizing learning and achievement as a result. Students in 
this research provided valuable insights about many issues their own 
use, mis-use, preferences, and suggestions for increasing the efficacy of 
one to one programs. Similar data gathering from all stakeholder groups 
towards an actionable shared vision would be a useful direction for a 
school implementing these programs. 
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Importance of Research Study
! The relationship between teaching and learning is a key variable 
in education reform. Youth bring to the learning moment a unique 
personality, programmed by complex interactions with the ability to 
acquire and act on knowledge. Teachers seek to direct learning toward 
specific outcomes. When the methods of formal education facilitate the 
same learning processes used by the student away from school, teaching 
and learning can become mirror images. Efforts to align educational 
practices along student-centric lines are attempts to polish the mirror - 
to reestablish a natural learning environment. Life in a technologically 
accelerated, information-dominated world will require that the full 
range of cognitive attributes become challenged during formal 
instruction. 
! Digital learning technologies are tools that can be used to support 
a student-centric learning environment affording students the 
opportunity to use high order cognitive skills that will be required in life 
after school. To this end, teachers must create a learning environment 
that invites students to become actively engaged in contextual learning, 

challenging students to find purpose in schoolwork. Teachers must 
create learning activities diverse enough to accommodate a child’s 
preference or to discover a new one.
! These reform efforts are critical. For Alaska Native students, the 
change to a constructivist learning environment will link Western and 
Alaska Native methods. Twenty-first century students must be 
practiced learners who can respond to changing expectations. However, 
two factors are critical to this effort. Teachers must adopt practices 
consistent with the outcomes anticipated for the 21st century. Secondly, 
technology must move from being prescribed tools used by the teacher 
to becoming an open set of tools used by students to cognitively extend 
their innate abilities to live and thrive in a virtual landscape that 
continues to be created. Constructivist teachers will need to use 
technology to create a constructivist-learning environment while 
students will need direction, access and the time to practice.
! The study has demonstrated that teaching philosophy and the 
application of technology are related. Reform initiatives and tools 
designed to prepare students for 21st century jobs will prove futile when 
applied with outmoded philosophies and practices. The evidence 
generated by the study shows that teaching beliefs are malleable and 
subject to change. Two key barriers must be addressed before effective 
change can be achieved.
! First, both teachers and students need unfettered access to digital 
learning tools. Teachers cannot be expected to confront second order 
barriers if they can’t easily transit first order barriers. Secondly, once 
teachers are engaged in second order challenges, effective staff 
development time must be made available to help teachers progress 
through the transitions from one belief system to another.
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 Literature Review
! The literature review explored the complex relationship between 
teaching style and the applications of technology selected by a teacher to 
encourage learning in Alaska’s 1:1 classrooms. Five major themes guided 
the scale and scope of the research: (a) Alaska Native education history - 
practices and outcomes; (b) 21st century skills; (c)  learning; (d) 
teaching; and (e) digital learning technologies. The extensive literature 
foundation was necessary to embed the study questions and conclusions 
within the context of contemporary issues in education reform. 

Alaska Native Education: While there have been significant efforts 
to integrate Western and Alaska Native education practices and 
outcomes, efforts to develop and implement culture based education 
(CBE) programs that provide youth with a foundation in both cultures 
have not been successful. According to Brayboy et al. (2012) a CBE 
environment is possible “When schools and communities can develop a 
reciprocal relationship based on collaboration, respect, and shared 
decision-making, SCLR [CBE] education becomes more tangible and 
more easily realized” (Brayboy et al. 2012, p. 117). Ganatra (2012) 
outlines the assistance that technology can provide to the development 
of a student-centric learning environment: (a) provide multiple 
representations of reality, (b) represent the natural complexity of the 
real world in a simulated situation, (c) present authentic tasks 
(contextualizing rather than abstracting instruction); that are culture 
specific, (d) provide real-world, case-based learning environments, 
rather than pre-determined instructional sequences, (e) enable context-
and content dependent knowledge construction, (f) give variety of 
experiences and (g) allow the teachers to monitor the performance and 
evaluate. (para 17) Digital applications can also be tuned to reflect local 
cultural activities that are no longer available. However, the professional 
effort to take advantage of these resources is dependent on the teacher’s 
teaching style. 

Twenty-first Century Teaching and Learning:  Collins and 
Halverson (2009) describe the challenges of the 21st century: “While the 
imperatives of the industrial-age learning technologies can be thought 
of as uniformity, didacticism and teacher control, the knowledge-age 
learning technologies have their own imperatives of customization, 
interaction and user-control” (p. 4). Well-being in this new age is 
dependent on the capability of educational institutions to redirect the 
processes of education in response to a digitally accelerated global 
environment. This will present significant challenges. Industrial Age 
education methods were tuned to the needs of the nation’s industrial 
workforce (Coleman et al., 1974). In that world, the acquisition of a 
basic set of skills was an acceptable outcome rather than merely one 
component in the complex pathways that now leads to critical thinking.
! Preparing all students for the unpredictable nature of the 21st 
century requires that the full spectrum of higher order skills be 
repatriated back to education. This will not devalue content; it will 
stimulate the balance between knowledge and critical thinking that has 
always been crucial to human cognitive heritage (Rotherham, 2008). 
Hoffer (1973) writes: "The central task of education is to implant a will 
and a facility for learning; it should produce not learned but learning 
people. The truly human society is a learning society, where 
grandparents, parents, and children are students together. In a time of 
drastic change, it is the learners who will inherit the future. The learned 
usually find themselves well equipped to live in a world that no longer 
exists”. (p. 32)

Learning: Learning theories provide relevant models from which 
teachers may construct instructional strategies consistent with their 
individual beliefs. Yet collectively, learning theories often represent 
contradictory, highly differentiated frameworks packaged into 
instructional programs. Consequently, the learning landscape for 
students is populated by teachers who practice according to individual 
preferences, using curricula and assessments selected by committee, to 
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achieve outcomes diffuse enough to cover a range of learning styles. 
Clearly, the challenges presented by the emerging global network are 
unlikely to be met unless an integrated strategy connecting learning 
with instruction is developed. 
! Caine, Caine and Klimek (2005) suggest that learning is optimized 
when the learning environment meets the needs of every child. Learner-
centered educators should stimulate the students’ understanding of 
content by enriching the classroom environment while adjusting the 
focal point of the classroom from teaching to learning (Kaufman et al., 
2008, p. 3). Iran-Nejad (1995) provides a rationale for classroom-based 
constructivism:  "Classroom “learning” is unnatural and something that 
does not occur in the early years of life when a child learns a language, 
and something most adults avoid after they have escaped formal 
education. The implication of constructivism, and of our elaborations on 
it, are to argue that children must have access to the same natural 
learning processes they employ before they enter school, and later, 
outside traditional classroom environments where interest and dynamic 
functions operate. In the unnatural classroom environment this does 
not occur." (p. 24)
! Mind-Brain-Education (MBE) research presents ideas that can be 
used to make better decisions about the learning process (Jensen, 2008 
p. 4). MBE researchers identified several cognitive assumptions related 
to the processes of learning:  (a) the brain plays a role in learning; (b) 
the way the learning environment is constructed makes a difference; (c) 
learning is based on the associations or connections we make; (d) 
learning occurs in particular social and cultural environments; and (e) 
the different ways people think and feel about their own learning affects 
their development as learners. (Darling-Hammond et al., 2001 p.16)
! Collectively, these assumptions provide a foundation for teachers 
to design instructional strategies based on research rather than 
packaged teaching programs. Mayer (2008) asserts that "It will be up to 
teachers to take the next step by examining their teaching beliefs about 

learning and ultimately their pedagogical style based on MBE 
research” (p. 4). 

Instruction: Efforts to reform formal education must begin with 
instruction. The National Commission on Teaching and America’s 
Future (1996) defined three primary assumptions for education reform:  
"(a) What teachers know and can do is the most important influence on 
what students learn. (b) Recruiting, preparing and retaining good 
teachers is the central strategy for improving our schools. (c) School 
reform cannot succeed unless it focuses on creating the conditions in 
which teachers can teach, and teach well.” (p. 10).
! The Institute for Education Leadership (2001) concurred: “No 
single principle of school reform is more valid or durable than the 
maxim that student learning depends first, last, and always on the 
quality of the teachers.” (p.1). Instructional quality, according the 
Schreyer Institute for Teaching Excellence, (Schreyer Institute, 2012) is 
determined by a positive learning environment created by a caring, 
committed educator who has the pedagogical prowess and content 
expertise to deliver and assess instruction.
! Demmert (2011) summarized several characteristics of quality 
teachers: “High quality teachers that know context, pedagogy, and 
understand the different learning periods and preferences can be 
effective teachers” (p. 5). “The challenge of teaching may be viewed as 
the creation of bridges between the knowledge embodied in the subject 
matter, on the one hand, and the minds and motives of students, on the 
other hand” Darling-Hammond et al.,(2001, p. 15). 

Digital Learning Technology: While the study questions probed the 
simple relationship between teaching style and the use of technology for 
learning, the nature of this relationship will ultimately determine the 
quality, pace and efficacy of efforts to transform education into a 21st 
century model. Digital learning technologies (DLT) are well suited to 
connect Alaska Native and Western systems of education into a model 
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that treats Alaska Native cultures as a senior partner in a new 
relationship (R. Barnhardt, 2005a). Digital learning technologies also 
have the potential to revitalize Western educational practices - to 
develop student-centric constructivist classrooms that build on a 
rigorous body of knowledge that students will need to prosper in the 
unpredictable world of the 21st century (Bentley, 2003; Collins & 
Halverson, 2009). The key to unlocking this technology in education is 
held by the classroom teacher who can (a) invite DLT resources into the 
classroom to catalyze a reconciliation between beliefs and practice, (b) 
use DLT to support teacher centric instruction or (c) refuse entry and 
slam the classroom door. Teaching style is the gatekeeper of this critical 
pathway to reform. Research is devalued if it is not contextually 
anchored to relevant issues. The real challenges is not how much 
teachers use technology as how students are encouraged allowed to use 
technology to facilitate learning.

Research Methods
! The study used quantitative and qualitative survey data to inform 
three questions related the use of digital learning technologies for 
learning: (a) What is the relationship between instructional philosophy 
and the way teachers use technology to support learning within Alaskan 
high school 1:1 laptop programs?; (b) How does access to a 1:1 
classroom affect a teacher’s instructional philosophy or practice?; and 
(c) Does access to a 1:1 digitally enhanced teaching environment 
facilitate the use of instructional practices consistent with Alaska Native 
and 21st century learner outcomes? Information derived from survey 
data as well as related research, provided a foundation to support a 
grounded theory to understand and elucidate the relationships between 
teaching philosophy, the use of technology, culturally based instruction 
and teaching strategies for 21st century skills.

Findings and Implications

Demographic Information
Ninety-four high school teachers in thirteen of twenty-two rural Alaska 
school districts with 1:1 classrooms elected to participate in the online 
survey. Survey respondents generally reflected the demographics of 
Alaska's teachers. It is significant to note that 72% percent of the 
teachers had over five years of teaching experience in Alaska while 66% 
had over  three years working in a 1:1 laptop classroom. Given the 
nature of 1:1 programs it was no surprise that the majority of teachers 
evidenced a high level of self-reported technological acumen: 15% 
expert, 48% experienced and 36% intermediate. Knowledge of Alaska 
Native culture was directly related to experience. Over 53% self-
reported a high to deep knowledge of Alaska Native culture. 

Key Findings
Teachers in 1:1 classrooms are proficient users of technology.
Teachers  believe that 1:1 classrooms contribute to increased student 
learning.
First order barriers that have limited the integration of instructional 
technology have been effectively addressed by access to a 1:1 learning 
environment.
One-to-one teachers showed a significant preference for student-
centric, constructivist philosophy and beliefs. The vast majority of 
surveyed teachers share a preference for constructivist, student-
centric beliefs about learning.
There was limited congruence between constructivist beliefs and 
pedagogical practices. While >70% of the teachers agreed that 
constructivist methods provide students with more useful skills than 
teacher-centric methods, only 40% felt comfortable teaching using 
constructivist methods. 
Indices for personal, professional and classroom use of technology 
evidenced limited use and a narrow set of instructional applications. 
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Teachers in 1:1 classrooms use DLT primarily for internet browsing, 
word processing, searching and e-mail. The narrow use of DLT by 
technological proficient teachers equipped with the rich resources 
available in 1:1 environments suggests the presence of barriers that 
oppose the integration of DLT
There is a small, positive correlation between teachers  who hold to 
constructivist beliefs and the depth, frequency and complexity of 
software applications used by the teacher and students to facilitate 
learning. 
Teachers noted that 1:1 classrooms contribute to enhanced 
instruction, engaged students and the development of 21st skills and 
learning attitudes. 
Teachers in 1:1 classrooms noted a shift toward constructivist beliefs 
and practices For some teachers, the changes in practice catalyzed by 
a 1:1 classroom reflected an opportunity to express previously held 
constructivist beliefs rather than to adopt a new philosophical system.
Instructional intransience is related to accountability measures that 
focus on content mastery, administrative discontinuity, professional 
development opposing philosophies of instruction.
Teachers were much more aware of 21st century methods and 
outcomes than they were of Alaska Native traditions of teaching and 
learning.
The same barriers that prevent the effective use of DLT to support a 
student-centric learning environment challenge the potential of DLT 
to support a CBE educational program. 

Emergent Themes
! One-to-one classrooms were designed to overcome first order 
change barriers including limited access to broadband, computers, 
software, technical support; all issues traditionally thwarting the 
integration of technology into instruction. Quantitative and qualitative 
data collected from this study suggest that 1:1 classrooms have 
effectively transported teachers to the front lines of the second-order 

changes necessary to transform pedagogical practices into technology 
assisted, student-centric models that contribute to 21st century student 
outcomes. Survey data evidences that teachers, regardless of their 
pedagogical beliefs, are deeply immersed in second order issues related 
to the integration of technology and the reconciliation of instruction 
with new 21st outcomes. In a sense, the introduction of ubiquitous DLT 
into instruction has delivered education to the edge of chaos where the 
definition of new norms can be constructed.
! A recurrent theme among respondent teachers was the difficulty 
in managing a technology accelerated, student-centric learning 
environment. Opportunities for student misuse of DLT are compounded 
during any dead time exposed when learning activities are poorly 
planned, executed or monitored. Students who have been freely using 
digital technology away from school have a strikingly brief digital 
attention span for directed applications of DLT that are awkward, 
contrived or instructional inefficient. Simply knowing how to use the 
instruments of technology in absence of the pedagogical acumen 
necessary to integrate DLT into instruction will technological 
subversion by students..
! Instructional strategies designed by teachers to exploit DLT for 
instruction and the DLT based learning tactics selected by students are 
often crossed-purposed. The resultant tension contests the evolution of 
instructional practices that mirror and enhance student learning styles. 
Expecting students to limit their embrace of this newly acquired 
autonomy after years of enforced conformity ignores basic aspects of 
human nature. Teachers must provoke, motivate and students use the 
cognitive assets gifted by DLT to achieve new levels of learning 
engagement, rigor and accountability. 

Implications

Implications for Strengthening Shared Vision and Goals
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! Disclaimer: There is no magic bullet, tool or application that will 
ensure that all students achieve their full potential as learners, workers 
and citizens. Generalizing research data to support conclusions beyond 
the scale and scope of the research is a common but precarious 
enterprise. Research, despite the best research protocols, is often 
fraught with covert or overt bias and limited by the quality of the 
research design, methods, and analysis. The implications suggested by 
this study while going well beyond the research conclusions, are offered 
as a nexus of professional dialogue or at the least as a provocateur to 
stimulate new avenues of thought. 
! Technology is not a tool to support the current system, rather it is 
an instrument of transformation. The purpose of 1:1 classrooms is to 
empower a student-centric, technology enhanced learning environment 
that supports children as they master the skills and knowledge 
commensurate with the life challenges of 21st century citizens. The 
success of 1:1 initiatives must be measured against outcomes that go 
beyond measures of achievement to evaluate engagement, attitude and 
proficiency in the application higher order skills. While 1:1 programs 
have reported limited success in raising assessment levels almost every 
program evaluation reported increased levels of student engagement 
and positive changes in attitude.  The same is true for culture-based 
learning environments--limited achievement but significant 
improvement is engagement and attitude. 
! The next step is more difficult.  Technology wrought changes in 
student attitude and engagement, while critical first steps must lead to 
the realization of individual purpose and vision. Engagement, purpose 
and vision exemplify youth who are motivated to take responsibility for 
the direction, pace and outcome of learning. To this end, parents, 
teachers, administrators and the broader community share and act 
upon a common vision for youth values education as a vehicle to achieve 
it. It takes a community to take advantage of  increased student 
engagement to instill purpose and vision into a child's learning 

repertoire. Once realized, student achievement by any measure will be a 
natural outcome rather than the objective of education. 
! Developing and serving a shared community vision for education 
is a critical pathway to education reform. Interestingly, this solution will 
also support a culturally integrated program than honors both Alaska 
Native and Western education traditions.

Implications for School and/or District Policy
The district must communicate a clear and consistent message relative 
to goals and outcome of DLT enhanced teaching and learning. 
Responses to open-ended comments reflect concern related to the 
purpose, instructional commitment and budgetary stability  of 1:1 
classrooms. Teachers won't embrace change if they see DLT based 
reform as another personality driven mandate that will come and go like 
so many other reform initiatives.
Recognize that 1:1 programs initiate a greater and more complex set of 
challenges for teachers than represented by DLT access barriers. All 
teachers are challenged by a 21st century reform initiatives challenges 
philosophical beliefs, methods, experience and the fundamental 
relationship between the teacher and the learner. Lessons learned from 
helping 1:1 teachers transition through this process will require 
increased opportunities for teachers to become a community of learners 
through communal collaboration, sharing, problem-solving and goal 
setting. 
Provide students and teachers with the tools necessary to use 
technology without operational restrictions: broadband, technical 
support, professional development, hardware and software. For 
students this means ubiquitous access to hardware and broadband.
A long term financial plan to maintain the DLT infrastructure assures 
teachers that DLT enhanced learning is solidly anchored within the 
district’s budgetary priorities.

Implications for Professional Development
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! Several implications related to professional development can be 
gleaned form the study: First, teachers reported a high level of 
technological proficiency and a preference for student-centric, 
constructivist beliefs yet many continued to deliver teacher- and 
content-centric instruction.  Professional development programs should 
provide opportunities for teachers to retool their bag of instructional 
tricks to reflect practices that are consistent with their beliefs. 
Proficiency in using DLT tools to create a student-centric classroom is 
not the same as knowing how to use them on a day-to-day basis to 
empower and enhance an individual lesson or learning goal.
! Secondly, mind, brain and education (MBE) research has 
provided significant information relative to the myriad of physiological, 
emotional  and social processes related to learning.  Professional 
development must ensure that teachers are both knowledgeable and 
proficient users of this research.  A teacher's preference for a particular 
philosophy or teaching style should not trump research and practices 
that facilitate learning. Teaching is science as well as art.
! Finally, directed professional development activities should 
provide the same opportunities for participants to become 
constructively engaged in the processes of learning as afforded students 
in constructivist classrooms. Professional development must evolve 
from presentation-centric formats to interactive forums that encourage 
teachers to discuss new ideas, share methods, problem-solve challenges 
or discover opportunities to collaborate. Don't expect what doesn't work 
for students to work differently for teachers. 

Implications for Classroom Use
! There is considerable confusion in the education community 
relative to the difference between constructivist learning  and teaching 
theories. Constructivism as a learning theory that posits learning as an 
individual process of constructing knowledge and meaning through 
negotiating between what is known and what is observed. This 
definition has led many to associate constructivism with diffuse 

methods and outcomes that emphasize individual meaning over content 
mastery, accountability or proficiency in high order skills. However, 
when used as a theory of instruction, constructivism embraces a wide 
variety of methods, each designed to stimulate student engagement, 
reflection, high order skill development, and content mastery.

Implications for Stakeholder Actions
! Stake holders must share a common purpose.  University, 
teachers, principals, parents and public and students going in diverse 
directions.  If learning is a life long process, students should not have to 
face artificial barriers related to political, philosophical, professional 
policies that interfere with successful transitions from one learning 
environment to another.  Life long learning is a journey not an obstacle 
course.
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Importance of study

! This study focused on comparing levels of technology adoption for 
teachers and students in one-to-one laptop programs across varied 
community broadband availability, highlighting the digital divide for 
unserved and underserved populations in Alaska. This study analyzed 
the potential impact community broadband availability has on personal 
and classroom levels of technology adoption for high school students 
and teachers in Alaska. Community broadband availability was defined 
as, (a) terrestrial broadband availability; (b) satellite broadband 
availability; and (c) no broadband available. Broadband in the homes of 
students and teachers can bring equity in the use of learning resources 
to all students and teachers no matter their zip code.
! It is important that policy makers, government officials, school 
administrators, teachers, and researchers understand the issues of 
digital inequities that may present barriers in one-to-one laptop 
programs meant to reform education. These inequities provide barriers 

to resources and online learning environments, and further the digital 
divide for students in rural Alaska.

The results of this study will add to the research base and knowledge in 
future implementations of one-to-one laptop programs. Schools across 
Alaska have invested in the premise that technology through one-to-one 
laptop programs will make a difference for teaching and learning. This 
study provided relevant data to complement the research to-date by 
providing a detailed picture of broadband access and the impact it has 
on levels of adoption in classroom and personal use.

Literature Support for Research
! Four broad areas within the literature are relevant to this study. 
The first area is the impact and role that broadband plays in creating 
conditions for sustainable economic growth and prosperity. The second 
area focuses on the implementation of one-to-one laptops across the 
nation with an emphasis on academic achievement in reference to home 
access and learning environments. The third area focuses on teacher 
and student perception and concerns in implementations of one-to-one 
laptop programs. And lastly, the fourth area focuses on digital equity 
and the barriers for implementing one-to-one laptop programs. 
! Framing the digital divide in education to include only unequal 
access to digital technology does not consider the digital equity beyond 
the physical access to the internet and computer. The economic and 
technological advances have transformed the digital age and educators 
have turned to the infusion of technology to address the challenges of 
the 21st century gaps in literacy and learning achievement of students 
(Warschauer, 2008). Lack of access means barriers for educational 
opportunities (Hammond, 2008). The digital divide should not simply 
be referenced as a have and have-not statistical analysis spread across a 

  68  

Dr. Pam Lloyd
• Section 4 •



demographic population. There are real social implications within the 
digital divide not only for the education system, but the economic 
prosperity of the U.S. 
! Educators mostly agree that computer access and internet use are 
vital to educating students in the 21st century, and much of the earlier 
Federal and State policies for education technology, focused on the 
equitable distribution of education technology resources. However, 
there is continued focus on the disparities among different groups of 
students and the inequity in computer and internet use for learning 
(Becker, 2000; Fulton, 2003; Judge, 2006; Becker, 2000; DeBell, 
2003). Both H. J. Becker (2000a) and Warschauer et al., (2004) in 
separate quantitative and qualitative studies had similar findings 
referencing digital inequities in how technology is distributed to and 
used for among different groups of students (Becker, 2000; 
Warschauer, 2004). J. D. Becker’s (2006) study reports that teachers of 
low-achieving students used more drill-and-practice type software, 
while high-SES classrooms used more simulations and focused on 
research. 
! Caperton and Papert (1999), visionaries in how technology could 
transform education, sought to engage policymakers in rethinking what 
was possible when connecting every student in every classroom to the 
internet; erasing inequities by providing each child with a computer. 
They believed technology would change the way students learned, 
creating a radically different look and feel within the classroom walls. 
Today, classrooms are connected to the internet and many schools have 
implemented one-to-one devices, however, the research is not 
conclusive that the vision these two researchers had for technology to 
transform the classroom has been realized.
! The past decade has been inundated with one-to-one laptop 
initiatives in schools across the country with several large, complex 
implementations (Argueta, 2011). This has provided a plethora of 
research studies designed to measure the efficacy of implementation 
and other factors to support learning in the classroom (Penuel, 2006; 

Silvernail, 2004; Penuel, 2002; Rockman, 2003; Lemke, 2009; Lemke, 
2003; Anderson, 2001; Shapley, 2010; Zucker, 2004; Warschauer, 
2008). Studies of large one-to-one laptop initiatives across the nation 
have shaped the digital landscape for others to forge ahead in creating 
learning environments for 21st century students. The ability to create 
authentic, engaging, and personalized learning systems in technology-
rich environments to increase student knowledge and learning 
continues to be the challenge for education systems across the nation 
(Rosen, 2011; Jonassen, 1995; Fullan, 2007). 
! Large-scale one-to-one laptop implementations provide not only a 
research base; they also fostered the development of frameworks for 
future studies. While key findings vary across these studies, there have 
been common positive results for student achievement in a one-to-one 
laptop learning environments. Extending the learning day with the use 
of laptops and connectivity to the internet, coupled with teacher created 
online learning resources showed positive results in several studies. 
Finally, the review of literature presented provides an understanding of 
the many facets that are necessary to create a successful learning 
environment in the 21st century.

Research Methods
! “Digital Dead Ends Along Alaska’s Information Highway” 
examined the impact of digital exclusion and potential lost 
opportunities when lack of broadband access creates inequity for 
learning beyond the school day, by comparing Levels of Adoption (LoA) 
in classroom and personal use, given three categories of community 
broadband availability for teacher and student groups. Community 
broadband access availability is defined by the internet service packages 
provided by local providers. 
! The theoretical framework for this study used a concurrent mixed 
methods design, beginning with quantitative surveys with open-ended 
questions administered to teachers and students. Open coding analysis 
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produced themes from student focus groups and open-ended questions 
were used to complement the quantitative analysis. 
! The sample population included high school teachers and 
students in one-to-one laptop programs from 13 school districts in 39 
communities in Alaska spread across three categories of community 
broadband availability. All participating schools met the criteria for a 
complete one-to-one laptop solution, that included, (a) anytime, 
anywhere access in and out of school for both teachers and students; (b) 
wireless infrastructure capable for one-to-one laptops in classrooms and 
schools; (c) laptops which had necessary software tied to curriculum 
goals for student learning; and (d) a required number of hours for 
professional development for using laptops as learning tools 
(Association of Alaska School Boards, 2006).

Summary of Findings
! Overall, there was no significant difference found in teachers’ 
personal or classroom use as defined by LoA indices. However, results 
from the analysis of student data revealed significant differences in 
personal and classroom use LoA for students living in communities with 
no broadband available compared across the three categories of 
broadband availability. This difference was present, even with students 
living in communities with no broadband having more years experience 
in the one-to-one laptop programs than students living in communities 
with terrestrial broadband.
! One of the more significant findings to emerge from this study is 
the difference in teacher expectations compared across the three 
categories of broadband availability in reference to expectations for 
students’ use of the laptop at home for schoolwork and the creation of 
online resources for students to extend the learning day. In both 
scenarios, teachers living in communities with no broadband access had 
lower expectations in both of these areas for their students than those 
teachers living in communities with broadband availability.

Teacher Demographic Information
! Teacher tenure in a one-to-one laptop school showed 
approximately two-thirds of the sample distribution of teachers as 
having three or more years of experience in a one-to-one laptop 
program. Within each of the three categories of community broadband 
availability, the majority of teachers have been teaching in a one-to-one 
laptop program for three or more years, with higher percentages of 
teachers, 40% of teachers in both terrestrial and satellite broadband 
availability having five or more years teaching experience in a one-to-
one laptop program. This compared to 17% of the teachers in 
communities with no broadband availability having five or more years 
teaching experience. 
! The largest number of teachers without access to the internet in 
their home was found in the communities where broadband was not 
available, where 35% of the teacher population identified themselves as 
not having broadband access compared to 5% of those teachers living in 
communities with terrestrial broadband availability.

Student Demographic Information
! Key differences among students in the three categories of 
broadband availability were found in tenure in the school, ethnicity, and 
access to the internet at home. Seventy percent of the students in 
communities where terrestrial broadband was available were 
predominantly white, while the other two communities resulted in 45% 
of the students in communities with satellite broadband availability, and 
90% of the students in no broadband availability communities self 
identified as predominantly Alaska Native. Unlike teacher 
demographics, student groups also differed in the number of years in 
their current school, with the students in communities where 
broadband is not available having the longest longevity in the school, 
with 67% of the students responding they had 6 or more years in their 
current school. The majority of students in both terrestrial and satellite 
broadband availability reported over half of the students were in their 
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current school for two years or less. In addition, students in 
communities where terrestrial broadband was available had the highest 
percentage with almost 40% of students with less than one year in their 
current school.

Teacher and Student Perceptions

Broadband in the Home
! Teacher and student perceptions regarding broadband in the 
home provided a broader picture to illuminate the findings in this study. 
Approximately one-third of the teachers and students living in 
communities with no broadband available had zero internet access in 
their home, compared to 2% to 5% of the students and 7% to 15% of the 
teachers living in communities with broadband availability having no 
internet access in their home. Student focus groups conducted in each of 
the three categories of broadband availability confirmed the lack of 
internet access as well as perceived speeds of bandwidth available 
within each community of broadband availability.

Student Perceptions about Broadband Making them a Better 
Student
! Three-fourths of students in communities where broadband is 
available either through terrestrial or satellite delivered broadband, felt 
that the internet made them a better student. When answers to this 
question included “maybe” and “yes” responses, combined, the 
responses across all three categories were between 80% and 90% 
favorable in the belief that having internet at home makes them a better 
student.

Personal Home Computer Access 
! Students living in communities with terrestrial broadband 
availability resulted in 79% with access to a personal computer at home, 
compared to 88% of the students living in communities with broadband 

available via satellite delivery having a personal computer at home. In 
contrast, over half of the students living in communities with no 
broadband access did not have a personal computer at home. 

Laptop for School Work
! There was no significant difference in students’ use of laptop at 
home for schoolwork, with 80% to 90% of the students in all three 
categories of broadband availability responding that they used their 
laptops at home for schoolwork. In contrast, teachers’ perceptions 
regarding students’ use of laptops at home for schoolwork showed 
differing results. Approximately three-fourths of the teachers living in 
communities with terrestrial broadband availability believed their 
students used their laptops for schoolwork. Less than half of the 
teachers living in communities with satellite broadband availability 
perceived their students used the laptop for schoolwork. There was a 
large contrast in student response and teacher beliefs about student use 
of laptops for schoolwork at home in communities with no broadband 
available. Less than one-fourth of the teachers believed their students 
used their laptops for schoolwork at home, when almost 80% of the 
students responded they did use their laptop at home for schoolwork.

Implications for Lack of Broadband Availability
! The lack of broadband availability for students and teachers living 
in Alaskan communities creates a social inequity in access to 
information and rich resources available for learning. Students and 
teachers living in communities with no broadband available do not have 
the potential for extending the learning day with education resources 
that require the Internet, furthering the inequity in the digital divide. 
While the nation continues to move forward with the National 
Broadband Plan to provide anchor institutions like schools and 
hospitals with 1 Gb connectivity and homes with 100 Mb connectivity by 
2020, communities in rural Alaska are getting by with no broadband 
availability in homes, and most anchor institutions are receiving their 
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broadband delivery via satellite. The Federal Communication 
Commission (FCC) states “everyone in the United States today should 
have access to broadband services supporting a basic set of applications 
that include sending and receiving e-mail, downloading web pages, 
photos and videos, and using simple video conferencing with an 
acceptable target of 4 Mbps of actual download speed and 1 Mbps of 
actual upload speed would ensure universal access. Most communities 
on satellite middle mile have less than dial-up connectivity today.

Future Trends
! An investment in technology without access to the Internet will 
further the digital divide. Wireless technology is growing at an 
exponential rate. Software applications have evolved from a CD-based 
application to an internet application available only through downloads 
from servers in the internet cloud. The ability to stream media to any 
and all devices (computers, laptops, tablets, cell phones) over a variety 
of network mediums (wireless wi-fi, fiber, microwave, cellular, copper, 
cable) has created growth and demand that surpasses the under-served 
communities capacity for network infrastructure available today.   

Implications for Schools
! Planning for future networking and technology requirements is 
difficult to project more than two years out; however, funding 
mechanisms in place with the Universal Service Administration 
Company (USAC) E-rate model requires at a minimum to have at least 
one to three year projections for bandwidth need. Often schools look at 
broadband connectivity, technology devices and users as separate 
entities. School leaders make strategic decisions in technology use and 
applications for teaching and learning, but often do not recognize the 
implications of these decisions on network infrastructure including 
switches, wireless and internet bandwidth. In addition, school leaders 
cannot predict the rapid changes in applications and devices that are 
occurring faster than plans can be made. 

!
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• CHAPTER 9 •

GUIDE BOOK SPONSORS

The mission of the Association of Alaska School Boards is to advocate for children and youth by 
assisting school boards in providing quality public education, focused on student achievement, 
through effective local governance. AASB has been a statewide leader in education for over 50 
years. The conception of and continued progress of the Association’s Consortium for Digital 
Learning has advanced digital learning in Alaska since 2006.

The purpose of Educating 4 Leadership is to find opportunities for students at Highland Tech High 
Charter School and beyond, and make them happen: creating opportunities for ALL students for 
authentic and relevant leadership now and in the future in their communities and around the world.

Listen / Learn / Lead

Laugh / Live / Love

E4L 
Educating 4 Leadership

The mission of the Alaska Department of Education and Early Development is to ensure quality 
standards-based instruction to improve academic achievement for all students through core services of:

Provide and evaluate a comprehensive student and school standards, assessment and accountability 
system based on student, school, educator, and culturally responsive standards.

Provide and support standards-based professional development and mentoring for Alaska’s educators.

Provide a statewide program to ensure all students have the foundational skills required for success.

Secure and award educational funding to school districts and other educational organizations.

Providing high quality data to school districts and stakeholders.
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Northwest Arctic School District 

The Northwest Arctic Borough covers 
38,000 square miles in one of the 
world’s most beautiful remote areas. 
Much of the region lies north of the 
Arctic Circle. The district operates 
schools in eleven villages for 
approximately 1,850 students. Schools 
range in size from Deering with 30 
students and 4 teachers to 
Kotzebue with 664 students and 54 
teachers. The overall pupil/teacher 
ratio for the district is 14 to 
1. Ninety percent of the students are 
Inupiaq Eskimo.  The district’s 
main goals are to prepare students 
to be contributing members of a 
rapidly changing society and to 
preserve the unique heritage and 
values of the Inupiaq culture.

Mission Statement
 To graduate students with the skills and 
knowledge to be good citizens.
 

Vision Statement
 To be a leader in PreK-14 education 
based on student achievement and 
graduation rates.

Southwest Region School District

The Southwest Region School District is 
bordered by the Bristol Bay to the south, 
the Kuskokwim Mountains to the west and 
north, and the Aleutian Range to the east. 
 Of the nine district villages, only one is 
accessible by road from Dillingham, which 
has no road to it from Anchorage. All of the 
other villages are accessed by air, primarily 
using small, single engine planes.  The 
villages of the region are populated 
primarily by Alaskan Yupik Eskimos.

Mission Statement
The Southwest Region School District is 
committed to all students receiving an 
education that continuously affirms human 
diversity, that validates the history and 
culture of all ethnic groups, that is based on 
high expectation for academic success for 
every student, and that encourages students 
and parents active participation.

Contributing Districts
The following districts contributed scenarios for the One to One Guide Book from 
workshops with school and district leadership. These scenarios came from real 
life challenges experienced every day in the school and classroom environment.
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