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ABSTRACT 

Cell phone and mobile technology use, rising among U.S. teenagers in the decades since 

its introduction, is now pervasive among high school students 

(http://www.pewinternet.org/Reports/2013/Teens-and-Tech.aspx).  With the observed increase in 

teenage cell phone ownership and the potential for distraction from technology use, a greater 

understanding of the impact that mobile technology use may have on school-based learning 

environments is necessitated.  The present study extends previous work by investigating the 

association between mobile technology use in high school classrooms; student perceptions of 

school policy and enforcement of mobile technology policy and learning.   

 Student mobile technology use, mobile technology policy and enforcement of the policy, 

was measured in 130 area high school students.  Student performance was measured by overall 

grade point average (GPA), GPA from core courses, as well as a standardized test of reading.   

Results revealed listening to music on mobile devices was significantly and negatively 

associated with grade point average, but not standardized test scores.  No other types of mobile 

technology use were significantly associated with student achievement.  Also, student perception 

of school policy on mobile technology use and enforcement was not significantly associated with 

achievement.  However, student agreement with school policy was significantly predictive of 

overall mobile technology use.  Results from the current study indicate that using mobile devices 

may not be disruptive to learning environments under conditions in which the cognitive load is 

not too heavy, but much more research is needed to determine the different conditions and how 

the relation between mobile device use and achievement may vary when these conditions 

change.   
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INTRODUCTION 

Background 

 Cell phone and mobile technology use has risen among U.S. teenagers in the decades 

since the cell phone was introduced.  A 2009 Pew Internet survey of cell phone use among 12-17 

year olds shows an increase in ownership from 45% in 2004 to 71% in 2008 

(http://pewinternet.org/Reports/2009/14--Teens-and-Mobile-Phones-Data-Memo.aspx).  The 

most recent Pew Internet survey of teen cell phone and mobile technology use indicates that as of 

2013, 78% of teenagers own a cell phone and 47% of these own a ‘smart’ phone or a phone with 

advanced computing capabilities such as internet, email and programmable applications 

(http://www.pewinternet.org/Reports/2013/Teens-and-Tech.aspx).   

Students who own cell phones are more likely to bring their phones to school in order to 

stay connected with their peers and their parents (Charlton, Panting, & Hannan, 2002).  Parents 

view mobile phones as a security device allowing their children to reach them in emergencies as 

well as when they need to coordinate scheduling activities after school or on weekends 

(Campbell, 2005; Charlton et al., 2002).  Parents’ acceptance of teen and adolescent mobile 

phone use suggests they are more likely to encourage children to keep their phones with them 

during the day, even while at school (Charlton et al., 2002).   With all of the capabilities 

available on mobile devices, students have the potential to become distracted if they engage in 

off-task behaviors on their phone while in class (Campbell, 2005).  

Theoretical Background 

Studies of learning and memory have shown evidence that distraction can modulate the 

contribution that memory systems or executive functioning make to learning performance 

(Foerde, Knowlton, & Poldrack, 2006; Sweller, 1988).  Cognitive load theory suggests that 

working memory or executive functioning capabilities are limited and that novel stimuli are not 
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retained if the working memory system is unable to rehearse new information enough for it to 

become part of the cognitive schemata (Van Merrienboer & Sweller, 2005).  Demands from 

multiple forms of stimuli can tax the limits of working memory and overload executive 

functioning systems.  When the cognitive load is too heavy, processes necessary for learning 

may be unable to function efficiently.  Under cognitive load theory, effective instruction should 

be designed to recognize and limit elements that are processed simultaneously in working 

memory (Van Merrienboer & Sweller, 2005).   

In support of cognitive load theory, divided attention during learning has been associated 

with poor performance under experimental conditions (Mulligan, 1998).  Participants were 

assigned to a full attention or a divided attention condition.  In the full attention condition, 

participants were given a list of words to view and asked to memorize them for later recall.  In 

the divided attention condition, participants were given the same list of words and instructions, 

but also asked to monitor a string of digits for a target number and to signal when the target 

number occurred.  Following the experimental conditions the participants were given two 

distractor tasks then assessed on their ability to recall the words from the attention task.  

Participants in the divided attention condition performed significantly worse on word recall than 

did those in the full attention condition.   Further, studies of neuroscience have used functional 

magnetic resonance imagery to corroborate the evidence that competing stimuli increases 

cognitive load and may reduce attention allocated to the desired stimuli (Chun & Turk-Browne, 

2007; Foerde et al., 2006).  When engaged in single task activities, fewer brain areas associated 

with executive functioning and working memory are activated than when engaged in dual-

attention activities.  Also, when participants engage in dual-attention tasks and additional areas 

of the brain are activated, learning and memory performance declines.   
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In accordance with cognitive load theory, classroom instruction should be delivered such 

that attention to relevant stimuli is maximized and distractions are minimized (Van Merrienboer 

& Sweller, 2005).  Distraction can occur when students’ attention is split between competing 

stimuli. The growing number of students who bring mobile devices to school and class invites 

the question of whether or not these devices can potentially distract students from effectively 

learning classroom material.  A recent investigation of some off-task behaviors in college 

classrooms indicated that student learning decreased when distracted by technology during class 

time (Wood et al., 2012).   With the observed increase in teenage cell phone ownership and the 

potential for distraction from technology use, a greater understanding of the impact that mobile 

technology use may have on school-based learning environments is necessitated. 

Distractive Mobile Technology Use 

A survey of 112 high school administrators revealed that 78% did not believe that student 

cell phone use results in a loss of instructional time (Obringer & Coffey, 2007).  However, some 

empirical studies have suggested that common cell phone uses (e.g. texting and calling) provide 

a distraction to learning (Froese et al., 2012; Plester, Wood, & Bell, 2008).  A recent 

investigation examined the influence of cell phone ringing on learning content from video (End, 

Worthman, Mathews, & Wetterau, 2009).  Seventy-one college participants were randomly 

assigned to either a ‘ringing’ condition or a ‘no-ringing’ condition.  Both conditions watched an 

educational video then completed a multiple choice comprehension test based on the video 

content.  Participants in the ringing condition were exposed to two instances of cell phone rings 

during the video and those in the no-ring condition were not exposed to cell phone ringing.  

Results of this study indicated that participants who experienced a ringing cell phone during an 

educational video lecture performed significantly worse on a multiple choice exam of the lecture 

content than those in the no-ringing condition.  Beyond this study, there is limited research 



4 

 

available on the impact of cell phone ringing in class on academic performance. In addition, 

current cell phone or mobile technology use has expanded to include more than just exchanging 

phone calls. 

 Text messaging rather than calling has become the primary form of communication 

among U.S. teenagers according to a 2012 Pew Internet Survey 

(http://pewinternet.org/Reports/2012/Teens-and-smartphones.aspx).  Seventy-five percent of 

teenagers text and sixty-three percent report that texting is their primary source of 

communication.  The impact of text messaging on academic achievement is currently under-

studied, though there is some research to date.  In a quasi-experimental study, sixty-two students 

within an undergraduate business course were assigned to either a texting or non-texting 

condition at the beginning of a class lecture (Ellis, Daniels, & Jauregui, 2010).  Those in the 

texting condition were instructed to compose and send three text messages to the instructor 

during the lecture.  Participants in the non-texting condition were instructed to turn their mobile 

devices off during the lecture.  At the end of the class period, all participants were measured on a 

20- item, multiple choice exam of the lecture content.  Participants in the texting condition 

performed significantly worse on the multiple choice exam than those in the non-texting 

condition.  Additionally, another examination of the effects of text messaging on academic 

performance in college students indicated a similar relation between texting and academic 

achievement (Froese et al., 2012).  This investigation extended the examination by Ellis and 

colleagues by introducing the conversational aspect of texting into the experimental design.  

Participants (eighty-two) were randomly selected from ‘a complete college student list’ and 

invited to bring their cell phones to two, six minute, simulated classroom lectures.  Participants 

experienced both lectures while either texting or not texting in a counter-balanced, repeated 
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measures design.   When participants were part of the texting condition they were instructed to 

respond to texts received during the lectures.  These texts were sent by experimenters throughout 

the lecture.  Analysis of the average time texting for a subsample of participants indicated that 

they spent 2.69 minutes engaged in texting during the lecture.  When participants were not part 

of the texting condition, they were asked to put their mobile devices out of reach and were not 

texted by experimenters.  At the conclusion of each lecture all participants were given a 10-item 

quiz following a 5 minute break.  Results indicated that participants scored significantly worse 

on the quiz when they engaged in texting during the lecture than when they did not. In total, 

these investigations suggest that mobile technology uses such as calling and texting can distract 

college-age learners and lead to poor performance recalling information directly related to the 

content which was disrupted.  With the number of high school students who own cell phones 

increasing to levels approaching those of college students, it is important to extend the previous 

research on the associations between classroom mobile technology use and academic 

achievement to include high school students (http://www.pewinternet.org/Reports/2011/College-

students-and-technology/Report.aspx).  Additionally, it is important to consider cell phone uses 

beyond calling and texting.   

A survey of college students indicated that they report spending nearly half as much time 

per week on social networking sites as they do texting (Hanson, Drumheller, Mallard, McKee, & 

Schlegel, 2010).  Also, a recent survey of college-age business students indicated that time spent 

engaged in online social networking was perceived to negatively impact academic achievement 

(Paul, Baker, & Cochran, 2012).  Three hundred and forty participants responded to a survey of 

several factors including time spent engaged in online social networking sites and academic 

http://www.pewinternet.org/Reports/2011/College-students-and-technology/Report.aspx
http://www.pewinternet.org/Reports/2011/College-students-and-technology/Report.aspx
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performance.  Results of structural equation modeling revealed a significantly negative relation 

between time engaged in online social networking and academic achievement. 

Smart phones allow users access to applications for games, social network sites and other 

functions in addition to calling and texting.  Further, from expanding research on the association 

between cell phone use and academic achievement to high school students, it is also important to 

investigate the type of cell phone use high school students are engaging in as mobile devices are 

capable of many potentially distracting features that have not been fully explored in previous 

research.  Aim 1: The first aim of the current study is to extend previous research on how 

mobile technology use that may increase cognitive load such as calling or texting impacts 

the academic achievement of college age students to those in high school. This study will 

also extend previous research by investigating how cell phones are being used for 

additional purposes such as social networking and gaming in classroom settings and the 

potential impacts of these uses on academic achievement. 

Educational Mobile Technology Use 

Research on cell phones in educational settings is not restricted to the potential negative 

impacts of distractive uses.  Mobile devices are also being studied as instruments that may aid in 

implementing classroom curriculum or assist students with homework. When mobile technology  

is used in classrooms in accordance with cognitive load theory, this use may have a positive 

impact on achievement by presenting content-relevant stimuli to  the working memory system 

(Van Merrienboer & Sweller, 2005).  This type of use differs from distractive use, theoretically, 

by reducing as opposed to overloading cognitive resources (Van Merrienboer & Sweller, 2005). 

There is a growing body of research which looks at the effects of using cell phones as 

educational tools; however, mixed results have been found (de-Marcos et al., 2010; Franklin & 

Peng, 2008; Lu, 2008; Rau, Gao, & Wu, 2008; Squire & Dikkers, 2012).  The method of using 
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mobile devices such as cell phones to aid in training or education is typically referred to as m-

learning or mobile learning (Motiwalla, 2007).  M-learning may involve many different aspects 

of cell phone use from texting to video to educational applications, but is not limited to these 

examples.  In one investigation of mobile learning conducted in Spain, three groups of students 

were assigned to either a technology group or a non-technology group (de-Marcos et al., 2010).  

The first group was composed of 50 high school (secondary) students ages 14-15 from a 

technology class. The second group contained 48 secondary students in a physics course ages 17-

18 and the third group contained twenty-eight college students from a nursing course ages 17-19.  

Course instructors assigned participants to the two conditions.  Participants in the technology 

group were allowed to use their phones or other forms of technology in the classroom to take 

‘mobile’ tests on classroom material.  Participants were allowed to check their answers on their 

mobile device and retake these tests as many times as preferred during 50 minute sessions.  

Comparison group students took the tests via paper and pencil during the same classroom 

settings.  Each course contained four teacher-created objectives and the assessments for each 

condition were based on each of these objectives.  Results indicate that the Technology course 

was the only one in which any participant’s scores improved significantly.  The Physics and 

Nursing objective assessments and final grades showed no significant improvement.  The 

researchers in this investigation do not make it clear whether participants in the comparison 

conditions were allowed to retake the paper and pencil objective assessments multiple times to 

match the conditions of the treatment groups, nevertheless, the results indicate little significant 

improvement in outcomes resulting from assignment to the treatment condition.  In a qualitative 

investigation of m-learning, thirty-nine participants in two eighth grade classrooms in Ohio used 

iPods to create math videos about topics in algebra (Franklin & Peng, 2008).  During the courses, 
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students and teachers were interviewed about the process of making the videos, but no 

quantitative assessments were conducted to determine whether the use of this mobile technology 

influenced achievement scores.  Within the interviews conducted, students and teachers indicated 

mixed feelings about the mobile technology implementation.  Another recent qualitative 

investigation of m-learning examines using cell phones in a pre-calculus high school classroom 

(Engel & Green, 2011).  Eighteen junior and senior level students within one classroom were 

allowed to use their cell phones in class in three ways: as an audience response system, as a 

research tool and as a way to record student work through photographs.  The audience response 

element involved formatively and summatively gauging student knowledge through polling and 

gathering answers to questions created from the lessons.  The student polls were collected 

through wiffiti.com and polleverywhere.com, accessed on the mobile device.  The research 

element utilized the internet feature of students’ cell phones to look up information about a pre-

calculus concept such as matrices during group discussion and sending the information to other 

students via SMS (short messaging service).   Evidence collection utilized the online photo-

sharing website Flickr.com, which allowed students to upload slide shows of homework 

assignments or presentations of completed assignments.  The authors reported growth in student 

proficiency using the mobile devices in the classroom-learning environment, confidence with 

pre-calculus concepts and improved understanding of course materials through qualitative 

means.  They cited parent and student comments as their source of information.  

In a quantitative investigation using QR (quick response) codes embedded into text, 

Taiwanese college students were able to access additional background information and 

comprehension questions while reading text in an Advanced Business English and 

Communications class.  Participants were divided into four groups, those with QR codes and 
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scaffolded questions embedded into the text, those with QR codes, but without scaffolded 

questions, those without QR codes, but with scaffolded questions and those without QR codes or 

scaffolded questions.  Students were pre-tested with a similar passage from the same textbook, 

then provided with instructions for using the smart phone and QR codes (if applicable) and 

allowed 50 minutes to read through several texts.  After 50 minutes, students were post-tested 

using another passage from the same text.  Results of a two-way ANCOVA, using the pre-test 

scores as the covariate, did not find a significant difference between groups that used QR codes 

and those that did not, but did reveal a significant difference between groups using scaffolded 

comprehension questions and those that did not (Chen, Teng, & Lee, 2011).  The research on m-

learning is varied and, while growing, needs more high-quality, quantitative investigation on its 

effectiveness.  In order to inform this continuing research it is critical to understand what 

perceptions students and teachers have of m-learning and how students are using cell phones for 

educational purposes.  Aim Two: The second aim of this study is to measure how high school 

students are currently using their cell phones or mobile devices as tools that may reduce 

cognitive load and facilitate learning by accessing content-relevant stimuli.  Aim two also 

examines the relation between the amounts of time spent using the cell phone for 

educational purposes and academic achievement.   

School Policy and Mobile Technology Use 

One factor that may influence how students use mobile devices in the classroom is the 

school policy on cell phone use.   Student and teacher characteristics such as mobile phone 

ownership and amount of monthly use influence their perceptions of classroom mobile 

technology use.  This can, in turn, influence the classroom policy on mobile technology use 

(Campbell, 2006).  In a survey of 161 U.S. college students, 32.9% indicated ‘Instructor does not 

have specific policy and doesn’t seem to mind texting behavior; more laid back and relaxed’ as a 
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reason for texting while in class.  When polled on ideas for ‘good’ cell phone policies 

participants’ responses were varied (Tindell & Bohlander, 2012).  Anecdotal evidence from a 

small qualitative study indicated teachers varied on the strictness and enforcement of cell phone 

policies and were not always sure how well their policies were working (Charles, 2012).  In 

addition to understanding how mobile technology use is occurring in high school classrooms and 

how this use may affect academic achievement, it is also important to examine the relation 

between the clarity and enforcement of school and classroom policy and student mobile 

technology use.  School policy has been shown as a potential avenue through which teachers and 

administrators can affect student achievement (Hallinger, Bickman, & Davis, 1996). Although 

the nature and implementation of mobile technology policy is considerably under-studied, past 

evidence of policy influence on achievement suggests it may serve as a moderator of the relation 

between mobile technology use and academic achievement and warrants closer examination 

(Kyriakides & Creemers, 2012).  Aim 3: The final aim of this investigation is to measure 

student perception of school mobile use policy through self-reported student awareness of 

cell phone policy, student agreement with policy and student perception of teacher or 

administrator enforcement of policy.  This study examined these factors as potential 

moderators on the relation between mobile technology use and academic achievement.  

Summary 

Cognitive load theory suggests that demands from multiple forms of stimuli can reduce 

working memory or executive functioning capacity. Classroom instruction that reduces cognitive 

load, as suggested by cognitive load theory, facilitates learning by minimizing distractions and 

maximizing content-relevant stimuli. The present study will extend previous work by 

investigating the association between potentially distracting mobile technology use (e.g. texting, 

social media) in high school classrooms and learning.  Furthermore, this investigation seeks to 
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inform future high-quality research on potential educational applications by measuring how high 

school students are currently using their cell phones or mobile devices as learning tools and to 

examine the relation between the amount of time spent using the cell phone for educational 

purposes and academic achievement. Lastly, the present research will measure student 

perceptions of mobile use policy and examine the moderation of these perceptions and 

perceptions of policy enforcement on the relation between student mobile technology use and 

achievement.  

 In order to measure student mobile technology use, mobile technology policy and 

enforcement of the policy, a thirty-nine item survey was administered to students at a 

Southeastern U.S. high school.  Student performance was measured by overall grade point 

average (GPA), GPA from core courses, as well as a standardized test of reading.  The main 

hypotheses for this research are: 

1) Due to limited working memory capabilities, higher student-reported mobile 

technology uses with distractive potential such as texting, gaming, social networking 

and calling will predict lower achievement scores. 

2) Due to reduced cognitive load, higher reported student use of mobile technology to 

access content-relevant stimuli will predict higher class-level grade point average. 

3) Student awareness of school policy, student agreement with policy and student 

perception of level of policy enforcement will moderate the relation between mobile 

technology use and achievement. 
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METHODS 

Research Design 

 This was a cross-sectional study of student mobile technology use from a sample of high 

school students in the Southeastern United States.  Self-reported estimates of student mobile 

technology use and perceptions of policy were obtained through a questionnaire.  Multiple 

regression techniques were used to evaluate how well types and levels of mobile phone 

technology use predicted academic achievement and how this relation may be moderated by 

school policy.  This study was approved by FSU Institutional Review Board prior to data 

collection (see Appendix B). 

Participants 

Participants were recruited from a North Florida high school during the spring of the 

2012-2013 school year.  Teachers were recruited in March at departmental meetings for English, 

Math and Science that were held at the high school campus.  Student recruitment was conducted 

in students’ English classes during the months of April and May.  Consents were passed out to 

all students in English classes of participating teachers and students were asked to either obtain 

parental consent if under eighteen (see Appendix B), or allowed to consent themselves if they 

were eighteen years of age or older (see Appendix B).  The consent form requested students and 

parents to fill out a separate survey on student mobile technology use, and requested access to 

students’ standardized test scores and grade point averages as the conditions of participating in 

this research.  One hundred and fifty students returned consent forms, with one parent declining 

consent for themselves and their child.  It is believed that the low number of informed consents 

may have been due to some teachers not passing out consents to the students in their classes. Of 

the one hundred and forty nine student participants, surveys were collected from one hundred 

and thirty.  Nineteen student surveys were not administered due to chronic absences.  Table 1 
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(Appendix A) displays demographic information at the school-level and the sample-level. 

Slightly more males were represented in the sample than females versus the school-level ratio.  

The racial make-up of students in the sample was closely representative of the school population 

with only small differences between the two.  All student participants were between 13 and 19 

years of age, with the majority falling between 17 and 18.  

Measures 

Student mobile technology use and factors related to student perception of policy were 

measured through a researcher-designed survey and academic achievement was measured 

through a state standardized test and through cumulative GPA and GPA from core courses for 

the 2012-13 school year & Spring Term, respectively.   

Student Survey of Digital Technology Use 

The student survey consisted of thirty-nine items to assess student demographics (e.g. 

gender, age and race), student mobile technology use throughout an average day at school, 

knowledge of school policy and disciplinary methods regarding mobile phone use and use of 

mobile technology for cheating or taking inappropriate pictures.  The survey items consisted of 

Likert and ratio scaled items as well as open-ended and multiple choice questions.   

Grade Point Average 

Students’ cumulative grade point averages were collected from a school staff member.  

Also, grades from mathematics, science and English courses taken during the spring of 2013 

were averaged to obtain the grade point averages of the student’s core academic courses during 

the semester in which surveys were collected.  Mean GPA scores were calculated by summing 

grades from all core classes and dividing by the number of classes.  
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FCAT 

The Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT) consists of criterion-referenced 

assessments in mathematics, reading, science, and writing, which measure student progress 

toward meeting the Sunshine State Standards (SSS) benchmarks (FLDOE, 2001).  In high 

school, only the reading and writing portions are administered with reading administered in 9
th

 

and 10
th

 grades and writing administered in 10
th

 grade.  The reading portion of the FCAT 

consists of several poems or narrative and expository passages for students to read ranging from 

300-1500 words, followed by multiple choice comprehension questions.  FCAT 2.0 standard 

scores range from 140-302.  Scores of between 240 and 252 for 9
th

 grade students and between 

245 and 255 required in 10
th

 grade constitute Level 3 proficiency, or a passing level of 

proficiency.  Level 3 proficiency by [or at] 10
th

 grade is necessary to graduate high school.  

Internal reliability estimates for FCAT Reading range from .81-.85 in 9
th

 grade and .85-.87 in 

10
th

 grade (http://www.fcattestmaker.com/Reliability_Report_WEB.pdf).   

Procedure 

 Survey administration occurred during the months of May and June of the 2012-13 

school year.  Surveys were administered to participants during their English class periods on 

days scheduled with the participating English teacher.  At the beginning of class, participants 

were instructed by the researcher to read through and sign the assent form if they were under 

eighteen years of age and willing to participate.  Next, the students were reminded that 

participation in the study was voluntary, and that they could choose to skip any questions they 

did not wish to answer and that they could withdraw at any time.  Surveys were passed out and 

the researcher was available to answer any questions during the remainder of the class period, or 
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until all surveys were completed and turned in.  Survey completion took between 15 and 45 

minutes per class.   

Scheduled administration of the FCAT was determined by the Florida Department of 

Education and the local school district.  In the 2012-13 school year, the FCAT was administered 

to participants during the 3
rd

 week of April by trained testers at the school.    

Analyses 

 To investigate Aims 1 and 2, self-reported types and time estimates of mobile technology 

use from the student survey of digital technology were entered as predictors of student 

achievement measures such as GPA and FCAT scores into multiple and hierarchical regression 

equations.  Demographic variables of free or reduced lunch status and gender were entered first 

in a hierarchical regression equation.  These variables were chosen based on previous evidence 

of influence on achievement.  While the variety of results on gender differences in achievement 

are mixed, some studies have found evidence for gender differences in academic outcomes 

(Klinger, Shulha, & Wade-Woolley, 2010; Ponitz, Rimm‐Kaufman, Brock, & Nathanson, 2009).  

Socio-economic status, represented in this study by free and reduced lunch status (FRL) has also 

been strongly linked with academic achievement (Lee & Bowen, 2006; Sirin, 2005). Hierarchical 

regression analysis allows the reported time spent on multiple types of mobile technology use 

such as texting, social networking and internet surfing to be used to predict levels of student 

academic success over and above gender and FRL. 

 To investigate the third aim of this study; items measuring student awareness of mobile 

technology policy, agreement with policy and student perception of disciplinary action were 

analyzed to determine if they are significant predictors of mobile technology use and 

achievement.   Next, these variables were entered as moderators of the relation between mobile 
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technology use and achievement outcomes into a multiple regression equation (Baron & Kenny, 

1986).  This analysis allows for the measurement of how awareness and adherence to school 

policy moderates the relationship between mobile technology use and academic achievement 

among high school students.  Gender differences in mobile technology use have not been found 

to date and among mobile technology owners, use has not been related to socio-economic status 

(http://www.pewinternet.org/Reports/2010/Cell-Phones-and-American-Adults).  Therefore, these 

variables were not entered as control variables in the analyses for aim three. 
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Results 

Aim 1: The first aim of the current study was to extend previous research on how mobile 

technology use that may increase cognitive load such as calling or texting impacts the academic 

achievement of college age students to those in high school. This study will also extend previous 

research by investigating how cell phones are being used for additional purposes such as social 

networking and gaming in classroom settings and the potential impacts of these uses on 

academic achievement. 

Descriptives 

  Table 2 (Appendix A) presents the descriptive statistics for mobile technology use and 

achievement information. Participants who stated that a cell phone was their primary mobile 

device responded to questions about the frequency in which they used their cell phones for 

several tasks such as calling, texting, listening to music and social media.  Participants who 

stated their primary mobile device was not a cell phone, responded to questions about the 

frequency in which they used an alternate device for the same set of tasks.   Participants were 

asked about cell phone use and primary mobile device use so that information could be obtained 

on student use of iPod, iPad or other devices that performed many or all of the same functions as 

a cell phone and may have been omitted if questions referred only to cell phone use.  For primary 

mobile device users, means for calling and email features were positively skewed (>2).  

However, a log transformation did not alter the correlations between these variables and the 

outcome variables.  For cell phone users, texting was the activity engaged in most frequently.  

However, for alternate device users, homework was reported as the most frequent use of their 

mobile device, though the mean for homework use was only slightly above that for texting.  
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Participants’ reported email and calling were the least used features of their mobile devices while 

features such as social networking, games and internet were used modestly.  Means for 

cumulative GPA indicated a B- average for the sample and the mean core GPA for the spring 

semester (the time point in which the surveys were collected) was slightly lower, but still 

represented a B- average.  

Table 3 (Appendix A) lists the Pearson correlations between types of mobile device use.  

The same mobile technology uses between cell phone and primary mobile device users were 

highly and significantly correlated with each other (r=.57-.74) with the exception of calling 

(r=.12).  The lack of a significant correlation for calling may be due to the low reported use of 

primary mobile devices for calling. Correlations among mobile technology uses were low to 

high, being mostly significant within participants who were cell phone users (r=.13-.61). Non-

significant correlations existed between internet and email (r=.14), camera and music (r=.13), 

camera and social networking (r=.14) and between music and email (r=.13).  For primary 

mobile device users correlations among mobile technology uses were low to high and mostly 

significant (r=.16-.52).  Non-significant correlations existed between camera and games (r=.16).  

Due to the high correlations for the same type of use between items, uses were combined into a 

mean use variable by adding cell phone use to primary mobile device use and dividing by two.  

The newly created variables were used for subsequent analyses.  Table 4 (Appendix A) displays 

the descriptive information for these new variables.  The high skewness for calling and email 

was reduced and the distribution for the newly created variables appeared to be normal.   

The correlations between mobile technology use and achievement variables are listed in 

Table 5 (Appendix A).  Music was low and significantly negatively correlated with cumulative 

grade point averages (r=-.20).  No other mobile technology uses were significantly correlated 
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with achievement.   In addition to questions about mobile technology use, participants were also 

asked to rate how distracting they believed mobile devices to be in classrooms. Participants 

reported the average perceived distraction from mobile devices in class slightly lower than the 

midpoint (M=2.31, SD = 1.27). 

Hierarchical Regression 

Using SPSS 19, mobile technology use variables and demographic variables were entered 

into three multiple regression equations.  For each, FRL and gender were added in as covariates 

as the first step of a hierarchical regression.  All potentially distractive mobile technology use 

variables were then block entered.  This was done three times, for the three different 

achievement dependent variables: cumulative GPA, core GPA and FCAT.  A power analysis 

indicated that with the current sample size and 12 predictor variables the lowest detectable effect 

size is .22 p=.05.   

Results of step 1 indicated that the variance accounted for by the first set of variables, 

FRL and gender, equaled R
2
=

 
.24 (adjusted R

2
= .23) accounting for 24% of the variance in 

cumulative grade point average, R
2
=.20 (adjusted R

2
= .19) accounting for 20% of the variance in 

core grade point average, and R
2
=.18 (adjusted R

2
= .13) accounting for 18% of the variance in 

FCAT reading. Adding calling, texting, games, music, social networking, camera/video and 

internet uses in step two increased the R
2
 to .31 (adjusted R

2
 = .24) for cumulative grade point 

average, .32 (adjusted R
2
 = .24) for core grade point average and .31 (adjusted R

2
 = .05) for 

FCAT reading.  The changes in variance were .07, .08 and .07, respectively.  The standardized 

regression coefficients and standard errors for the relation between potentially distractive mobile 

technology use and cumulative grade point average are reported in Table 6 (Appendix A), core 
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grade point average in Table 7 (Appendix A) and FCAT in Table 8 (Appendix A).  Gender was 

coded with 0 representing males and 1 representing females so the positive relation indicated that 

female participants had higher grade point averages.  SES was also significantly and negatively 

associated with overall grade point average.  Outside of these covariates; of the mobile 

technology uses investigated, only music was a significant predictor of achievement.  Music was 

negatively and significantly associated with cumulative grade point average b=-.27, t(89)=-2.43 

p=.02 d=-.51 and core grade point average b=-.27, t(89)=-2.37, p=.02 d=-.50. 

Aim 2: The second aim of this study was to measure how high school students are 

currently using their cell phones or mobile devices as learning tools and to examine the relation 

between the amounts of time spent using the cell phone for educational purposes and academic 

achievement.   

Descriptives 

Descriptives from Table 9 (Appendix A) denote the average reported homework and 

schoolwork use with standard deviations, minimum, maximum and skewness.  Presented in 

Table 3 (Appendix A) the Pearson correlations between types of mobile device use indicate 

homework use and schoolwork use were moderate to high and significantly positively correlated 

with each other (r=.46-.74), but non-significantly correlated with achievement (r=-.02-.03).  

Participants were also asked if using a mobile device could help them perform better on 

assignments and if using a mobile device could help them with schoolwork in general.  On 

average, participants also reported a belief above the midpoint of the Likert-scale that mobile 

technology use could improve work on homework assignments (M=3.8, SD=1.37) and that using 
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mobile devices could help with schoolwork (M= .88, SD=.33) versus not help when responding 

to a yes/no question format.   

Hierarchical Regression 

As with potentially distractive mobile technology uses, SPSS 19 was used to perform 

three hierarchical regression equations on mobile technology use variables theorized to aid 

achievement and demographic variables. For each, FRL and gender were added in as covariates 

as the first step of a hierarchical regression.  After, schoolwork and homework mobile 

technology use variables were block entered.  This was done three times, for the three different 

achievement dependent variables, cumulative GPA, core GPA and FCAT.  A power analysis 

indicates with the current sample size and 4 predictor variables the lowest detectable effect size 

is .15 p=.05. 

Results of step 1 of the hierarchical equations were nearly identical to those from the first 

set of hierarchical equations performed to examine Aim 1.  The variance accounted for (R
2
) by 

the first set of variables, FRL and gender, equaled R
2
=.24 (adjusted R

2
= .22) accounting for 24% 

of the variance in cumulative grade point average, R
2
=.20 (adjusted R

2
= .19) accounting for 20% 

of the variance in core grade point average, and R
2
= .13 (adjusted R

2
= .08) accounting for 18% 

of the variance in FCAT reading. Adding schoolwork and homework uses in step two increased 

the R
2
 to .26 (adjusted R

2
 = .23) for cumulative grade point average, .21 (adjusted R

2
 = .18) for 

core grade point average and .20 (adjusted R
2
 = .12) for FCAT reading.  The changes in variance 

were .02, .01 and .07, respectively.  Schoolwork and homework use did not significantly predict 

achievement.  The standardized regression coefficients and standard errors for the relation 

between educational mobile technology use and cumulative grade point average are reported in 
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Table 10 (Appendix A), core grade point average in Table 11 (Appendix A) and FCAT in Table 

12 (Appendix A).   

Aim 3: The final aim of this investigation was to measure student perception of school 

mobile use policy through self-reported student awareness of cell phone policy, student 

agreement with policy and student perception of teacher or administrator enforcement of policy 

and to examine these factors as potential moderators of the relation between mobile technology 

use and academic achievement. 

Descriptives  

Table 13 (Appendix A) lists the descriptive information for variables associated with 

student perception of policy and policy enforcement. Over half of participants reported 

awareness of the school policy on mobile technology use (M=.66, SD=.47) and the average 

agreement with school policy was 2.5, SD=1.29.  Participants reported being disciplined for not 

adhering to school policy by receiving detention (M=1.12, SD= .50) or having their mobile 

devices confiscated (M=1.41, SD=.73).    

  To investigate the association between student knowledge of and agreement with school 

policy and time spent using mobile technology; policy variables were entered into individual 

regression equations to predict how often students used mobile devices in school and to predict 

how much time students spent on their mobile devices while at school.  Neither SES nor gender 

were theorized to significantly predict how often students used their mobile devices in school, 

therefore, hierarchical regression was not used to examine these associations.  Knowledge of 

school policy was not a significant predictor of how often students used their mobile devices 

(r=-.17, p=.07).  Agreement with school policy, however, significantly predicted 11% of the 
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variance in how much time students spend on their mobile devices at school (r=-.32, p=.001 

d=.39).  Additionally, the association between disciplinary actions and time spent using mobile 

devices in school was explored.   Participant-reported detention was not a significant predictor of 

time using mobile technology (r=.11, p=.25) but reported mobile device confiscation did 

significantly predict time using mobile devices (r=.26, p=.007 d=.08).  A post hoc analysis of the 

relation between agreement with policy and achievement was conducted to explore the 

significant relation between agreement with school policy and mobile technology use.  

Agreement with school policy on mobile technology use was not significantly predictive of 

cumulative GPA (r=.17 p=.06), core GPA (r=.15 p=.09), nor FCAT reading (r=-.02 p=.90). 

Moderation 

 To test the hypothesis that student perception of school policy, agreement with policy and 

perception of policy enforcement moderates the relation between student mobile technology use 

and achievement, policy variables were entered into separate regression equations predicting 

cumulative GPA, core GPA and FCAT scores with variables of mobile technology use and their 

interaction terms. Policy use and mobile technology use variables were centered to reduce 

multicollinearity.  The results revealed no significant moderation between any of the policy 

variables and the relation between student mobile technology use and achievement.  The results 

of these analyses are presented in Tables 14, 15 and 16 (Appendix A). 
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Discussion 

The first aim of the current study was to extend previous research on how mobile 

technology use that may increase cognitive load impacts the academic achievement of college 

age students to those in high school.   This aim also extended previous research by investigating 

how cell phones are being used for additional purposes such as social networking and gaming in 

classroom settings.   Lastly, this first aim explored the potential impacts of mobile technology 

uses on academic achievement. 

Previous research has suggested that demand from competing stimuli can overload 

cognitive resources of memory and executive functioning during learning, leading to poor 

learning outcomes (Sweller, 1988).  Moreover, research on mobile technology in college 

classrooms indicates that engaging in cell phone uses such as texting, social networking and 

calling may distract students from learning (End, Worthman, Mathews, & Wetterau, 2009; 

Froese et al., 2012; Wood et al., 2012).  This study sought to extend previous research by 

examining the association between mobile technology use and learning among high school 

students.  In addition to calling, texting and social networking, mobile technology uses such as 

games or applications, listening to music, email and internet were examined.  It was 

hypothesized that due to limited working memory capabilities, higher student-reported mobile 

technology uses with distractive potential such as texting, gaming, social networking and calling 

will predict lower achievement scores. 

Results of multiple regression reveal that gender and SES are significant predictors of 

grade point average, and SES is a significant predictor of FCAT scores.  Evidence for the 

influence of SES on academic achievement is widespread and is thought to be due to factors of 

limited resources among low SES families such as social and economic capital, time and 
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educational ability (Lee & Bowen, 2006; Sirin, 2005).  Gender differences in academic 

achievement are less well understood and often vary by subject, sample and developmental stage 

(Klinger, Shulha, & Wade-Woolley, 2010; Ponitz, Rimm‐Kaufman, Brock, & Nathanson, 2009).  

In the current sample, female participants held higher cumulative grade point averages and 

spring semester grade point averages than males.  It is possible that this result is simply an 

artifact of the sample, but further exploration was beyond the scope of this investigation.   

The results of this study revealed that self-reported mobile technology behaviors in class 

were not significantly associated with academic achievement, contrary to the proposed 

hypothesis.  The one exception was listening to music.  Mobile technology uses such as texting 

and social networking have been shown to influence attention in learning environments of 

college students (Froese et al., 2012; Paul, Baker, & Cochran, 2012).  The current results did not 

reflect a similar set of relations.  Overall, participants did not report feeling distracted by their 

mobile devices in class, though it is unclear if this perception was based on the level of multi-

tasking they engaged in or the intrinsic distractibility of mobile device uses.  Current research on 

multi-media use and processing capabilities has shown evidence that individuals who engage in 

high levels of multi-media use are less likely to ignore irrelevant stimuli and suppress the 

activation of irrelevant task-sets (Ophir, Nass, & Wagner, 2009). The discrepancy between prior 

results and the current results may, in part, be due to classroom enforcement of cell phone policy.  

The policy of the study school did not ban cell phone use, but allowed individual teachers to 

create and manage digital device policies.  Teachers may have managed their classes in a way 

that prevented mobile device use during the lecture portions of class, thereby preventing them 

from distracting students from the relevant material.  The one exception in the present results 

was music.  Students who reported listening to music more often in the classroom had 
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significantly lower grade point averages.  Music as a distraction has been studied to an extent, 

but the accumulated evidence is not consistent.  While some studies have found harmful effects 

for student productivity and achievement (Cassidy & MacDonald, 2007; Fogelson, 1973), others 

have found no or even positive effects (Doyle & Furnham, 2012; Kiger, 1989; Pelham Jr et al., 

2011).  It is unclear whether the correlation within this sample is due to music being a distracting 

factor in classrooms above other mobile technology uses or if other factors are involved.  More 

in-depth research on the association between using mobile devices for listening to music in class 

and academic achievement is required to determine if this relation holds over multiple 

populations and conditions and what other factors may influence the components of this relation.   

The second aim of this study was to measure how high school students are currently 

using their cell phones or mobile devices as learning tools and to examine the relation between 

the amounts of time spent using the cell phone for educational purposes and academic 

achievement.  Mobile devices are also being studied as instruments that may aid in implementing 

classroom curriculum or assist students with homework. When mobile technology is used in 

classrooms to access content-relevant stimuli, cognitive load may be reduced, which, in 

cognitive load theory, may have a positive impact on learning and achievement.  It was 

hypothesized that higher reported student use of mobile technology as an educational tool, would 

significantly predict higher class-level grade point average. 

While students reported strong belief in the ability of their mobile devices to assist with 

homework and schoolwork, the results indicated no significant relation existed between these 

types of use and achievement.   High homework uses and moderate schoolwork uses were 

reported, but the nature of these uses was not within the scope of the data collected in the current 

study. Students may have used their devices merely as calculators to help with schoolwork and 
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homework and not for other educational purposes such as looking up lecture information on the 

internet.  A 2008 survey of 331 college students indicated that 37% of the time spent using cell 

phones in class was spent using the calculator (Hartnell-Young & Heym, 2008).  If students were 

using their mobile devices for only limited educational purposes, they may not have been 

experiencing the reduction in cognitive load that was hypothesized.  However, the questions 

utilized in the present study about schoolwork and homework were limited in scope and only 

examined the level of use in which students were engaged, rather than the specific types of use 

and whether or not they minimized cognitive load. Additionally, factors such as classroom policy 

may have influenced how students were able to use their mobile devices in ways that were not 

measured in the current investigation.  An alternative possibility is that students were unaware of 

ways in which they could use their devices as learning tools.  M-learning is a fairly new area of 

research with limited success and many teachers may be reluctant or unaware of ways to 

integrate digital devices into curriculum.  More research is necessary to determine if m-learning 

can be an effective method for accessing content-relevant stimuli and reducing cognitive loads, 

but the current study provides some insight into how high school students may be using digital 

devices as learning tools as well as information on future directions to pursue.  

The final aim of this investigation was to measure student perception of school mobile 

use policy through self-reported student awareness of cell phone policy, student agreement with 

policy and student perception of teacher or administrator enforcement of policy.  It was 

hypothesized that student awareness of school policy, student agreement with policy and student 

perception of level of policy enforcement would moderate the relation between student 

achievement and mobile technology use. 
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Aspects of student perception of school policy and level of discipline regarding violation 

of school policy were measured to determine if they influenced the level of mobile technology 

use in classes.  Student knowledge of school policy was not significantly associated with student 

mobile technology use, however student agreement with school policy was predictive of lower 

mobile technology use.   This result is interesting when considering that consequences of not 

complying with school policy are not influenced by whether or not students agree with the 

policy.  Perhaps, students who felt that the policy was in their best interests may have been more 

motivated to follow school and classroom rules.  Another potential explanation could be that 

students who felt that mobile devices were more of a distraction were less likely to use them and 

more likely to agree with policies on mobile technology use.  However, these results should be 

interpreted cautiously since school policy left the rules of use to individual teachers and no data 

was gathered on individual teacher policies.  Students reported detention and confiscation as 

punishments received for disobeying school policy.  Detention was not significantly predictive of 

mobile device use, however, confiscation was predictive of mobile device use.  The results may 

be interpreted simply; that students who use their phones more often are more likely to violate 

school and class policy and in turn be punished through confiscation, but there may be more 

complexity to the nature of this relation.  It is also possible that the disciplinary action of 

confiscation is less effective in reducing student mobile technology use.  More research on 

enforcement of mobile device policy may necessary to determine which strategies are most 

effective across multiple settings and types of use.  In the present study, the moderation of 

student perception of policy, agreement with policy and perception of policy enforcement on the 

relation between mobile technology use and achievement was not significant.  This lack of 



29 

 

association along with the lack of interaction may provide further evidence that more research is 

needed on the relation between use and achievement before exploring the policies governing use. 

Although the results of the present investigation may seem to suggest that mobile devices 

are innocuous in educational settings; with this, as with other investigations, there are limitations 

that entail cautious interpretation of the results. As with all non-experimental studies it is not 

possible to determine causal directions in the observed relations.  Students who are low-

achieving may be more likely to listen to music, rather than the inverse assumption that listening 

to music leads to low achievement.  When interpreting correlational data it is important to 

consider all potential directions of influence.  The student sample was limited to a single high 

school with a predominantly high SES population and a high educational ranking in its state.  

Student behaviors and responses in this sample may not be representative of more diverse 

populations or in schools with different policies on mobile device use.  Additionally, the 

information gathered from this sample was intended to provide a cursory understanding of high 

school mobile technology use and the relation between types of mobile technology use and 

academic achievement.  The correlations between mobile technology uses and academic 

achievement were notably low. The measures included mainly broad questions about overall use 

and did not include more precise and in-depth questions about specific behaviors and the 

motivations behind them.  More information is necessary to determine if, for example, music is 

more distractive as a type of mobile technology use or if other factors are influencing this 

relation. The measures used in the analysis, also did not include an assessment of individual 

teacher policy.  Although questionnaires were handed out to participating teachers, not enough 

responded to be included in the analyses.  The depth and scope of the current study could be 

improved by refining the questions regarding specific mobile technology usage behaviors, 
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sampling from a larger, more diverse population of high school students and including measures 

of individual teacher/classroom policies.   

 The results revealed by this investigation provide informative and insightful direction for 

future research in mobile technology use among high school students.  As school districts are 

increasingly wondering what the right decisions are concerning mobile device use in schools, 

information about how usage is occurring and how it affects students academically is 

progressively important.   From banning mobile devices entirely to integrating them more into 

the school curriculum, the range of decisions is large and the policies behind them complicated.  

Results from the current study indicate that using mobile devices may not be disruptive to 

learning environments under conditions in which the cognitive load is not too heavy, but much 

more research is needed to determine the different conditions and how the relation between 

mobile device use and achievement may vary when these conditions change.   
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APPENDIX A 

TABLES 

Table 1  

Demographic information for school-level population and sample population.  

      School n School %  Sample n Sample %    

Gender      

Male            689 51     78 59    

Female            660 49     54 41    

Race/Ethnicity       

White 1145 85     95 72    

Black/African 

American 

50 4     9 7    

Asian 39 3    6 5    

American Indian 5 .37    3 2    

Multiracial 53 4    8 6 

Age       

13-14      13 10    

15-16      43 33    

17-18      64 48    

19+      12 9    

 



32 

 

Table 2 

Means, standard deviations (SD), minimums, maximums and skewness for scales of mobile 

technology use in 9
th

-12
th

 grade students.  

Variable  Mean SD Minimum Maximum  Skew  n 

Calling
a
 2.34 1.08 1.00 5.00 .85 119 

Texting
a
 4.09 1.25 1.00 5.00 -1.30 120 

Games
a
 2.64 1.45 1.00 5.00 .26 120 

Internet
a
 3.08 1.47 1.00 5.00 -.05 119 

Music
a 

 3.50 1.51 1.00 5.00 -.09 117 

Email
a
 1.70 1.12 1.00 5.00 1.68 116 

Camera/Video
a
 2.38 1.14 1.00 5.00 .59 120 

Social Network
a
 3.37 1.56 1.00 5.00 -.43 120 

Schoolwork
a
 2.53 1.32 1.00 5.00 .26 120 

Calling
b
 1.34 .72 1.00 5.00 2.63 115 

Texting
b
 3.46 1.46 1.00 5.00 -.43 116 

Games
b
 2.38 1.38 1.00 5.00 .50 112 

Music
b
 2.99 1.55 1.00 5.00 -.49 124 

Internet
b
 2.49 1.42 1.00 5.00 .49 118 

Email
b
 1.36 .84 1.00 5.00 2.69 110 

Camera/Video
b
 1.94 1.11 1.00 5.00 1.08 114 

Social Network
b
 2.58 1.52 1.00 5.00 .36 114 

Schoolwork
b
 2.53 1.34 1.00 5.00 .36 115 

Homework
b
 3.49 1.46 1.00 5.00 -.63 124 

Total GPA 2.95 .65 1.00 4.00 -.58 128 

Spring GPA 2.70 .96 1.00 4.00 -.63 128 

FCAT 131.25 7.28 115.00 143.00 -.31 51 

a
Cell phone       

 
b
Primary Mobile Device 
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Table 3 

Pearson correlations for mobile technology use in 9
th

-12
th

 grade participants. 
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Calling
a
  1.00

                   

Texting
a
 .31* 1.00

                  

Games
a
 .03 .24* 1.00                 

Music
a
 .13 .30* .43* 1.00                

Internet
a
 .24* .37* .47* .40* 1.00               

Email
a
 .21* .14 .25* .13 .35* 1.00              

Camera
a
 .22* .48* .37* .32* .42* .51* 1.00             

Soc Net
a
 .23* .48* .41* .39* .61* .28* .45* 1.00            

Schoolwk
a
 .14 .25* .25* .38* .52* .48* .32* .35* 1.00           

Calling
b
 .12 .04 .13 .17 .06 .11 .03 .07 .20* 1.00          

Texting
b
 .15 .63* .63* .39* .26* .12 .41* .39* .26* .28* 1.00         

Games
b
 .12 .20* .72* .30* .31* .21* .37* .24* .21* .16 .35* 1.00        

Music
b
 .12 .29* .26* .71* .19 .12 .33* .23* .15 .30* .39* .34* 1.00       

Internet
b
 .20* .25* .40* .32* .64* .34 .43* .40* .43* .24* .32* .52* .32* 1.00      

Email
b
 .12 -.01 .28* .13 .15 .57* .21* .13 .21* .45* .20* .26* .23* .40* 1.00     

Camera
b
 -.08 .25* .41* .33* .23* .36* .63* .32* .24* .29* .51* .41* .31* .43* .46* 1.00    

Soc Net
b
 .04 .32* .40* .25* .33* .15 .30* .59* .20* .17 .45* .46* .30* .46* .39* .42* 1.00   

Schoolwk
b
 .07 .14 .38* .25* .47* .39* .27* .30* .74* .31* .27* .31* .16 .50* .30* .31* .17 1.00  

Homewk
 b 

.16 .31* .37* .28* .46* .36* .41* .46* .47* .28* .33* .40* .21* .44* .19* .32* .39* .48* 1.00 

Note. 
*
p < .05 

a
Cell phone 

b
Primary Mobile Device 
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Table 4 

Means, standard deviations (SD), minimums, maximums and skewness for scales of combined 

mobile technology use in 9
th

-12
th

 grade students.  

 

Variable  Mean SD Minimum Maximum  Skew  n 

Calling 1.88 .70 1.00 5.00 .99 108 

Texting 3.81 1.20 1.00 5.00 -.91 111 

Games 2.53 1.31 1.00 5.00 .25 108 

Music 3.25 1.43 1.00 5.00 -.29 113 

Internet 2.79 1.31 1.00 5.00 .17 111 

Email 1.55 .89 1.00 5.00 1.85 107 

Camera/Video 2.18 1.01 1.00 5.00 .91 110 

Social Network 3.00 1.37 1.00 5.00 -.06 110 

Schoolwork 2.53 1.24 1.00 5.00 .28 110 

Homework 3.49 1.46 1.00 5.00 -.63 124 
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Table 5 

Pearson correlations of achievement and combined mobile technology use for 9
th

-12
th

 grades. 

 

 

 

Variable 

T
o
tal G

P
A

 

S
p
rin

g
 G

P
A

 

 F
C

A
T

  

Calling  -.01 -.06 .06 

Texting -.01 .05 -.02 

Games .08 .12 -.11 

Music -.20* -.18 -.17 

Internet .08 .08 .08 

Email -.10 -.10 -.02 

Camera -.05 .02 -.00 

Soc Net .12 -.00 .02 

Schoolwrk -.04 .02 -.04 

Homework .14 .07 .19 

Total GPA 1.00   

Spring GPA .81* 1.00  

FCAT .66* .53* 1.00
 

Note. 
*
p < .05 
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Table 6 

Beta weights, standard errors and p values for demographic and 

distractive mobile technology use variables predicting cumulative 

 grade point average. 

 

Variable β SE p 

Step 1    

SES -.41 .06 <.001 

Gender .29 .12 .002 

 Step 2    

Calling -.01 .06 .90 

Texting .18 .04 .16 

Games .10 .04 .42 

Music -.27 .04 .02 

Internet .03 .04 .80 

Email -.10 .06 .40 

Camera/Video -.08 .05 .52 

Social Network .02 .04 .91 
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Table 7 

Beta weights, standard errors and p values for demographic and 

distractive mobile technology use variables predicting core grade  

point  average. 

 

Variable β SE p 

Step 1    

SES -.39 .09 <.001 

Gender .25 .17 .008 

Step 2    

Calling -.10 .09 .37 

Texting .25 .06 .05 

Games .13 .06 .26 

Music -.27 .05 .02 

Internet .06 .06 .63 

Email -.09 .09 .45 

Camera/Video .02 .08 .89 

Social Network -.19 .06 .14 
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Table 8 

Beta weights, standard errors and p values for demographic and 

distractive mobile technology use variables predicting FCAT reading. 

 

Variable β SE p 

 Step 1    

SES -.43 1.15 .01 

Gender .02 2.28 .92 

Step 2    

Calling -.04 1.43 .84 

Texting .11 .92 .65 

Games -.17 .95 .50 

Music -.34 .76 .12 

Internet .06 .87 .81 

Email -.04 1.25 .85 

Camera/Video .22 1.09 .38 

Social Network -.05 .92 .85 

 

 

 

Table 9 

Means, standard deviations (SD), minimums, maximums and skewness for scales of combined 

mobile technology use in 9
th

-12
th

 grade students.  

 

Variable  Mean SD Minimum Maximum  Skew  n 

Schoolwork 2.53 1.24 1.00 5.00 .28 110 

Homework 3.49 1.46 1.00 5.00 -.63 124 
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Table 10 

Beta weights, standard errors and p values for demographic and 

educational mobile technology use variables predicting cumulative  

grade point  average. 

 

Variable β SE p 

 Step 1    

SES -.41 .06 <.001 

Gender .27 .11 .002 

 Step 2    

Schoolwork -.16 .03 .11 

Homework .14 .05 .16 

 

Table 11 

Beta weights, standard errors and p values for demographic and 

educational mobile technology use variables predicting core grade 

 point  average. 

 

Variable β SE p 

Step 1    

SES -.38 .08 <.001 

Gender .24 .16 .006 

 Step 2    

Schoolwork -.05 .05 .62 

Homework .05 .07 .64 
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Table 12 

Beta weights, standard errors and p values for demographic and 

educational mobile technology use variables predicting FCAT reading. 

 

Variable β SE p 

Step 1    

SES -.36 1.08 .02 

Gender .02 2.16 .90 

 Step 2    

Schoolwork -.11 .64 .54 

Homework .32 .96 .08 

 

 

Table 13 

Means, standard deviations (SD), minimums, maximums and skewness for policy variables in 9
th

-

12
th

 grade students.  

 

Variable  Mean SD Minimum Maximum  Skew  n 

Policy Knowledge .66 .48 1.00 5.00 -.68 129 

Policy Awareness 2.51 1.29 .00 1.00 .42 126 

Confiscation 1.40 .73 1.00 4.00 2.36 129 

Detention 1.12    .50 1.00 5.00 4.56 127 
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Table 14 

Beta weights, standard errors and p values for interactions of policy use variables and time 

predicting cumulative GPA. 

 

 Knowledge   Agreement Detention Confiscation 

Variable β SE p  β SE   p  β SE  p β   SE  p 

Often Use .23 .70 .11 -.01 .05 .96 .01 .04 .90 .03 .04 .74 

Time Use -.09 .00 .35 -.10 .00 .35 -.06 .00 .51 -.10 .00 .32 

Policy Knowledge .16 .13 .09          

Knowledge*Often -.03 .10 .75          

Policy Knowledge .05 .14 .58          

Knowledge*Time .14 .00 .16          

Policy Agreement    .17 .05 .08       

Agreement*Often    -.01 .04 .90       

Policy Agreement    .14 .05 .18       

Agreement*Time    .00 .00 .99       

Detention       -.19 .12 .04    

Detention*Often       -.08 .09 .40    

Detention       -.28 .13 <.01    

Detention*Time       -.15 .00 .12    

Confiscation          -.20 .09 .07 

Confiscation*Often          .09 .07 .37 

Confiscation          -.11 .09 .26 

Confiscation*Time          -.09 .00 .40 
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Table 15 

Beta weights, standard errors and p values for interactions of policy use variables and time 

predicting core GPA. 

 

 Knowledge   Agreement Detention Confiscation 

Variable β SE p  β SE   p  β SE  p β   SE  p 

Often Use .00 .07 .99 -.02 .07 .84 -.01 .06 .96 .01 .07 .93 

Time Use -.08 .00 .41 -.05 .01 .76 -.10 .00 .32 -.07 .00 .47 

Policy Knowledge .13 .19 .16          

Knowledge*Oftn .02 .15 .81          

Policy Knowledge .04 .20 .67          

Knowledge*Time .09 .00 .39          

Policy Agreement    .21 .07 .03       

Agreement*Oftn    .00 .06 .97       

Policy Agreement    .07 .07 .45       

Agreement*Time    .12 .00 .90       

Detention       -.19 .18 .05    

Detention*Oftn       -.03 .14 .74    

Detention       -.22 .20 .02    

Detention*Time       -.13 .00 .17    

Confiscation          -.15 .13 .16 

Confiscation*Oftn          .01 .11 .89 

Confiscation          -.08 .13 .42 

Confiscation*Time          -.12 .00 .25 
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Table 16 

Beta weights, standard errors and p values for interactions of policy use variables and time 

predicting FCAT. 

 

 Knowledge   Agreement Detention Confiscation 

Variable β SE p  β SE   p  β SE  p β   SE  p 

Often Use .23 .70 .11 .21 .78 .18 .00 .06 .96 .22 .78 .14 

Time Use .04 .01 .80 -.05 .01 .76 .05 .01 .76 -.02 .01 .91 

Policy Knowledge .41 1.9 .01          

Knowledge*Oftn -.10 1.5 .46          

Policy Knowledge .23 2.5 .18          

Knowledge*Time .17 .01 .33          

Policy Agreement    .08 1.0 .62       

Agreement*Oftn    -.19 .73 .25       

Policy Agreement    .03 1.1 .87       

Agreement*Time    .30 .00 .07       

Detention       -.44 4.4 .12    

Detention*Oftn       .24 4.5 .40    

Detention       -.37 2.2 .04    

Detention*Time       -.01 .01 .96    

Confiscation          -.15 1.6 .42 

Confiscation*Oftn          -.08 1.3 .66 

Confiscation          -.12 2.2 .64 

Confiscation*Time          -.08 .01 .73 
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APPENDIX B 

HUMAN SUBJECTS APPROVAL 

IRB Approval Letter
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Parent & Child Informed Consent
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Child Assent Form
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Teacher Consent Form 
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APPENDIX C 

STUDENT, PARENT AND TEACHER DIGITAL TECHNOLOGY 

SURVEYS 

Student Survey 

Student Survey of Digital Technology Use   

1. Gender:     

Male          Female 

2. Ethnicity (circle one): 

 

White (Non-Hispanic)          Black/African American          Hispanic/Latino                     Asian 

 

Multiracial                              American Indian/Pacific Islander          Other________________ 

      

3. Age: 

☐ 12 or younger ☐ 13 – 14  ☐ 15 – 16  ☐ 17 – 18 ☐ 19+  

4. Grade: 

☐6
th

 – 8
th 

  ☐ 9
th

 (Freshman)   ☐ 10
th

 (Sophomore)   ☐11
th

 (Junior)     ☐12
th

 (Senior) 

TECHNOLOGY OWNED 

5. Do you have a cell phone? 

☐Yes  ☐No 

6. Is it a s a t  pho e i.e. ha e i te et a ess ? 

☐Yes  ☐No 

7. What is the wireless carrier you use? 

☐AT&T     ☐Verizon     ☐Sprint     ☐ T-Mobile     ☐US Cellular     ☐Other     ☐Don’t Know 

8. About how much total time do you spend on your phone in a day? _____________ 

mins 

9. In general, how often do you use your phone for these tasks during an average day?  

a. Calling 
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(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

b. Texting 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

c. Gaming/Entertainment/App 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

d. Music 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

e. Internet/Surfing 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

f. Email 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

g. Camera/Video 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

h. Social Networking (twitter/Facebook/picture sharing) 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

i. Schoolwork/Research 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

j. Other common uses (please list) 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

10. Do you own a laptop computer?      ☐Yes      ☐No 

 

11. Do you own a hand-held gaming device/e-reader/tablet computer?      ☐Yes    ☐No 

 

12. A primary mobile device (PMD) is a device that you use more than any other mobile 

technology you have access to; based on this information, is your cell phone your 

PMD? 

☐Yes  ☐No 
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If you answered yes to the previous question your cell phone is your PMD.  If you 

a s e ed o  list you  PMD i  the la k a d a s e  the follo i g uestio s a out that 

device. 

 

13. The mobile device you use the most: ________________________________________ 

 

14. Have you brought your primary mobile device to school? 

☐Yes  ☐No 

15. How Often: 

(never) 1        2        3         4        5  (always)       

a. How often do you use your PMD at school in an average day? 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

b. How often do you use your PMD during class in an average school day? 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

c. How often do you use your PMD before school starts in an average school day? 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

d. How often do you use your PMD between classes in an average school day? 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

16. How often do you use your PMD for these tasks during an average day while AT 

SCHOOL?  

a. Calling 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  
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b. Texting 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

c. Gaming/Entertainment/App 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

d. Music 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

e. Internet/Surfing 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

f. Email 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

g. Camera/Video 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

h. Social Networking (Twitter/Facebook/picture sharing) 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

i. Schoolwork/Research 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

 

17. Have you ever used your PMD to aid with homework (such as looking up answers on 

the internet, or using the calculator with math assignments)? 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)  

18. Do you know what the school handbook says about cell phone use? 

☐Yes  ☐No 

19. Do you agree with the current school policy on cell phone use? 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (completely)                 

20. Do you follow the current school policy on cell phone use? 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (completely)                 

21. How familiar with technologically do you feel you are? 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (completely)                 
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22. Do you know how to use your phone for research? 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (completely)                 

23. Do you think school rules on PMD use would be easier to follow if you helped write 

them? 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (completely)                 

24. In what classes are you most likely to listen to music on an mp3 player or your phone? 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

b. Why? 

☐Common in class/allowed ☐Bored  ☐Helps with class work    ☐Other 

25. In what classes are you most likely to text, play games or use other entertainment 

features on your phone? 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

b. Why? 

☐Common in class/allowed ☐Bored  ☐Helps with class work    ☐Other 

26. In what classes are you most likely to use your phone to help you with your 

schoolwork? 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

    b. Why? 

☐Common in class/allowed ☐Bored  ☐Helps with class work    ☐Other 

27. If you own a hand-held gaming device/e-reader/tablet computer that is NOT your 

PMD, how much do you use it at school? 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

28. Do you think being able to use your mobile device in class would help you with 

schoolwork? 

☐Yes  ☐No 

29. Which classes do you think it would help you the most? 
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______________________________________________________________________________ 

30. How often do you use your mobile device when you are bored in class during a lesson? 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)  

31. Ho  ofte  do you use you  o ile de i e he  the e s f ee ti e i  lass? 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use) 

32. Ho  dist a ti g do you thi k you  PMD is to you, hile you e i  lass? 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (very) 

33. Ho  i po ta t do you feel it is to ha e you  PMD hile you e i  lass? 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (very) 

34. Do you feel you could do a better job on class assignments/tests if you could use your 

PMD to help you understand the material? 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (very) 

 

35. Which features would benefit you the most when completing classroom work: 

a. Calling 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (very) 

b. Texting 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (very) 

c. Gaming/Entertainment 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (very) 

 

d. Music 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (very) 

e. Internet/Surfing 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (very) 

f. Email 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (very) 
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g. Camera/Video 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (very) 

h. Social Networking (Twitter/Facebook/picture sharing) 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (very) 

i. Educational Apps 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (very) 

36. How often have you ever used your phone to cheat on a test? 

(never)     1        2        3         4        5  (very often) 

b. How? 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

37. How often have you had your phone confiscated by a teacher? 

(never)     1        2        3         4        5  (very often) 

38. How often have you ever gotten detention because of phone use? 

(never)     1        2        3         4        5  (very often) 

39. Ho  ofte  ha e you e e  used you  pho e s a e a o  ideo ode to take o  se d 
inappropriate photos? 

(never)     1        2        3         4        5  (very often) 

Teacher Survey 

Teacher Survey of Digital Technology Use 

1. Gender:     

Male          Female 

2. Ethnicity (circle one): 

 

White (Non-Hispanic)          Black/African American          Hispanic/Latino                     Asian 

 

Multiracial                              American Indian/Pacific Islander          Other________________ 
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3. Age: ☐18-24 ☐25-34 ☐35-50 ☐ 50-65 ☐65+ 

 

4. Years of Teaching Experience: _______ 

 

5. 9-12
th

 Grade Classes Taught:      

Math                   English               Science               Social Studies               Foreign Language                

Art                 Music               P.E.            Other: ____________ 

6. Do you have a cell phone? 

☐Yes  ☐No 

7. Is it a ‘smart’ phone (i.e. have internet access)? 

☐Yes  ☐No 

8. How familiar are you with the general functions of your phone (text messaging, 

internet, apps, camera/video, etc.)? 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (completely)                 

 

 

 

9. How often do you use your phone for the following tasks PER DAY?  

a. Calling 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

b. Texting 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

c. Gaming/Entertainment/App 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

d. Music 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

e. Internet/Surfing 
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(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

f. Email 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

g. Camera/Video 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

h. Social Networking (twitter/facebook/picture sharing) 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

i. Schoolwork/Research 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

j. Other common uses (please list): 

 

10. Do you own a laptop computer?       ☐Yes        ☐No 

11. Do you own a hand-held gaming device/e-reader/tablet computer?       ☐Yes     ☐No 

 

 

 

 

12. Do you agree with the school district’s policy on personal device (cell phone, gaming 

device, e-reader, tablet computer) use? 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (completely)          

Please explain: 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 
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Please answer the following questions for each class you teach. 

13. Course Name  _________________________________________ 

14. # of Students in Class _______________________ 

15. Grade Levels in Class (Circle All that Apply)    9   10   11   12 

16. Class Type:    Regular    Honors     AP    ESE    IB     Other 

17. If your class lesson is finished, you allow students to: 

a. Make or Receive Calls 

(never) 1        2        3         4        5  (often) 

b. Text 

(never) 1        2        3         4        5  (often) 

c. Use Gaming/Entertainment Apps 

(never) 1        2        3         4        5  (often) 

d. Listen to Music 

(never) 1        2        3         4        5  (often) 

e. Surf the Internet/Checking Email 

(never) 1        2        3         4        5  (often) 

f. Use the Camera/Video Function 

(never) 1        2        3         4        5  (often) 

g. Check Social Networking Sites (twitter/facebook/picture sharing) 

(never) 1        2        3         4        5  (often) 

h. Schoolwork/Research 

(never) 1        2        3         4        5  (often) 

 

 

 

18. If you are still instructing you allow students to: 

a. Make or Receive Calls 

(never) 1        2        3         4        5  (often) 

b. Text 

(never) 1        2        3         4        5  (often) 
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c. Use Gaming/Entertainment Apps 

(never) 1        2        3         4        5  (often) 

d. Listen to Music 

(never) 1        2        3         4        5  (often) 

e. Surf the Internet/Checking Email 

(never) 1        2        3         4        5  (often) 

f. Use the Camera/Video Function 

(never) 1        2        3         4        5  (often) 

g. Check Social Networking Sites (twitter/facebook/picture sharing) 

(never) 1        2        3         4        5  (often) 

h. Schoolwork/Research 

(never) 1        2        3         4        5  (often) 

19. Do you have a classroom policy for personal device use during this class that differs 

from the overall school policy? 

       Yes         No 

a. What is it?  How does it differ from school policy? 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________ 

 

b. If so, do students abide by it? 

(never)     1        2        3         4        5  (always) 

20. When students violated cell phone rules how often have you: 

a. Given a Warning            

(never)     1        2        3         4        5  (very often) 

b. Given a Penalty Assignment            

(never)     1        2        3         4        5  (very often) 

c. Confiscated the Phone             
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(never)     1        2        3         4        5  (very often)            

d. Sent the Student to the Principal/Dean      

(never)     1        2        3         4        5  (very often) 

e. Other _________________________       

(never)     1        2        3         4        5  (very often) 

21. Are parents aware of your classroom policy? 

     Yes          No 

22. If so, do you believe parents agree with it? 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (completely)                ☐ Don’t Know 

23. Do you think your students use their cell phones to cheat in this class? 

(never)     1        2        3         4        5  (very often)                

a. If so, do you think you know how they cheat?  How? 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

______________________________ 

24. Do you think students in this class use their cell phones cameras to take/send 

inappropriate pictures?  

(never)     1        2        3         4        5  (very often)                ☐ Don’t Know 

25. Do you think your students in this class use their cell phones for educational 

purposes? 

(never)     1        2        3         4        5  (very often)                ☐ Don’t Know 

26. Do you think cell phones use positively impacts your students’ achievement in this 
class? 

(never)     1        2        3         4        5  (very often)                ☐ Don’t Know 

27. Do you think cell phones use negatively impacts your students’ achievement in this 
class? 

(never)     1        2        3         4        5  (very often)                ☐ Don’t Know 
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28. Do you believe your students want to use their personal devices for educational 

purposes during classroom instruction? 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (very) 

29. Do you believe mobile devices can be beneficial to classroom learning for this class? 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (very) 

30. How important is your PMD to your curriculum for this class? 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (very) 

31. How important is technology to the design of your lesson plans in this class? 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (very) 

32. How important is technology to the implementation of your lesson plans in this 

class? 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (very) 

33. Do you believe other kinds of technology (computers, smartboards, etc.) are helpful 

during this class? 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (very) 

34. How often do you currently use your primary mobile device (PMD) to assist you 

with classroom curriculum or research for this class? 

(never)     1        2        3         4        5  (very often) 

35. If you were taught ways to utilize mobile devices for educational purposes, would 

you incorporate them while teaching this class? 

(never)     1        2        3         4        5  (very often) 

36. Are there ways you would like to use technology, including personal devices, for 

classroom instruction during this class? 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________ 

37. What types of technology is available in your classroom (i.e. laptops, desktop 

computers, ipads, etc.) for this class? 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________
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______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Parent Survey 

Parent Survey of Digital Technology Use 

1. Gender:     

Male          Female 

2. Ethnicity (circle one): 

 

White (Non-Hispanic)          Black/African American      Hispanic/Latino                     Asian 

 

Multiracial                              American Indian/Pacific Islander     Other________________ 

      

3. What is your relationship to the student? _____________________________ 

4. What is your occupation? __________________________________________ 

5. Please select your education level: 

Some High School             High School Graduate                            Some College                      

Graduated 2 year University                 Graduated 4 year university (BA/BS) 

Graduate School Degree (MS/MA/Ph.D.)          Other___________________ 

6. Does your child own a cell phone? 

☐Yes  ☐No 

a. )f yes, is it a smart  phone i.e. have internet access ? 

☐Yes  ☐No 

7. What is the wireless carrier you use? 

☐AT&T     ☐Verizon     ☐Sprint     ☐ T-Mobile     ☐US Cellular     ☐Other     ☐Don’t Know 

8. What is the data plan (i.e. total allowed megabytes per month or unlimited) 

associated with the mobile device primarily used by your child? 

_____MB/month              ☐ Unlimited        ☐ WiFi only             ☐ Don’t Know 

9. Does your child share a cell phone with a parent or family member? 



62 

 

☐Yes  ☐No 

a. If yes, whom?______________________________________________ 

 

10. Does your child have access other technology (such as a computer) while at 

home? 

☐Yes      ☐No 

a. How often? 

(never)     1        2        3         4        5  (very often) 

11. Does your child have access to a hand-held gaming device/e-reader/tablet 

computer?       

☐Yes               ☐No 

12. A primary mobile device (PMD) is the device that your child uses more than 

any other mobile technology they have access to; based on this information, is 

your child s cell phone their PMD? 

☐Yes      ☐No 

If you answered yes to the previous question your hild s cell phone is his or her PMD.  If you 

a s e ed o  list you  hild s PMD in the blank and answer the following questions about 

that device. 

 

13. The mobile device your child uses the most: ___________________________________ 

14. About how much time does your child spend on their PMD in an average day?  

_______ mins 

15. How often does your use your child use these function on their PMD tasks PER 

DAY?  

a. Calling 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

b. Texting 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

c. Gaming/Entertainment/App 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  
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d. Music 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

e. Internet/Surfing 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

f. Email 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

g. Camera/Video 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

h. Social Networking (twitter/facebook/picture sharing) 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

i. Schoolwork/Research 

(no use) 1        2        3         4        5  (major use)      estimated mins___________________  

j. Other common uses (please list) 

 

______________________________________________________________________________

_______ 

16. Have you read the portion of the student code of conduct pertaining to use of 

cell phones/mobile devices at school? 

☐Yes      ☐No 

17. To your knowledge, has your child read the portion of SCC pertaining to cell 

phone/mobile device use at school? 

☐Yes      ☐No 

18. How important is it to you that your child follows the school rules regarding 

cell phone use? 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (very) 

19. How often does your child have their PMD taken away for breaking school 

rules? 

(never)     1        2        3         4        5  (very often) 
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20. Were there any additional punishments given at home for breaking school 

rules? 

☐Yes      ☐No 

a. If so, what were they? 

☐ Take the PMD away 

☐ Grounding 

☐ Discussion  

☐ Other____________________ 

21.  Are there any rules about how much time your child is allowed to spend on 

his/her cell phone per day? 

☐Yes      ☐No 

a. If so, what are they? 

 

______________________________________________________________________________

_______ 

22. How important is it to you that your child follows these rules? 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (very) 

23. If your child drives, do you think they text while driving? 

☐Yes      ☐No 

24. Have you expressed to your child that you do not want him or her texting 

while driving? 

☐Yes      ☐No 

25. How often do you think your child uses these functions on their Primary 

Mobile Device while driving? 

a. Making or Receiving Calls 

(never) 1        2        3         4        5  (often) 
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b. Texting 

(never) 1        2        3         4        5  (often) 

c. Music 

(never) 1        2        3         4        5  (often) 

d. Checking Social Networking Sites (twitter/facebook) 

 (never) 1        2        3         4        5  (often) 

e. Games 

(never) 1        2        3         4        5  (often) 

f. GPS/Driving Directions 

(never) 1        2        3         4        5  (often) 

g. Surf the Internet/Checking Email 

 (never) 1        2        3         4        5  (often) 
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26. How often do you think your child uses his or her Primary Mobile Device to 

cheat on tests? 

(never)     1        2        3         4        5  (very often) 

27. In your opinion, how important is technology to education? 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (very) 

28. In your opinion, how important is mobile technology to education? 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (very) 

29. How often do you think your child uses his or her Primary Mobile Device to 

help out with homework? 

(never)     1        2        3         4        5  (very often) 

30. How often do you think your child uses his or her Primary Mobile Device to 

find information for classroom assignments? 

(never)     1        2        3         4        5  (very often) 

31. How important are the following features of a Primary Mobile Device to your 

child? 

a. Calling 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (very) 

b. Texting 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (very) 

c. Gaming/Entertainment 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (very) 

d. Music 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (very) 

e. Internet/Surfing 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (very) 

f. Email 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (very) 

g. Camera/Video 



67 

 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (very) 

h. Social Networking (Twitter/Facebook/picture sharing) 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (very) 

i. Educational Apps 

(not at all)     1        2        3         4        5  (very) 
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