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INTRODUCTION

This paper summarises the information gained from a review of the literature surrounding the
evaluation of technology-rich initiatives in the compulsory schools sector in New Zealand and
overseas (Boyd 2001). The literature review was commissioned by the Ministry of Education.
The purpose of the review was to provide information about the evaluation of information and
communication technologies (ICT) initiatives, and summarise the findings of these initiatives,
in order to inform the evaluations of the four Digital Opportunities projects currently underway
in a number of New Zealand schools. Accordingly, evaluations and research involving four
main types of school-based ICT initiatives were focused on in the review:

Laptop school projects.

Homework or study centres.

Projects which involve the use of the Internet to deliver resources (including online
distance learning projects).

Vocationa education initiatives which give high school students the opportunity to gain
recognised ICT qualifications.

This paper is in three sections; the first provides background on the literature review and the
Digita Opportunities projects in New Zealand; the second provides an overview of the
evaluations of two of the areas, that is, laptop schools and study centres; and the third presents
some of the conclusions from the review.

Background

The review concerned evaluations of projects that are considered relevant, but not necessarily
limited to, the ICT deivery methods that are being implemented as part of the four Digita
Opportunities projects and focused on international and New Zealand literature from 1990.
The projects reviewed attempted to lessen the digital divide, that is, they provided students (and
in some cases families and communities) of low socio-economic status or in rura or isolated
areas with increased access to technology. In particular, evaluations of ICT initiatives that
included empirical evidence about the effects of the processes and outcomes of these initiatives
were examined.



Only a smal number of evaluations of “laptop school” projects aiming to bridge the digital
divide were located. Laptop schools historically have been located in high-income communities
due to the amount of funding necessary to provide such initiatives. Therefore, for laptop
projects, the scope of the review was broadened to include al laptop school evauations.

The mgjority of evaluations located for the review were situated in the U.S. and Australia. For
this reason a decision was made to focus on the main school-based initiatives and projects, and
their associated evaluations, in New Zealand, Austrdia, the U.S,, the U.K. and Canada.

The review aimed to comment on the main studies that are similar to each Digital Opportunities
project but did not necessarily cover the whole range of literature for each of the four areas.

The four Digital Opportunities projectsin New Zealand

The Ministry of Education has initiated four digital opportunities projects (MoE 2001a). The
generd aim of these projects is to assist in bridging the digital divide for low decile schools or
schools for which access to adequate ICT infrastructure has previoudy been limited. The
projects are developed from a partnership between schools, businesses, and Government. The
general goals of the projects are to:

1. Enhancethe educational achievement of the students and community
particularly in mathematics and science.
2. Help overcome the barriers of access, ability, and attitude.
3. Work in partnership with all stakeholders.
(p.8, Digital Opportunities contract, project 4, MoE, 2001b)

The implementation of the four projects was started in 2001. Each project will run for the 2002
and 2003 school years. The four projects are:

Laptops for teachers and senior students in the Hutt Valley, Wdlington (Notebook
Valley)
Notebook Valley is a laptop school project in which students and teachers at three
schools in the Hutt Valey and Wainuiomata are provided with persona laptops,
training, and access to the Internet both a school and a home. This project aims to
improve student achievement by providing access to tools and resources for learning,
and increase retention in senior science and mathematics.

| CT-boosted study support centresin Southland and Canterbury (WickED)
WickED provides three study support centres, accessible to year 5 to 8 students and the

community, in Southland and Canterbury, with computers, software, and professiona
development, high quality connections to the Internet, and technica and student
support. This project aims to enhance student learning outcomes through the use of
|CT-based resources and develop loca “learning communities”.

L ear ning communitiesin the far North (Far Net)

FarNet provides 10 schools in the Far North with access to: computers, software, and
professional development as well as high quality connections to the Internet. Through
access to Te Kete Ipurangi — The Online Learning Centre (TKI) teachers and students
are provided with bilingual learning resources and the opportunity to create resources
using existing materials from Television NZ and Independent Newspapers Limited
archives. The resources are designed to make mathematics and science more relevant
to students, and therefore improve student retention in these subject areas.



ICT technology training in West Auckland and Gisbor ne (GenXP)
GenXP is a vocationa education project that provides students in five low decile
secondary schools in West Auckland and Gisborne with access to computers, software,
and professional development as well as high quality connections to the Internet.
Students are provided with the opportunity to gain, as part of the NZQA framework,
vendor technology qudifications from Microsoft and other providers. Gaining these
qualifications will hopefully assist students to gain entry to the workforce.

EVALUATION DESIGNS

The evauations reviewed were classified using three categories. formative, process, or
outcome. Most of the evaluations did not include a discussion of the model of evaluation used
but many commented on whether one or more of these three approaches was taken.

Evaluating laptop school projects ssimilar to Notebook Valley

L aptop schoolsinternationally

There are many “laptop schools’ around the world. Australia has been pioneering in its
utilisation of laptops in schools. A school-wide reform approach, the School Design Model
(SDM), which was developed in Austrdia, has been adapted for use in the U.S. (Bain 1996)
and is the foundation for the Microsoft Anytime, Anywhere Learning (AAL) programmes in
the U.S,, the UK., Australia, and Canada. A couple of independent longitudinal multi-site
evaluations of the AAL have been undertaken in the U.S. (Rockman et al. 2000) and the U.K.
(Passey et al. 1999 & 2001).

New Zedland has a number of primary and secondary schools in which students use persona
laptops. Evaluations of some of these programmes are available, for example, the King's
College Computer Project (Parr 1992; Parr 1993); and the St Cuthbert’s Junior School College
laptop project (Selby, Elgar, & Ryba 2001).

Extending the laptop school concept to low-income schools is a relatively new idea. Only one
evaluation reported on was conducted solely in a low-income community (Ricci 1999), two
others reported findings for low-income students Stevenson 1999; NetSchools Corporation
2001). A number of other evauations include low-income schools, but findings for these
schools are not reported separately (Passey et al. 1999; Rockman et al. 2000; Stradling et al.
1994; Shears 1995).

Focus and nature of the evaluations

The maority of the evauations and research concerning laptop schools in the review were
financed by the programme funders and conducted by independent researchers and eva uators.

Most of the evaluations were oriented towards reporting on outcomes, athough many aso
contained formative and processes approaches. Only a minority of reports included any
discussion of how the evaluation fitted into either a model of evaluation or a model of school
change (e.g., Bain 1996).

Other laptop schoal initiatives were introduced as part of new teaching and learning models
such as the Microsoft AAL approach (e.g., Rockman et al. 2000; Passey et al. 1999) and other
congtructivist models. These models were oriented towards the use of new technologies and



how this use could facilitate a change in philosophies concerning teaching and learning, but did
not necessarily include a focus on how evaluation fitted into this process.

The formative component of the evaluations concentrated on identifying implementation issues
that could be resolved. Most evaluations included some process components, that is, describing
and documenting the implementation, but this was not usually included in the gods of the
evauation.

For outcome evaluations the focus was on evaluating the impact or effect of the programme.
The focus could be generd such as the impact or effect of the programme on teaching and
learning (Newhouse 1999), or it could be specific such as the impact or effect of the
programme on students test scores (Rockman et al. 2000), students technology skills
(Rabertson et al. 1997), or other specific skills such aswriting (Hill et al. 2000).

In a few cases a more conditional approach was taken, for example, the goals of the Passey
(1999) evauation were to identify

positive practice and outcomes where this occurs, and to consider why, how,
and under what conditions this occurs.

less positive practice and outcomes where this occurs, and to consider similarly
why, how, and under what conditions this occurs. (p.9, Passey 1999)

Design of laptop school studies

The mgjority of laptop school studies examined in the review include a longitudinal multi-
method case study of a single site (e.g., Bain 1996), a longitudinal multi-method comparison
studies across a number of sites (Rockman et al. 2000; Passey et al. 1999; Gardner et al. 1993;
Stevenson 1999), or a multi-method one-year case study of asingle site (Robertson et al. 1997;
Selby, Elgar, & Ryba 2001; Parr 1992; Parr 1993). On the whole the most common design was
a case study. As noted by Yin (1994) this type of design is usualy employed for phenomena
such as innovations (for example, new technology) in school settings.

All studies typicaly used a mix of quantitative and qualitative methods to collect data from a
range of stakeholders: students, teachers, school administrators, and parents. A number of the
studies compared student data with other non-laptop groups, mostly at the same school (e.g.,
Ricci 1999; Parr 1992; Passey et al. 2001; Gardner et al. 1993; Stevenson 1999) and
occasiondly at other schools (Newhouse 1999; Bain 1996). One study involved both types of
comparison groups (Rockman et al. 2000).

The longitudinal case studies and comparison studies that covered two or three years of the
implementation of a programme, usualy collected some common data each year. Typicaly an
evaluation of the implementation of the project was conducted in the first year, and then an
analysis of student outcomes was conducted further into the programme. An element that was
rarely included in the longitudinal designs was a follow-up after more than three to five years
from the initial implementation. Newhouse (1999) was one exception to this.

Some studies (Stevenson 1999; Newhouse 1999) only showed significant gains in student
achievement measures after a minimum of three years into the evaluation.  Longitudinal
studies over two or three years in length appeared to be better placed to show conclusive
changes in terms of student outcomes (Stevenson 1999).

Most projects included the use of interviews with school administrators and teachers to develop
a picture of how the project was implemented as well as the successes and challenges of the
project. In addition to this information most projects included a consideration of a number of



outcomes. Table 1 summarises a range of typica expected outcomes of laptop school
evaluations and some of the common ways these outcomes were measured.

Table 1

Expected Outcomes and Methods of Measurement for Laptop School Projects

Expected outcome

Common measur ement methods

I CT access and usage

Increased access to computers for students and teachers,
and in some cases the students’ family.

Data on accessto ICT, student and teacher
guestionnaire, and teacher interviews. (Parent
guestionnaire or interview for home data).

Increased use of computers by student and teachers
(frequency, in arange of subjects, at home, using arange
of applications, types of activities undertaken).

Student and teacher questionnaire and teacher
interviews.

Student learning at school

Increased ICT skill development.

Student questionnaire and pre- and post-test of ICT
skills.

Improvements in indicators devel oped from the goal's of
the project the most common being: improved presentation
of work; improved writing, editing, spelling, and grammar
skills; mathematics and science data handling ability.

Specially designed assessments to suit the indicator
and analysis of work samples.

Increased or maintained standardised test scores,
classroom test scores, external examination scores, and
other measures of educational achievement.

Standardised test scores, grades, examination
scores, school records, and analysis of work
samples.

Increased programme completion and qualifications.

School records.

Increased information literacy skill development,
including problem-solving ability, self-directed learning,
independent learning.

Student and teacher self-report in interviews,
guestionnaires, and focus groups. Classroom
observations.

Changesin types of classroom activitiesinvolving ICT
use, e.g., more presentations to class.

Student and teacher self-report in interviews,
guestionnaires, and focus groups. Classroom
observations.

Student learning at home

Increased compl etion of homework/less TV watching.

Student and parent questionnaires and interviews.

Increased parental assistance with homework.

Student and parent questionnaires and interviews.

Increased use of ICT at home for learning purposes.

Student and parent questionnaires and interviews.

Attitudes and motivation

Positive attitudes towards the project and computer use by
students, teachers, and parents.
For students: improved attitudes towards |earning.

Student, teacher, and parent interviews and
guestionnaires. Attitude scales.

Increased student motivation and interest (e.g., increased
homework completion).

Student, teacher, and parent interviews and
guestionnaires.

Improvementsin student self-esteem.

Student and teacher interviews and questionnaires.

Student behaviour

On-task behaviour.

Classroom observation.

Increased co-operative behaviour/peer tutoring observed.

Classroom observation and student and teacher
questionnaires and interviews.

Increased ability to direct own learning.

Classroom observation and students and teacher
guestionnaires and interviews.

L ower suspension rates.

School data.




Classroom and learning environment

Integration or “institutionalisation” of ICT across the
school and into classroom practice.

Student and teacher interviews and questionnaires.
Classroom observations. Scales assessing classroom
environment.

Classroom organisation (awider range of teaching
strategies used).

Teacher interviews and questionnaires. Classroom
observations.

Nature of tasks (students are given real life tasks that
motivate them).

Student and teacher interviews and questionnaires.
Classroom observations.

Teacher-student relationships (increased |earner-
centred/constructivist |earning environments).

Teacher interviews and questionnaires. Classroom
observations.

School and post-school data

Improved retention rates (roll increase, larger number of School data.
students staying at school).
Improved attendance rates (absentees and late arrivals). School data.

Student destinations (such as further study or
employment).

Student follow-up questionnaires or interviews or
intentionssurvey.

Findingsfrom the evaluations of laptop schools
Low-income

Very few studies included a consideration of the outcomes for low-income students, but those
that did reported postive findings (Ricci 1999; NetSchools Corporation 2001; Stevenson
1999). Ricci (1999) and NetSchools Corporation (2001) reported that the use of technology
had assisted in improving the link between school and home. Ricci (1999) and Stevenson
(1999) reported that the laptop students in their study maintained their test scores in comparison
to non-laptop students whose test scores decrease over time. NetSchools Corporation (2001)
reported increases in test scores. NetSchools Corporation (2001) reported declines in student
absenteeism, and time-on-task in the classroom, and an increase in school effectiveness.
Declines in absenteeism were aso reported by Stevenson (1999). The students in Ricci’s
(1999) study stated that, at home, they spent more time on homework and less time watching
TV, and that using a laptop had improved their performance and their attitudes to school. The
parents and teachers in this study supported these findings.

All laptop school studies

Most reports included a description of some of the successes and challenges of the project (e.g.,
Rockman et al. 2000; Bain 1996; Owen & Lambert 1996). On the whole most findings were
positive (the range of expected outcomes is noted in Table 1), athough in a couple of cases
little change in practice beyond students using laptops as a word processor were reported
(Ainley et al. 2000; Newhouse 1999). Universally reported as an outcome were increases in
students' and teachers’ ICT skills, and access to and usage of ICT at school and a home, as a
result of laptop projects.

The often-reported improvements in students achievement, attitudes, motivation, and
information literacy skills were not necessarily clearly reflected in changes to student
achievement measures (Rockman et al. 2000; Gardner et al. 1993). Positive changes to student
achievement were more likely to be reported from quaitative, rather than quantitative data.
Data concerning students' achievement on standardised tests and externa examinations on the
whole were inconclusive. Some authors questioned the validity of these tests in measuring the
types of gains expected from ICT innovations (Rockman et al. 2000; Gardner et al. 1993).
However, indicators of student achievement that were specifically tailored to the goals of an
initiative, such as the ability to handle mathematics and science data, (for example, as
developed by Passey et al., 2001) were not necessarily any more successful in quantifying
gans. In some cases these measures did show more variation than standardised tests, for
example, Rockman et al. (2000) reported inconclusive data from comparisons of standardised



test scores, but laptop students scores on writing assessments were significantly higher than
non-laptop students.

Aside from the suggested lack of validity of the quantitative measures used to assess student
achievement, there are two possible reasons for the reported lack of impact. One is that the use
of laptops does not in fact have any effect on student achievement. The other, perhaps more
likely, reason is that changes to student achievement are conditiona on context, that is, changes
are due to complex interplay of factors such as teachers changing their pedagogical approaches
to support a more student-centred environment in which ICT use is integrated into the
curriculum and ubiquitous. If this does not occur, and laptops are used within the traditional
classroom environment simply as word-processing and presentation devices, then it is unlikely
that improvements in student achievement or changes to classroom environments will be
evident.

The importance of context can be seen from the results of a number of studies, for example,
Passey et al. (2001) reported a wider range of significant gains in student spelling, and
mathematics and science data handling skills, in the only school out of five that had addressed
most of the “key integration factors’ identified in their study. Fisher and Stolarchuk (1998)
provided evidence that supported higher student engagement and achievement in student-
centred self-directed learning environments.

A few studies reported negative outcomes for students, for example, Robertson et al. (1997)
reported lower achieving students became de-motivated by laptop use. Kessell (2001) reported
that the older students in their study (year 5 and 6) did not view the laptop project a their
school positively compared with the younger students in the project.

The main challenges of these laptop projects were the increase in teacher workloads and the
fact that teachers took time to adjust to the new student-centred environment that ICT use could
facilitate and therefore needed more professional development and technical support. The need
for more professonal development on how to integrate ICT use into the curriculum was
suggested by many evauators (Ricci 1999; Robertson et al. 1997; Gardner et al. 1993; Kessdl
2001; Stevenson 1999; Newhouse 1999).

In summary, as Kessell (2001) noted, one of the most important factors in the success of an
initiative is undoubtedly the willingness of teachers to put in the extra work required. Related to
this was adequate professiona development and technical support and a shared vision for the
use of ICT throughout the curriculum.

A future focus for evauations of laptop school projects could be a closer examination of the
conditions within the school and the learning environment that are necessary to produce
changes in student outcomes.

Evaluating study centre projectssimilar to WickED

A paucity of research and evaluation data on technology-rich study centres in low-income
communities exists, probably due to the relative newness of this area and the community-based
nature of funding for many of these initiatives (resulting in a lack of funding for evaluations).
Some descriptive documentation of technology-rich after-school programmes is available but
little evaluation information.

An approach to the provision of accessto ICT that is similar to the study centresin NZ is the
development of the technology-rich community technology centers (CTCs) located in the U.S.
and Canada. Both study centres and CTCs provide access to ICT primarily for underserved
populations. Study centres are focused on programmes for students but also am to support the
local community, whereas CTCs have a dightly broader focus in that they are located in a



wider range of host organisations; primarily schools, libraries, or community buildings, and
offer a range of ICT-related programmes which serve a number of target populations, but
usualy include the development of programmes for school-aged students and youth as one of
their main foci.  In New Zealand there are a number of similar community centres such as the
Wairoadotcom and Cyber Tek centres described in Barker (2001). A number of evaluations of
CTC were discussed in the review, in addition to a consideration of the literature surrounding
technol ogy-rich after-school programmes.

Focus and natur e of the evaluations

On the whole the evduations of projects smilar to study centres were conducted by
commissioned researchers. Due to the unique range of programmes offered by each study
centre the research design most often employed in evaluating these programmes was a multi-
site, multi-method, case study. About half of the case studies were longitudina and the others
were snap-shots.

The mgjority of study centre evaluations focus on collecting qualitative implementation data or
information that described the nature of the programmes. Outcome data was presented when it
was available. A smaller number of evaluations include a focus on assessing the impact of the
programme on student outcomes (e.g., Dynarski et al. 2001; Michalchik & Penuel 2001; Latino
Issues Forum 2001).

Aside from documenting the implementation of the centre, and the nature of the programmes,
the primary goa of most of these evaluations was to identify and document good practice so
that it could be replicated in other settings (e.g., Penuel et al. 2001; Dynarski et al. 2001;
Penuel & Kim 2000; Henriques & Ba 2000; Breeden et al. 1998). In recognition of the
difficulties centres faced in documenting outcomes, another main goa of these evaluations was
to develop a strategy to assist centres to evaluate their programmes (Raphael & Chaplin 2000;
Penuel et al. 2001; Michachik & Penuel 2001; New Economy Development Group Inc. 1998).

M ethods and focus of data collection

Outlined below is a summary of the main types of information that were collected about the
centres and the ways this information was collected.

Descriptive information about the centre, its history, and the implementation of
programmes and their outcomes. This information covered, for example, how the project
was implemented, infrastructure, technical support, staffing, funding, outcomes for
participants, and successes and challenges. This information was mostly collected from
interviews with programme directors and staff (Penuel et al. 2001; Macias et al. 2000;
Dynarski et al. 2001; New Economy Development Group Inc. 1998; Raphadl & Chaplin
2000; Penuel & Kim 2000; Henriques & Ba 2000; Breeden et al. 1998). Observations of
programmes in action were also conducted to give evaluators a picture of the programmes
provided (Raphael & Chaplin 2000; Penuel & Kim 2000). In some cases interviews were
conducted with other stakeholders such as partnership organisations concerning the
development, implementation, and continuation of the programme (Penuel et al. 2001,
Dynarski et al. 2001; Macias et al. 2000).

Data about the range of programmes offered, and the clients served, and levels of
attendance. This information was collected from centre records (Penuel et al. 2001,
Raphad & Chaplin 2000; Henriques & Ba 2000). Information on this area was aso
collected from the interviews with centre staff.



Impact of the programme on students behaviour, attendance, and academic
achievement at school. This information was mostly collected from interviews or surveys
of participants school teachers and collection of students school records or results on
standardised tests (Dynarski et al. 2001; Latino Issues Forum 2000; Latino Issues Forum
2001).

The use of the technology at the centre by participants and the benefits of the centre
for participants. Thisinformation was collected from participants via interviews, surveys,
or focus groups (Penuel et al. 2001; Dynarski et al. 2001; Raphael & Chaplin 2000; Penuel
& Kim 2000; Latino Issues Forum 2000; Latino Issues Forum 2001).

The use family members made of the centre, and outcomes for themselves and their
children. Thisinformation was collected from interviews or surveys of parents (Dynarski

et al. 2001; Latino Issues Forum 2000; Latino Issues Forum 2001).

Findings from evaluations of study centre programmes

Along with documenting and describing the centre programmes, a wide range of positive
outcomes from study centres were reported from these evauations. Perhaps the most common
were:

Increases in participants access to ICT and development of ICT skills (Penuel et al. 2001;
Macias et al. 2000; Latino Issues Forum 2001; Henriques & Ba 2000).

Students spending extra time on academic activities or receiving assistance with homework
(Penuel et al. 2001; Raphael & Chaplin 2000; Henriques & Ba 2000).

The main challenges identified were sustainability and sourcing continuing funding (Penuel et
al. 2001; Penuel & Kim 2000; Macias et al. 2000; New Economy Development Group Inc.
1998; Henriques & Ba 2000) and providing trained staff or staff from the loca community
(Penuel et al. 2001; Penuel & Kim 2000; Macias et al. 2000; Henriques & Ba 2000).

A number of authors attempted to identify the conditions necessary for effective and
sustainable programmes. The most common factors appeared to be:

Well-trained staff (Macias et al. 2000; Breeden et al. 1998; Fashola 1998; Penud & Kim
2000).

Strong leadership or a shared vision (Breeden et al. 1998; Maciaset al. 2000).

The programmes were grounded in the loca community (Breeden et al. 1998; Penud &
Kim 2000).

Effective programme planning and design (Macias et al. 2000; Breeden et al. 1998;
Fashola 1998).

Expert support (Breeden et al. 1998; Macias et al. 2000).

An evaluation culture (Breeden et al. 1998; Penudl & Kim 2000; Fashola 1998).

Providing up-to-date technology (Penud & Kim 2000; Macias et al. 2000).

Skill in acquiring new sources of funding (Penuel & Kim 2000; Macias et al. 2000).

A feature that seemed to be crucia to a successful programme (that is it was identified in all of
the studies that discussed success factors) was the presence of trained staff or staff from the
community served by the centre. A future direction for evaluation of study centre programmes
could be a more in-depth examination of student outcomes.



SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Although the four types of projects in the review were mostly located in technology-rich
environments in schools, in some cases this was almost their only connection. Laptop schools
and study centres have some elements in common, but ICT certification and vocationa
education projects are very different in nature to the others. Accordingly, it was difficult to
summarise common themes between these four projects. A number of debates and concerns
discussed in the literature are mentioned below. In most cases these debates are relevant to
laptop schools, resource development, and study centres projects, but are less likely to be
relevant to ICT certification and vocational education projects.

Additional goalsfor projectsin low-income communities

ICT projects in low-income schools have a different emphasis from those in high-income
schools. Evaluations of laptop projects and study centres conducted in schools that served low-
income areas have often focused on collecting data on an additional set of possible outcomes
such as:

improved student attendance,

improved student retention,

development of student career goals,

increased student salf-esteem,

increasing the access of the community to ICT,

development of family or community ICT skills,

increased communication between home and school and involvement of parents and the
community in the education of their children, and

decreased incidence of negative behaviours by students such as bullying.

Evauations of projects in low-income schools often include indicators that aim to measure
whether the use of ICT encouraged disenchanted students to stay at school. This appears less
of a concern for schools in high-income areas that aready have high retention rates and
students motivated to continue to tertiary education.

Design of evaluations
Assumptions about technology

Commentators on the digital divide have suggested that too much emphasis has been placed on
increasing access to technology rather than focusing on the objectives for using technology. It
is likely that this situation has developed from the somewhat potted history of evauations in
the ICT areawhich, in the past, have suffered from the problem of the technology being seen as
an end to itself rather than only one part of the equation. This concern has been reported in
Parr (2000) in relation to studies concerning integrated learning systems, and in Culp, Hawkins,
and Honey (1999) who suggested that early research and evaluations of ICT initiatives
implicitly viewed technology as a “black box”. This research assumed that technology was the
only variable and looked for evidence of student learning as a result of “applying” this variable
(usually measured by test score gains). This type of approach ignored pedagogy, teacher
practices, and student experiences. The design of earlier ICT evauations and research has
tended to encompass a number of “black box” assumptions (Gardner et al. 1993; Robertson et
al. 1997). The projects in which technology was viewed as a “black box” tended to lack a
clear set of goals for the use of technology other than to increase access.
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A lack of clarity concerning programme goals and purposes (Fouts 2000) or learning objectives
(Schacter 1999) has been reported in the literature summarising evaluation studies. Another
related issue is ensuring that the goals of the evaduation match the goas of the programme
(Culp, Hawkins, & Honey 1999).

One enduring problem with the use of ICT in schools, as summarised by Schacter (1999), is
that on many occasions programme developers and funders are more concerned about the
“hardware” that is, equipment, rather than the “software” such as learning goas and
professiona development. This situation stems in part from the Situation described above, that
is, viewing ICT as a “black box”. The lack of clear programme goals undoubtedly contributes
to some of the variability present in study findings, especialy in the case of laptop school
studies. In some of the evaluation reports it was unclear what the goals of the programme were.
In one case, goals were alluded to but not outlined (Newhouse 1999); in other cases programme
goals were not clearly documented in the evaluation or research report, although they may have
existed (Gardner et al. 1993; Rowe 1993); and in further cases, due to alack of clear gods, the
evaluators recommended that the school develop a set of learning goals for the programme (that
is, other than teachers and students using ICT and developing their ICT skills) (Woodbridge
2000; Parr 1993).

These programme that did not have clear goals accepted a simple level of programme success.
That is, the innovation was viewed as successful if students, parents, and teachers expressed
positive attitudes towards the programme, the programme had increased student and teacher
ICT access and usage, and had developed the ICT skills of students and teachers (in the case of
laptop and study centre projects), or had expanded student access to new subject areas and
experiences (in the case of study centre or resource development projects). In these situations
general measures of academic achievement (such as standardised tests) were often used to
assess changes in learning outcomes. These measures mostly showed variable or no clear
improvements in learning outcomes for students. The “how”, that is, how the technology was
to be integrated into the curriculum, was ignored.

The acceptance of a smple level of success was more common for ICT initiatives in the early
1990s when the main goa of many programmes was to increase the use of technology and
therefore the main goa of the evaluation was to report on this increase. This approach was
problematic for teachers and evauators. In schools that adopted this “sole goal” teachers
reported that they needed professiona development on how to integrate ICT into the classroom
in addition to the skillsbased training provided. Evauators suggested that ICT skill
development alone is not enough of areason for a programme. As Venezky and Davis (2001)
concluded:

Successful implementation is not simply atechnical issue. It requiresavision
about education and about the specific educational goalsthat ICT isto support.
AnICT plan by itself isincomplete. Policy makers should ask first for a
strategic schooling plan and then for an ICT plan for supporting educational
goals. (p.46, Venezky & Davis 2001)

In time the focus of programmes and evaluations has moved away from the “black box”
approach; programme goals have become more complex and evauations have become more
orientated towards addressing the context of the ICT innovation and examining additional
student outcomes (e.g., Passey et al. 1999; Selby, Elgar, & Ryba 2001).

Evauations in the late 1990s were more likely to focus on identifying the conditions that were
necessary for the innovation to be successful (e.g., Passey 1999). The evauations of
programmes such as these look for more complex indicators of programme success. Complex
level success factors for laptop schools could be students exhibiting more on-task behaviours,
or developing their information literacy or data handling skills further. Other success factors at
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the complex level included whole school change in terms of integration of ICT into the
curriculum and school administration practices, and changes in the classroom environment
towards a learner-centred environment. This is the focus of some of the more recent laptop
schools evaluations.

Focusing on the conditions necessary for the successful introduction and continuation of a
programme is an approach that is favoured by commentators in this area such as Culp,
Hawkins, and Honey (1999). They have suggested that a “ consensus has emerged” in regard to
the wider issues that need to be addressed when examining ICT initiatives, that is,
understanding how the innovation occurred and examining the nature of successful innovations.
The characteristics of research and evauations that address this issue are that:

researchers and evauators have an understanding that the use of technology is not an end in
itself and that ICT use needs to be understood in context;

the goa of the research is to understand how the innovation occurred (not just what the
outcomes were or how it assisted students to achieve within the traditional paradigm);

the research or evaluation is multidisciplinary and involves long term collaboration with
educators at different levels of the school system.

Evaluation timeframes

The evaluation literature suggests that conducting an outcome evauation in the first set-up year
while the programme in still in a state of change is problematic. The large international OECD
Case Studies of Organisational Change project only selected school that had at least a previous
two-year implementation period (OECD 2000). Some recent laptop school evaluations only
reported significant changes in student outcome measures after a minimum of three years into
the evauation (Stevenson 1999; Newhouse 1999). As Stevenson noted change in school
systems and in students learning practices can be dow. This situation is dso reported in
regard to ICT initiatives other than laptop schools. In the evauation of an online resource
development projects, Tyner (2000) reported that it took two years to build the infrastructure
before teaching and learning outcomes could be measured. In another project, Jackson and
Guerin (1999) noted that it could take teachers three to seven years to become familiar with
using technology. This information implies that a one- or two-year timeframe could be too
short to adequately do justice to reporting the outcomes of a programme. In recognition of this,
many evaluations document the process of implementation in the first year of the evauation,
and the outcomesin the 2" or 3¢ year.

Selecting a comparison group

The use of a comparison group can be a valuable way of ascertaining programme effects and is
commonly employed in evaluations of ICT initiatives in schools. This type of design was
included in evaluations of the four types of projects in the review. Comparing outcomes
between groups of programme and non-programme students or teachers at the same school was
a common method of providing data in laptop schools in which laptops have been provided to
some classes of students at a school and not others (e.g., Ricci 1999; Parr 1992; Passey et al.
2001). In schools in which the programme model was applied to the whole school, comparison
groups from other schools were sometimes included in the evaluation design (Bain 1996;
Newhouse 1999). Comparison groups were also part of the design of some study centre
projects Oynarski et al. 2001; Fashola 1998), and vocationa education projects (Polesd,
Teese, & O'Brien 1999; Bragg 2001).

There are a couple of drawbacks of using an in-school comparison group. One of these is
highlighted by Rockman et al. (2000), that is, the characteristics of non-programme and
programme students can grow more similar over time. Rockman et al. suggested that this could
be due to the sharing of pedagogical approaches and ICT skills between the teachers and



students in the two types of classes. Another drawback of using comparison groups suggested
by Fashola (1998) is the difficulty of finding matched control group for study centre
programmes for which students self-select to participate. This difficulty aso applies to
vocationa programmes such as Tech-Prep, in which students who participate can have different
achievement and socio-economic levels (Bragg 2001).

Collecting data only from exemplar sites

Selecting exemplar sites only is a valid research design, but the selection needs to be made
transparent to the reader, for example, Penudl and Kim (2000) do this to document some of the
more innovative CTC programmes available. The use of non-random or self-selected sampling
techniques is a way in which exemplar sites could be unwittingly selected. In the Rockman et
al. (2000) study of laptop schools, 8 of the 29 pilot sites participated in the evaluation; many
stes were excluded for a number of reasons. This could result in findings that are not
representative of the group as awhole.

What indicatorsto use?

Many of the studies in the review relied heavily on stakeholder self-report to indicate the
success of the programme and identify outcomes for students. Some caution must be exercised
in using attitudes as an indicator unless positive attitudes or attitudina change can be shown to
relate to improved learning outcomes. This is not necessarily the case. Parr (2000) noted that
atitude has been shown to have no significant connection to learning outcomes in relation to
integrated learning systems (Wood, Underwood, & Avis 1999). For this reason Parr excluded
atitude as an indicator of learning outcomes in her review of the outcomes of computer-
assisted learning.  This debate is relevant to the use of ICT in schools in general.  In many of
the evauations reviewed attitudina data was not corroborated with other data. Postive
changes to student achievement were more likely to be evident from self-report qualitative data
than quantitative data on the same area (e.g., Rockman et al. 2000; Gardner et al. 1993).

One of the reasons for this lack of match could be that standardised or other test results are not
avalid measure of gains expected from ICT innovations (Spielvogel et al. 2001; Rockman et
al. 2000). Spielvogel et al. (2001) commented that only a few items in the test used in their
study could be directly related to the goals of the programme and Rockman et al. (2000)
concluded that there:

. . . tendsto be a disconnection between the purposes of laptop use and the skills
measured by the most widely used standardized tests. (p.4, Rockman et al. 2000)

A lack of match between the tools used by students, and the tools used in the assessment of
student outcomes, is commented on by other researchers (Gardner et al. 1993; Boyd 1997), and
in overviews of this area (Fouts 2000).

Indicators that are specifically tailored to the goals of an initiative and to the way ICT is being
integrated into the classroom, such as the ability to handle mathematics and science data (as
developed by Passey et al., 2001), appear to be more valid indicators of the impact of a ICT
innovation than generic achievement tests.

Pucel (2001) proposed a change in the types of indicators used to measure the effectiveness of
vocational and academic education programmes. This change is directly related to the shift in
school goals as a result of the societa shift from the information age to the knowledge age.
Pucel’ s suggestions appear to be applicable to ICT innovations in schools. He suggested that
societies current expectations of students are that they:
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Be able to creatively solve problems;

Be able to apply what they learn to their future lives and work;

Have arigorous background in academic skills;

Develop generalized employability skills;

Explore and become technologically literate on potential careers,
Develop visions of their futures and how their education’s can contribute
to thosevisions. (p.ix, Pucel 2001)

Pucel considered that widely used indicators such as academic tests (for example, the
Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT)) are not valid indicators of vocational programme success. He
suggested a number of indicators that could be used to “realign educationa practice with
reform expectations’. These are:

Student retention and satisfaction.

Academic skill development and contextual problem-solving, that is, how students can
apply academic skills to real-life situations.

Career exploration and skill development.

Employability skill development, e.g., that the student has developed competencies such as:
information literacy skills, technology and ICT skills, understanding of systems, and the
ability to work with others.

A smilar suggestion was made by Penuel and Kim (2000) in relation to CTC programmes.
They noted that better tools are needed to measure CTC programme outcomes as traditional
measures of successful outcomes, such as test results, are not appropriate for CTCs. Measures
are needed which are more closely tied to the specific goals of the centre, for example, how
programmes impact on clients learning or measurement of clients career aspirations,
pathways, or technical sKills.

Reoccurring concernsfor school-based projects

Dr Eva Baker (quoted in Spielvogel et al. 2001) suggested that anyone could write an
evauation summary of a school-based ICT project without actualy visiting the site; this
summary would be “This project has real potentia if only it had been implemented more fully.”
(p.6, Spielvogd et al. 2001).

Although this quote is somewhat sobering, it seemed particularly relevant to the laptop school
projects and some of the study centre and resource development projects in the review. A lack
of professiona development, and in many cases technical support, was a concern mentioned
repeatedly by teachers. The professional development that teachers suggested that they needed
more of was based around pedagogy and integrating ICT use into the classroom rather than
smply developing ICT skills. Other issues of relevance to many of the projects located in low-
income environments were sustainability and continued funding.

Targeting digital divide policies

Commentators have criticised digital divide research as being too focused on access to
technology at the expense of examining how the technology can be used to assist low-income
individuals and groups to better their situation. A re-focus on narrowing the socia divide
rather than the digital divide is suggested by these commentators (Kirschenbaum & Kunamneni
2001; Morino Ingtitute 2001). In the report From Access to Outcomes, Morino Institute (2001)
concluded that providing access aone is more well-meaning than effective. The report
suggested that initiatives developed by low-income communities to address their immediate
issues and concerns are far better at producing meaningful change as communities use the
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technology to meet tangible socia, economic, or educationa goals, such as effective schooling
or access to improved healthcare.

A similar suggestion was made by Lazarus and Mora (2000) who reported that apart from a
lack of access, there is one other main barrier for low-income groups in using the Internet, that
is, a lack of relevant content. Lazarus and Mora analysed discussions with 107 low-income
adults, youths, and children, interviews with people involved in providing online access and
information to low-income groups, and current web content. From this research they suggested
that Americans on the wrong side of the digital divide wanted:

local information regarding employment, business, education, and other aress;
information that can be understood by low-literacy users,

information in the languages of the local community and in multiple languages, and
opportunities to create content and interact with it in culturally appropriate ways.

Essentialy digital divide research appears to suffer from a similar problem to the larger body of
knowledge surrounding ICT innovations, it is dogged by concerns about “what” (that is, access
and infrastructure) at the expense of questions concerning “how” people use the technology and
“why” access can be beneficial.

Suggestionsfor designing evaluations of ICT initiativesin schools

Most evauations discussed in the review were in the form of two- or three-year longitudinal
multi-method case studies of either a single site or multiple sites. The literature surrounding
the selection of research or evauation methods suggests that this is a valid approach for these
types of initiatives. The longitudina evauations, which were longer than one year in
timeframe, yielded richer results and more certain conclusions than other designs such as
snapshot studies.

Most of the evauations in this study were either process and/or outcome focused; some
included a cursorily formative component. From the information summarised in the review it is
evident that an increased emphasis on formative evaluation would benefit school-based ICT
projects, in that the much reported problems in the literature with inadequate professional
development and support could be identified and rectified early on in the life of the programme
— given available funding. Formative evaluation could also assist to clarify project gods, and
from that, evaluation goals. Process evaluation of pilot programmes are useful tools which
could enable others to emulate the programme.

A continued focus on outcome evaluation is also necessary to ensure that the programme is in
fact making a difference to teaching and learning. Outcome evauations need to avoid the
“black box” approach by examining the “how” and “why” rather than the “what”. Evaluations
that document the experiences of people in low-income communities need to examine more
than just increased access. As suggested by the Morino Institute (2001), projects, and therefore
their evauations, should include a focus on what needs low-income communities are
addressing through accessing technology, and how these needs are met. Other features of
future evaluation could include:

Research questions that encourage the evaluation to consider the complex conditions and
interactions that support successful programmes.

In line with the suggestions offered by Pucd (2001) and Penud and Kim (2000),
evaluations could include a re-examination of the indicators used to ensure that they match
the skills required of the “information age”.

Development of measures that are clearly related to the goals of the projects, rather that
relying on standardised tests results to indicate programme success.
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An incluson of some of the extra indicators commonly used to examine the success of
initiatives in low-income communities, such as improvements in student retention data,
development of student career goals, increased community access to ICT, increased
communication between home and school and involvement of parents and the community
in the education of their children, or improved behaviour.

A design that includes the viewpoints of the multiple stakeholders involved in a project.

A design that ensures that at least two sources of data are used to corroborate self-reported
evidence, for example, the inclusion of observational analyses of behaviour.
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