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Executive Summary

In an era of increasing international economic competition, the quality of
America’s elementary and secondary schools could determine whether our
children hold highly compensated, high-skill jobs that add significant value
within the integrated global economy of the twenty-first century or compete
with workers in developing countries for the provision of commodity products
and low-value-added services at wage rates comparable to those received by
third world laborers. Moreover, it is widely believed that workers in the next
century will require not just a larger set of facts or a larger repertoire of specific
skills, but the capacity to readily acquire new knowledge, to solve new prob-
lems, and to employ creativity and critical thinking in the design of new ap-
proaches to existing problems.

While a number of different approaches have been suggested for the improve-
ment of K-12 education in the United States, one common element of many
such plans has been the more extensive and more effective utilization of com-
puter, networking, and other technologies in support of a broad program of
systemic and curricular reform. During a period in which technology has fun-
damentally transformed America’s offices, factoric<, and retail establishments,

however, its impact within our nation’s classrooms has generally been quite
modest.

The Panel on Educational Technology was organized in April 1995 under the
auspices of the President’s Committee of Advisors on Science and Technology
(PCAST) to provide independent advice to the President on matters related to
the application of various technologies (and in particular, interactive computer-
and network-based technologies) to K-12 education in the United States. lts
findings and recommendations are based on a (non-exhaustive) review of the
research literature and on written submissions and private White House brief-
ings from a number of academic and industrial researchers, practicing educa-
tors, software developers, governimental agencies, and professional and indus-

try organizations involved in various ways with the application of technology to
education.

o
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A substantial number of relatively specific recommendations related to various
aspects of the use of technology within America’s elementary and secondary
schools are offered at various points within the body of this report. The list that
appears below summarizes those high-level strategic recommendations that
the Panel believes to be most important:

1.

Focus on learning with technology, not about technology. Although both
are worthy of attention, it is important to distinguish between technology as
a subject area and the use of technology to facilitate learning about any
subject area. While computer-related skills will unquestionably be quite
important in the twenty-first century, and while such skills are clearly best
taught through the actual use of computers, it is important that technology
be integrated throughout the K-12 curriculum, and not simply used to im-
part technology-related knowledge and skills. Although universal techno-
logical literacy is a laudable national goal, the Panel helieves the Admini-
stration should work toward the use of computing and networking tech-
nologies to improve the quality of education in all subject areas.

Emphasize content and pedagogy, and not just hardware. While the wide-
spread availability of modern computing and networking hardware will in-
deed be necessary if technology is to realize its promise, the development
and utilization of useful educational software and information resources,
and the adaptation of curricula to make effective use of technology, are
likely to represent more formidable challenges. Particular attention should
be given to the potential role of technology in achieving the goals of current
educational reform efforts through the use of new pedagogic methods fo-
cusing on the development of higher-order reasoning and problem-solving
skills. While obsolete and inaccessible computer systems, suboptimal stu-
dent/computer ratios, and a lack of appropriate building infrastructure and
network connectivity will all need to be addressed, it is important that we
not allow these problems to divert attention from the ways in which tech-
nology should actually be used within an educational context.

Give special attention to professional development. The substantial in-
vestment in hardware, infrastructure, software and content that is recom-
mended in this report will be largely wasted if K-12 teachers are not pro-
vided with the preparation and support they will need to effectively inte-
grate information technologies into their teaching. Only about 15 percent




of the typical educational technology budget is currently devoted to profes-
sional development; this figure should be increased to at least 30 percent.
Teachers should be provided with ongoing mentoring and consultative sup-
port, and with the time required to familiarize themselves with available
software and content, to incorporate technology into their lesson plans, and
to discuss technology use with other teachers. Finally, both presidential
leadership and federal funding should be mobilized to help our nation’s
schools of education to incorporate technology within their curricula so
they are capable of preparing the next generation of American teachers to
make effective use of technology.

Engage in realistic budgeting. The Panel believes that at least five percent
of all public K-12 educational spending in the United States (or approxi-
mately $13 billion annually in constant 1996 dollars) should be earmarked
for technology-related expenditures—a significant increase over the current
level of approximately 1.3 percent. Because the amortization of initial ac-
quisition costs will account for oiily a minority of these recommended ex-
penditures, schools will have to provide for increased technology spending
within their ongoing operating budgets rather than relying solely on one-
time bond issues and capital campaigns.

While voluntarism and corporate equipment donations may be of
both direct and indirect benefit under certain circumstances, White House
policy should be based on a realistic assessment of the relatively limited di-
rect economic contribution such efforts can be expected to make overall.
The Administration should continue to make the case for educational tech-
nology as an unusually high-return investment (in both economic and so-
cial terms) in America's future, while seeking to enhance the return on that
investment by promoting federally sponsored research aimed at improving
the cost-effectiveness of technology use within our nation’s elementary and
secondary schools.

Ensure equitable, universal access. Access to knowledge-building and
communication tools based on computing and networking technologies
should be riade available to all of our nation’s students, regardless of socio-
economic status, race, ethnicity, gender, or geographical factors, and special
attention should be given to the use of technology by students with special
needs. Title I spending for technology-related investments on behalf of

8
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economically disadvantaged students should be maintained at no less than
its current level, with ongoing adjustments for inflation, expanding U.S.
school enrollment, and projected increases in overall national spending for
K-12 educational technology. Because much of the educational use of com-
puters now takes place within the home, and because the rate of home
computer ownership diverges widely for students of different racial and
ethnic groups and socioeconomic status, consideration should also be given
to certain public policy measures that might help to reduce disparities in
student access to information technologies outside of school.

Initiate a major program of experimental research. The Panel believes
that a large-scale program of rigorous, systematic research on education in
general and educational technology in particular will ultimately prove nec-
essary to ensure both the efficacy and cost-effectiveness of technology use
within our nation’s schools. Funding levels for educational research, how-
ever, have thus far been alarmingly low. By way of illustration, whereas
some 23 percent of all U.S. expenditures for prescription and non-
prescription medications were applied toward pharmaceutical research in
1995, less than 0.1 percent of our nation’s expenditures for elementary and
secondary education in the same year were invested to determine which
educational techniques actually work, and to find ways to improve them.

The Panel strongly recommends that this figure be increased to at
least 0.5 percent (or about $1.5 billion annually at current expenditure lev-
els) on an ongoing basis. Because no one state, municipality. or private firm
could hope to capture more than a small fraction of the benefits associated
with a significant advance in our understanding of how best to educate K-12
students, this funding will have to be provided largely at the federal level in
order to avoid a systematic underinvestment (attributable to a classical
form of economic externality) relative to the level that would be optimal for
the nation as a whole.

To ensure high standards of scientific excellence, intellectual integ-
rity, and independence from political influence, this research program
should be planned and overseen by a distinguished independent board of
outside experts appointed by the President, and should encompass (a) basic
research in various learning-related disciplines and on various education-
ally relevant technologies; (b) early-stage research aimed at developing new
forms of educational software, content, and technology-enabled pedagogy;




and (c) rigorous, well-controlled. peer-reviewed, large-scale empirical
studies designed to determine which educational approaches are in fact
most effective in practice. The Panel does not, however, recommend that
the ' leployment of technology within America’s schools be deferred pend-
ing the completion of such research.

Finally, it should be noted that the Panel strongly supports the grograms en-
compassed by the President’s Educational Technology Initiative, which aim to
provide our nation's schools with the modern computer hardware, local- and
wide-area network connectivity, high quality educational content, and appro-
priate teacher preparation that will be necessary if information technologies are
to be effectively utilized to enhance l« arning. In the area of research and
evaluation, however, the Panel believes that much remains to be done. While a
scientific research program of the sort envisioned by the Panel will require sub-
stantial funding on a sustained basis, such a program could well prove critical
to the economic security of future generations of Americans, and should thus
be assigned a high priority in spite of current budgetary pressures.
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Introduction

While the importance of securing an adequate education for America's children
has long been clear, this undertaking has, over the past fifteen years or so, ac-
quired a sense of special urgency. On the one hand, expanded global comipeti-
tion and corporate restructuring have drawn attention to the importance of
preparing the next generation of Americans to add value within an increasingly
integrated world economy. Over this same period, however, serious concerns

have been raised' regarding the capacity of the U.S. educational system to meet
this challenge.

While a number of different approaches have been suggested for the improve-
ment of K-12 education in the United States, one common element of many
such plans has been the more extensive and more effective utilization of com-
puter, networking, and other technologies in support of a broad program of
systemic and curricular reform. Such proposals have been motivated in part by
specific examples of the successful application of technology to education, and
in part by the more general observation that, during a period in which technol-
ogy has fundamentally transformed America’s offices, tactories, and retail es-
tablishments, its impact within our nation’s classrooms has generally been
quite modest.”

The Goals 2000: Educate America Act,’ which was signed into law in 1994, con-
tained a number of provisions designed to foster the application of technology
within the nation’s elementary and secondary schools. President Clinton has
since announced several additional programs that aim to establish various

forms of cooperative partnerships involving the federal government, the states,

Such concerns fowad expression. for example, in an influential report released in the early 1980s by the Na-
tional Commission on Excellence in Educz tion 1A Neation at Risk: The hnperative for Educational Reform.
‘ashington, D.C: US. Department of Lducation, 1983y,

2

Indeed, Professar Christopher Dede has asserted that * if all computers and telecommunications were (o
disappear tomorrow, education woald be the least aflected of society's institutions,” [Written statement
submitted (o the PCAST Panel on Bducational Technology, 1995,

3
Public Law 103-227.
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local communities, individual schools and school districts, and the private
sector, in each case with the goal of mobilizing technology in service of K-12
education.

In the context of these various initiatives, the Panel on Educational Technology
was organized in April 1995 under the auspices of the President’s Committee of
Advisors on Science and Technology (PCAST) to provide independent advice to
the President on matters related to the application of various technologies (and
in particular, interactive computer-based and digital-network-based technolo-
gies) to elementary and secondary education in the United States.' The Panel
consists of seven PCAST members and five outside experts in the field of edu-
cational technology, .nd has been assisted in its activities by a small research
and operational staff.

In the course of its investigations, the Panel reviewed a substantiai body of ex-
isting written material on the subject of educational technology and solicited
additional written input from a number of academic and industrial researchers,
practicing educators, software developers, governmental agencies, and profes-
sional and industry organizations involved in various ways with the application
of technology to education. A smaller group of individuals chosen from each of
these categories were invited to meet personally with the Panel’s members and
staff in briefing sessions conducted at the White House in October 1995." The
Panel’s principal findings and recommendations are incorporated in this re-
port,

The report begins with a brief discussion of the nature of the problems now
facing elementary and secondary edueation in the United States, and of the role
technology might play in helping to solve those problems. Section 3 surveys the

"I'h(‘ Panel’s focus on computer- and network based technologies should not be taken o suggest that it be-
lieves other technologies ("distance learning” and other educational applications of television, for example,
or even telephones and fax machines) to be either unimportant or unworthy of critical examination in an
cducational context. Such an examination is missing from the current report only because such technologies
talong with such other important issues as the formulation of educational standards and the application of
technology to post-secondary education and tritining) tall outside the scope ol the Terms of Reterence docu-
ment that defined this panel’s charge.

’ . - . P . . . . . . . . . g
Alistof those individuals and organizations who provided written submissions to or participated in briefing
sessions for the benefit of the Panel is included in the Appendix.

Liy,




computing and telecommunications hardware (and equally important, the as-
sociated infrastructure and technical support) now deployed within our na-
tion’s schools, and considers the ways in which these resources will have to be
expanded if educational technology is to be mobilized on behalf of all of our K-
12 students. In Section 4, we consider the ways in which information technolo-
gies are actually used within our schools, and identify a number of challenges
related to computer software, educational content, and pedagogical methods.

We continue in Section 5 with an examination of the role of elementary and
secondary school teachers within a technology-rich educational environment,
and of the professional development, ongoing support, and other resources
that will prove necessary if teachers are to effectively integrate technology
within their curricula. Current and projected costs associated with the intro-

-duction and continued use of technology within all of our nation’s schools are
estimated in Section 6, and are analyzed in terms of educational productivity
and expected return on investment. Section 7 examines the issue of equitable
access to educational technology, reviewing current and anticipatec. disparities
based on socioeconomic status, race and ethnicity, geographical factors, gen-
der, educational achievement, and special student needs, and considering
some of the policy tools that might be used to minimize the extent and impact
of these disparities.

Section 8 focuses on the need for rigorous scientific research designed to evalu-
ate the effectiveness and cost-effectiveness of alternative approaches to the use
of technology in education, on the extent to which such research should be
funded at the federal level, and on the manner in which it might best be organ-
ized and administered. Current federal programs in the area of educational
technology are reviewed in Section 9, with special attention to the directions in
which those efforts might profitably be extended and expanded. The Panel’s
central findings and most important recommendations are summarized in
Section 10.




Potential Significance

Since the effective utilization of technology within all of America's elementary
and secondary schools will require a substantial investment of public funds, it
seems appropriate to begin our discussion with a critical examination of the ra-
tionale for such expenditures. While much remains to be learned about the op-
timal use of technology in K-12 education, the Panel believes the case for edu-
cational technology to be a compelling one in view of certain critical economic
and social problers now facing our nation and the weight of the available evi-
dence regarding technology's potential contribution to the solution of these
problems.

2.1 Serious Problems

While the continuing expansion of international trade has the potential to con-
fer substantial long-term benefits on American companies and workers, it also
presents certain challenges. Astrade barriers fall and cross-border transaction
volume increases, our children will find themselves competing more directly
with the citizens of other countries to provide goods and services within the
world marketplace. Indeed, the effects of international competition have al-
ready become evident in the (permanent or temporary) loss of U.S. market
share to European and Asian economic competitors within certain industries
and in competition-induced productivity improvements which, while benefi-
cial in the long term, have been accompanied in some cases by “corporate
downsizing” and economic insecurity on the part of American workers.

Although it seems unlikely that the United States could reverse the secular trend
toward global economic integration even if it believed this to be in its own in-
terest, there is much we can do to influence the role that Americans play within
the integrated world economy of the future. In particular, the decisions we
make today with respect to the education of our children will determine in large
part whether they are prepared to hold high-wage, high-skill jobs that add sig-
nificant value within the world marketplace or are instead forced to compete

with workers in developing countries (where economie output is likely to in-
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crease steadily over time) for the provision of commodity products and low-
value-added services.

The danger of the latter scenario lies not only in its potential effect on our
country’s aggregate national income, but on the potential for unprecedented
{at least within the American experience) disparities in income and wealth
among Americans that could threaten the political stability our nation has long
enjoyed. Our country's social fabric and democratic form of government have
never been put to the test of supporting the extreme bimodality of resource al-
location that might result (at least in the absence of aggressive redistributive
intervention) if a relatively small percentage of our population were to possess
the tools necessary to engage in highly-compensated economic activities, while
a substantial majority were forced to compete with unskilled and semi-skilled
laborers in developing countries who might well command (inflation-adjusted)
wage rates of less than a dollar per hour.

These observations have implications not only for the extent to which we are
able to educate our citizenry, but for the way in which we do so. In particular, it
is widely believed that a continuing acceleration in the pace of technological
innovation, among other factors, will result in more frequent changes in the
knowledge and skills that workers will need if they are to play high-level roles
within the global economy of the twenty-first century. Our children will thus
need to be prepared not just with a larger set of facts or a larger repertoire of
specific skills, but with the capacity to readily acquire new knowledge, to solve
new problems, and to ernploy creativity and critical thinking in the design of
new approaches to existing problems. In the words of Frank Withrow, the di-
rector of learning technologies at the Council of Chief State School Officers,
“the U.S. work force does not need ‘knowers,’ it needs ‘learners.’”

2.2 The Role of Technology in Education

While the introduction of technology will not in itself improve the quality of
American education, there are several ways in which the Panel believes it can be

As quoted in Benton Foundation, the Learning Connection. <bttp:/ Iwww.benton.org/ Library/Schools-
lconnectionhtml>, 1996,




used as a powerful tool in addressing the problems outlined above. One of the
earliest insights into the educational applications of technology was that inter-
active computer-based systems admit the possibility of individualizing the edu-
cational process to accommodate the needs, interests, proclivities, current
knowledge, and learning styles of each particular student. Even the earliest
drill-and-practice-based computer-assisted instruction systems, in which the
student was exposed to successive blocks of textual material and answered a
series of questions posed by the computer, typically offered the advantages of
self-paced instruction. Among other things, self-pacing obviates the need for
teachers to target their presentations to some hypothetical “typical” pupil,
leaving part of the class behind while other students become bored, restless and
inattentive.

In recent years, however, many researchers have begun to focus on the poten-

tial of technology to support certain fundamental changes in the pedagogic

models underlying our traditional approach to the educational enterprise.

Within this “constructivist” paradigm:

o Greater attention is given to the acquisition of higher-order thinking
and problem-solving skills, with less emphasis on the assimilation of
a large body of isolated facts.

e Basic skills are learred not in isolation, but in the course of under-
taking (often on a collaborative basis) higher-level “real-world” tasks
whose execution requires the integration of a number of such skills.

¢ Information resources are made available to be accessed by the stu-
dent at that point in time when they actually become useful in exe-
cuting the particular task at hand.

¢ Fewer topics may be covered than is the case within the typical tra-
ditional curriculum, but these topics are often explored in greater
depth.

" As used in this report, the term “constructivism” is intended to carry the meaning generally understood
within the educational research community. Our intended usage should not be confused with references to
“social constructivism” in the context of contemparary discussions of postmodernist theory—a very different
notion that was neither considered nor discussed by the Panel.

6 1L




¢ The student assumes a central role as the active architect of his or
her own knowledge and skills, rather than passively absorbing in-
formation proffered by the teacher.

Some of the specific ways in which technology might be used within the context
of the constructivist curriculum are outlined in Section 4.

Quite apart from its use by students, technology can serve as a potentially pow-
erful tool for teachers, who may use computers and computer networks to:

¢ monitor, guide, and assess the progress of their students
+ maintain portfolios of student work

+ prepare (both computer-based and conventional) materials for use
in the classroom

e communicate with students, parents, and administrators

e exchangeideas, experiences, and curricular materials with other
teachers

¢ consult with experts in a variety of fields

¢ access remote databases and acquire educational software over the
Internet

¢ further expand their own knowledge and professional capabilities

As noted in Section 4.4, a comprehensive approach to the learning process may
also involve the use of technology by parents, and by other (physically proxi-
maie or geographically remote) community members. While the Panel has
concerned itself only incidentally with the use of information technology in
school administration, it should be noted that the effective utilization of tech-
nology can yield significant “back office” efficiencies for schools, freeing up re-
sources for application to learning-specific activities.

2.3 The Promise of Educational Technology

Although our understanding of the effectiveness of various appiications of edu-
cational technology remains incomplete, such research as is available, com-
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bined with anecdotal reports of the positive experiences of a number of schools,
suggests that technology may indeed have the potential to play a major role in
transforming elementary and secondary education in the United States. While
a critical discussion of the existing research literature (and of the need for addi-
tional research) will be deferred until Section 8, a few of the better-known ex-
amples of the successful application of technology to K-12 education may help
to convey an intuitive feeling for the potential of educational technology:*

¢ Blackstock Junior High School (California): This school has ten
“smart classrooms,” including one in which students can use com-
puter-aided design (CAD) software to describe products that are
then fabricated using a computer-controlled flexible manufacturing
system. Higher test scores and improvements in comprehension,
motivation, and attitude have been reported for the predominantly
Hispanic student body.

e Carrollton City School District (Georgia): Computer technoiogy is
used in this school district as part of a novel program that has suc-
ceeded in reducing the dropout rate from 19 percent to 5 percent,
and the failure rate in ninth grade algebra from 38 percent to 3 per-
cent.

o Carter Lawrence School (Tennessee): Students in selected class-
rooms within this Nashville middle school used technology in vari-
ous ways as part of a program called Schools for Thought, which is
based largely on constructivist principles. Sixth-grade SFT partici-
pants scored higher on a number of components of Tennessee’s
mandated standardized achievement test than students in matched
comparison classrooms, and demonstrated substantially stronger
critical thinking skills in complex performance assessments involv-
ing high-level reading and writing tasks. Absenteeism and student
withdrawal rates were also dramatically lower among SFT students.

¢ Christopher Columbus Middle School (New Jersey): Perhaps the
most widely publicized example of the successful application of

8 . . . .

We have cited standardized test scores in a number of these examples solely hecause such scores are widely
used as objectively quantifiable measures of educational achievement, and not becausce the Panel believes
stuch metrics to be most appropriate for assessing thase forms of knowledge and skills that should be re-
garded as mostimporant for students to learn. The issue of appropriate mettics—-especially for those forms
of learning generally regarded as mostimpottant within the framewaotk of the constructivist model—is dis-
cussed in Section 8.
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educational technology, this inner-city school in Union City imple-
mented a reform program that (along with other important changes)
provided all seventh-grade students and teachers with access to
computers and the Internet, both at school and at home. The per-
formance of its 91 percent Hispanic student population, the majority
economically disadvantaged, improved from significantly below to
somewhat above the statewide average in reading, language arts, and
math.

Clearview Elementary School (California): A restructuring program
involving the use of advanced technology resulted in an increase in
standardized achievement test scores from the lowest 10 percent to
the highest 20 percent.

East Bakersfield High School (California): A sch ol-to-work pro-
gram at this school has inade extensive use of technology to provide
its 60 percent Hispanic student body (including many students hav-
ing very limited English proficiency) with the skills required for any
of five different career tracks, resulting in increased graduvation and
job placement rates.

Northbrook Middle School (Texas): Interdisciplinary teams use
computing and networking resources to teach critica! thinking and
problem-solving skills to this student population, which consists
primarily of the children of migrant workers, 76 percent of whom are
economically disadvantaged. Highly significantincreases in test
scares have heen reported.

Ralph Bunche School (New York): Information technology has been
used for collaborative work and project-oriented learning by 120
randomly-selected students in this elementary school, which serves
primarily low-income black and Hispanic residents of Central Har-
lem. These students outperformed a control group by ten percent-
age points in mathematics on New York City standardized exams.
Progress has also been reported on problem-solving skills.

Taylorsville Elementary School (Indiana): Self-paced individual-
ized learning is the central focus of this suburban school, whose stu-
dents are drawn largely from lower middle-class white families.
Technology is used to support project work conducted by teams that
include students of a mixture of different ages. Internet access and
sophisticated information retrieval tools are used to support self-
directed inquiries. While the program is relatively young, some im-
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provement has been reported in test scores, along with a significant
increase in student interest and enthusiasm for learning.

Rigorous, systematic, well-controlled research will ultimately be required to
identify the specific factors responsible for such apparently successful out-
comes and to ascertain their range of applicability and the extent to which they
can be generalized. Most researchers and practitioners in the field of educa-
tional technology, however, are already convinced that information technolo-
gies have the potential not only to improve the efficacy of our current teaching
methods, but perhaps more importantly, to support fundamental changes in

those methods that could have important implications for the next generation
of Americans.

NI
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Hardware and Infrastructure

Although elementary and secondary schools in the United States have for some
time been acquiring new computing and networking hardware faster than they
have been retiring old equipment, access to modern hardware remains a sig-
nificant impediment (though by no means the only impediment) to the wide-
spread application of technology within grades K-12. The amount of equip-
ment available for instructional purposes remains suboptimal relative to the
country’s K-12 student population, and a large fraction of the equipment that is
available to the schools is obsolete and of very limited utility. This problem is
compounded by a lack of appropriate infrastructure for the operation of mod-
ern computer and networking equipment, and by a shortage within the schools
of trained personnel capable of supporting the use of such equipment.

3.1 Computers and Peripherals

One commonly empioyed measure of the penetration of computers into Ameri-
can schools is the ratio of students to computers. Over the years since micro-
processor-based personal computers first became widely available, this ratio
has declined significantly, dropping from 125 in the 1983-84 school year to 10.5
in 1994-95.° This figure, however, still falls short of the ratio of four to five stu-
dents per comptiter (which has been achieved by only a very small minority of
all U.S. public schools) that many experts consider to represent a reasonable
level for the effective use of computers within the schools. Middle and junior
high schools have less access to computers than senior high schools on a per-
student basis, and elementary schools have an even higher student/computer
ratio.

As aresult of the relative scarcity of computer equipment, most schools locate
the majority of their computers not within the individual classrooms, but in

4 . . .
Quality Education Data, Inc (QED), Technology in Public Schools, 14dh Fdition (Denver, CO: Quality Educa-
tion Data, Inc,, 1995), p. 15,
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specialized computer labs that are shared among all classes." Iflab use is
carefully scheduled, this approach can offer the potential for certain cost effi-
ciencies through higher equipment utilization. On the other hand, the seques-
tration of a school’s computers within a computer lab makes it imore difficult to
use these tools on an intermittent basis as an integral part of various elements
of the curriculum."" About half of all teachers have at least one computer in
their classrooms, but most have no more than two, making student computer
use by individuals and small groups impractical within most classrooms.

The computer access problem is exacerbated by the fact that most of the con -
puter systems now in use within the public schools would be considered obso-
lete by private sector standards.'” While such machines are able to run certain
early educational applications (including some drill-and-practice systems), lit-
tle or no new software is being written for these platforms, and they would in
any case be incapable of supporting much of the functionality incorporated in
the most interesting current applications of technology to education. A 1992
survey by the International Association for the Evaluation of Educational
Achievement (IEA)" revealed that only about 20 percent of all school computers
were equipped with hard disk drives, thus further limiting the range of accessi-
ble software and databases. Nearly 90 percent of all printers owned by Ameri-
can schools were then based on dot-matrix technology, significantly limiting
both the speed and quality of digital output, and laser printers were exceedingly
rare, especially in elementary and middle schools.

One measure that has been proposed to ameliorate or eliminate the shortage of
computer equipment within the schools is the donation by corporations of
used computer equipment at the time it is replaced with newer models. While

' Becker's analysis of computer coordinator data from the International Association for the Evaluation of
Educational Achievement (1EA) Computers in Education Study, 1992, found that 70% of all middle and junior
high schools located most of their colnputers within their computer lab. See Henry 1. Becker, Analysisond
Trends of School (se of New information Techiologies. report prepared for the Office of Technology Assess-
ment, U.S. Congiews (Washington, D.C.,1994), p. 18.

8! . - - . G

As Kathleen Fulton observes, “lt's a bit like having to share books. or schiedule the use of pencils.” See
Kathleen Fulton, Technology for K- 12 Education: Asking the Right Questions,” commissioned paper for the
National Center for Education Statistics (Washington, DLC.: ssue Dynamics., Ine., 19961, p 4.

. QED, technaology in Public Schools, 14th Fdition, p. 26

o s e , . . .
IEA Computers in Education Study. 1992, as reported in Becker, Analysis and Trends, p 19,
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it is possible that such an effort could be beneficial under certain circum-
stances, the Panel believes that this is not likely to have a major effect on the
computer hardware problems now facing American schools for several reasons.
First, such equipment would generally be at least one generation behind the
then-current state of the art as of the time of donation. Although this might
well represent a modest improvement over the current situation in many
schools, we believe the “obsolescence gap” between the computers used in
American industry and those used in American education should be more ag-
gressively attacked in order to end the technical isolation that has thus far dras-
tically limited the range of software and functionality available to most schools.

Perhaps less obviously, however, the net effective life-cycle cost of donated
equipment may actually prove to be higher than would be the case with pur-
chased equipment. Unless a given school receives a large number of identical
machines, such donations can raise costs substantially by increasing the num-
ber of different platforms that must be integrated, administered, and main-
tained by school- and district-level personnel. Even in the absence of such con-
siderations, older equipment tends to be more expensive to maintain in usable
condition than new machines—a potentially significant factor, since the aver-
age cost of administering and maintaining a computer system over the course
of its useful life has been shown to be surprisingly high relative to the value of
the hardware itself (as discussed in Section 3.5).

When these less visible costs are taken into consideration, the net value of a
corporate equipment donation may in some cases actually be negative—partic-
ularly after accounting for the loss of public revenue attributable to federal and
state tax deductions claimed by the donor." Although the above considerations

should not preclude the use of donated equipment under all circumstances,'

M indced. any equipment whose actual value fafter taking into consideration projected maintenance and
other personnel-related costs) has dropped below that of the legally allowable tax writeoff is likely to be sys-
tematically preferred by the corporation as a candidate for donation. Unless the school is able to operate such
cquipment more efficiently than the donor corporation (a tenuous assumption at best}, such a donation may
have the (after-tax) effect of a transfer of wealth from the public sector (defined to include both the school and
all applicable raxing authoritics) to the corporation—the exact opposite of the intended outcome.

15 . . s Ty el .

Regardless of the « conomic value of any given equipment gift, it is perhaps worth noting that corporate do-
nation programs may well have significant collateral benefit to the extent they help to draw the piivate sector
into closer contact with our schools.
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the Panel believes that it would be unrealistic for the Administration to expect
such donations to make more than a relatively small contribution overal! 10-
ward ameliorating the current shortage of modern hardware.

It is also important that educators and policy-makers view the purchase of
computer equipment not as a one-time expenditure, but as an ongoing cost.
Although technological change in the computer industry is difficult to predict
with any certainty, a useful life of between three and five years (which is longer
than the typical life cycle in industry) may represent a realistic expectation for
our schools, assuming that the criteria for replacement include not only age-
related malfunction, but also obsolescence and the inability to support then-
current software. Inshort, it seems inevitable that a significant investment of
funds will be required on the local, state, and/or federal level to provide and
maintain the sort of computer hardware that our schools are likely to need to
support meaningful educational reform.

3.2 Building Infrastructure

The extensive use of computers, particularly where interconnected by a local
area network, imposes requirements on school buildings that were in many
cases not anticipated at the time of their construction. “Our building, built in
1948,” notes one respondent to a General Accounting Office survey, “was wired
for a filmstrip projector.”'® The satisfaction of many (though not all) of these

requirements will require extensive and costly rewiring of several sorts.

First, as computer/student ratios continue to drop, the computers, peripheral
devices, and othel technology installed in each school may draw more current
(at least in certain locations) than the AC wiring of many schools can support,'”
requiring the retrofitting of additional power capacity within existing buildings.
In addition, most (though nor ali) current local area networks are based on the

1o .. . . . T B . . .
LLS. General Accounting Office (GAOI, School Faciliiwes: America’s Scliools Not Designed o+ Equipped for
21st Century (Washington, 1DCL 1995), p. 13,

I asurvey of 10,000 schools conducted between January 1991 and March 1995 by the General Accounting
Oftice, 35 pereent of ali respondents reported that their school had insufficient electrical power to support
computer and communication technotogios, while 46 percent reported inadequate electneal siring for such
weehnologies. (GAOL School Facilities, p.12.)
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use of physical cables for data transmission—something very few American
schools were designed to accommodate." Access to the Internet and other
wide area networks will also require that schools be wired for one or mose ex-
ternal connections, whicih may be provided, for example, over telephone or ca-
ble television lines.

The vast majority of all American classrooms, however, are not even wired for
telephones,'® much less local area networks and Internet onramps. To make
matters worse, many schools have asbestos within their classroom walls, mak-
ing an already challenging wiring and cable-routing task even more expensive.
Although volunteer efforts like the NetDay '96 initiative (which was organized to
wire a large number of California schools to the Internet) have illustrated the
contribution that community members and cooperative unions can make to-
ward outfitting our schools with the infrastructure necessary to support mod-
ern computer networking, it seems unlikely that such efforts can be relied upon
as the sole mechanism for providing universal access to technology throughout
our nation’s schools.

Although wiring once inay represent an unavoidable expense, conservative ad-
vance planning may at least obviate the need Lo wire repeatedly to accommo-
date future growth and unanticipated changes in technology. Although it may
be slightly more expensive initially, it is important that resources be made avail-
able to allow our schools to install the sorts of flexible and capacious conduits,
raceways, and wiring systems that will support the later installation of future
generations of higher-speed interconnection technologies (based on fiber optic
cable, for example) without the need for extensive surgery on schoolroom walls.
In this regard, we would do well to follow the example of hockey player Wayne
Gretzky, who has said, “1 skate to where I think the puck will be.”™

8 . . . . . . .
Sixtv-one percent of att respondents to the GAO survey indicated that they tacked conduits or racewavs for
camputer-to-computer network cables. (GAQ, School Faeilities, 1995, p.12.)

[N R ! : Lo
Fewer than one classroom in eight contains a tetephone that can be used to make outside calls, See Tho-

mas K. Glennan, Ir. and Arthur Melmed, Fostering the Use of Educational Technology: Elements of a National
Strategy (Santa Monica, CA: BAND Corporation, 1996), . 20.

LU Lo . . R . . . .
Ihe Panel is indebied to John Bryson and Michael Hopkins for calling its attention to this quotation and its
applicability to the iwsae under discussion,




It should also be noted that the placement of significant numbers of computers
within the same room can result in enough additional heat dissipation to re-
quire air conditioning in schoolrooms that do not currently have such facilities,
or to require the provision of additional cooling capacity in those that do.
Moreover, air conditioning consumes additional electrical power, adding hid-
den costs to the expense of installing and operating such environmental control
systems.

In short, providing our schools with an educationally optimal configuration of
computer and networking equipment will require significant expenditures not
only for the purchase and maintenance of that equipment, but for the wiring
and upgrading of older school buildings to accommodate new technology. The
panel believes, however, that such expenditures represent an important in-
vestment in the future of the American public school system that is warranted
by the associated economic and social returns that can reasonably be expected.

3.3 Local Area Networks

Local area networks (LANs) are importarit not only to connect computers,
printers, and other devices together within a given school, facilitating impor-
tant forms of communication among students, teachers, administrators, and
support personnel, but also to provide many or all of these computers with ac-
cess to systems at remote locations through the Internet or other wide area
networks (WANs). A 1992 study reported that only about 20 percent of all
school computers were connected to a LAN, though nearly a third of all ele-
mentary schools and one-half of all high schools reported that at least some of
their computers were interconnected in this manner.*'

It would appear that the use of locally-networked computers by K-12 schools
may be growing at a relatively rapid pace: A (perhaps not entirely comparable)
survey conducted shortly thereafter by a different arganization found that 44
percent of elementary schools and 66 percent of high schools had local area
networks.”” The use of LANs for instructional (as opposed to administrative)

2 I . . .
1A Computers in Education Study, 1992, as reported in Becker, Analysis and Trends, p 68.

Ued
“* Survey by Market Dala Retrieval Corp., as reported in Becker, Analysis and Trends, 1994, p. 14,
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purposes would also appear to be enjoying a period of unusually rapid increase.
According to a third source, only 5 percent of all public schools used LANs for
instruction during the 1991-92 school year; three years later, this figure had
risen to 33 percent.”

While wiring problems remain an obstacle to the provision of more widespread
local connectivity, as noted in Section 3.2, it is possible that wireless local net-
working technologies based on the use of low-power radio frequency commu-
nication may ultimately provide a viable alternative for at least some older
schools in which physical wiring would be complicated by asbestos or other
factors. The trajectory of future decreases in the cost of transceivers and inter-
faces for wireless networks may be among the determinants of the more wide-
spread adoption of such technologies.

3.4 Wide Area Networks

About half of all public schools had at least one connection to the Internet as of
fall 1995, and another 11 percent to a wide area network that was not connected
to the Internet.”" Although it is encouraging that 61 percent of our schools (up
froim 49 percent just a year hefore) are now connecred to wide area networks
(WANSs) allowing at least some form of communication with remote sites, these

connections are used only modestly by teachers, and are often unavailable for
use by students.

While a substantial majority of all schools with Internet connections report that
access is available to teachers, for example, a survey commissioned by the Na-
tional Education Association and other education groups found that only 16
percent of all teachers actually make use of the Internet or online services.”
Even among schools having access to aWAN, 72 percent reported that teachers

'y P Clses
QF D, Technology i Public Schaols, 11th Edition, p. 9t

LLS. Deparient of Education, National Ceneot for ducation Statistics (INCES). Advanced Teleconmmunica-
fions i HLS. Publie Plemeatary and Secondany Schools (Washington, DLCL 1996, pL 8.

2T Asreported m Benton Toundarion. The { earning Connection, <http:/ fwww.benton.org/Library/ Schools-
feomnectionhud -, 19496,
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either never used this network or used it only “to a small extent.”* In cases
where WANs are made available for student use, access is often provided only
within a centralized library, media center, or computer lab rather than within
individual classrooms, where it might be more extensively utilized as part of the
process of day-to-day learning.”’ '

Internet access is more commonly available in secondary schools than in ele-
mentary schools, and larger schools are more likely to be connected than
smaller ones.” In the vast majority of all schools with Internet access, connec-
tions are made through ordinary modems; higher-speed connections are still
very uncommon.” Until greater external network bandwidth becomes more
widely available within the schools, many (current and future) Internet appli-
cations having an extensive audio and/or graphical component (and in par-
ticular, those involving the extensive use of three-dimensional renderings or
moving images) will remain too slow for practical use.

Among the principal determinants of the extent to which American schools are
able to make use of the Internet and other wide area r:etworks is the availability
of reasonably priced telecommunications services of adequate bandwidth to
support the interactive use of network-based applications (including those with
a substantial multimedia component). A sustained federal commitment to the
maintenance of a genuinely competitive telecommunications environme. (—
not only within the long distance market, but among alternative local carriers

26 (0 o L
“UNCES, Advanced Telecommunications, p. 14,

7 Among those schools that had a connection to the Internet as of fall 1935, a miajority provided access within
atmost one classroom (NCES, Advanced Telecommunications, p. 11). Overall, Internet access was provided
within only nine percent of all instructional rooms—a rather dramatic increase over the three percent re-
corded in 1994, but still quite small in absolute terms (p. 12). 1t would seem, however, that these statistics may
(or may not) have been affected by a poetential ambiguity regarding the intended meaning of the survey ques-
tion “How many rooms used for instructional purposes (include classrooms, labs and media centers, etc.)
have connections to the Internet?” (Question 7h). In particular, it seems possible that a respondent whose
school had a single plipsical Internet connection, but employed a local area netwark to provide Internet serir-
tces within multiple rooms, may have been confused as to the appropriate response.

o Nearly two-thirds of all secondary schools had some form of Internet access as of fall 1995, but less than
hatf of all -lementary schools. Only 39% of all schools having an enrollment of less than 300 students re-
ported having an Internet connection, as compared with 849 pereent of those schools with more than 1,000
students  (INCES, Advanced Tetecormmuanications, p. 9.

2 ) -
Only seven percent of all public schools that had decess 0 @ WAN were connected by means of a T1 link as
of fall 1995, and only ten percent had a 56Kb connection. (NCES, Advanced Telecommunications, p.15.)
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as well—should play a major role in reducing the cost of access for our nation’s
schools. In addition, however, consideration should be given to measures de-
signed specifically to promote affordable Internet access for American schools,
with special attention to those in remote rural areas and to those facing re-
source limitations that would otherwise preclude the possibility of securing and
maintaining such a connection.

3.5 SystemsAdministration and Technical Support

It has been estimated that the purchase price of a computer system represents
only 20 to 25 percent of the cost of its operation over the period of its useful life
within a typical business; the largest part of the life cycle cost of such a system is
actually represented by the cost of installation, training, systems administra-
tion, user support, and hardware and software maintenance. While the Panel
was unable to find reliable data that might shed light on any systematic differ-
ences between the operating costs reported in industry and those experienced
by the typical elementary or secondary school, it seems likely that the effective
life cycle cost of operating a computer within a school environment is in fact an
integer multiple of its original acquisition cost, particularly in view of the longer
service period typical of computers used within the schools.

Portions of this effective expense may in many schools be incurred in the form
of staff time diverted from other, often unrelated functions. An analysis of the
1992 IEA survey data found that only six percent of all elementary schools and
three percent of all secondary schools have full-time computer coordinators.
Indeed, only about 40 percent of all schools have even a single employee who
allocates time in an official capacity to the operation of computer systems.” In
schools having access to a wide area network, support is most commonly pro-
vided by a part-time network administrator associated with the school, al-
though some WANSs are administered at the district level.” The extent to which
limited support for local- and wide-area networks has retarded the widespread
utilization of technology within the public schools remains unclear, but experi-

i N . . . . .
1A Computers i Education Study, 1992, as tepotted in Beeket, Analsis and Trends, po oy,

U e — .
NCES, Advanced Telecommunications, p. 16.
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ence within the business sector suggests that this may indeed represent a sig-
nificant obstacle.

Of particular relevance to the schools is the fact that the cost of maintaining a
given computer system tends to increase over time, especially when measured
relative to the functional capacity or market value of the underlying hardware.
While a portion of this increase is attributable to ordinary component- and
system-level aging, this effect is exacerbated (again, in value-relative terms) by
the use of progressively higher levels of integration within the semiconductor,
digital storage, and computer industries. Older equipment uses more inte-
grated circuit chips, more printed circuit boards, and more moving parts (disk
drives, cooling fans, and print engines, for example) to realize the same amount
of processing power, data storage, and output capability, and system reliability
tends to be inversely correlated with component count and with the number of
connections between components. This observation has significant implica-
tions for initiatives based on the donation to schools of equipment retired from
service within corporations, as discussed in Section 3.1.
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Software, Content and Pedagogy

“One of the enduring difficulties about technology and education,” notes Dr.
Martha Stone Wiske, co-director of the Educational Technology Center at the
Harvard Graduate School of Education, “is that a lot of people think about the
technology first and the education later, if at ail.”* If the federal government is
to play a meaningful role in applying technology effectively within the nation’s
elementary and secondary schools, the deployment of computers and their in-
terconnection within local- and wide-area networks must not be viewed as an
end in itself. Indeed, such hardware, while important, is in many ways less
central to a discussion of the determinants of favorable outcomes than the edu-
cational content, pedagogic models, and organizational framework that define
the manner in which itis used.

4.1 Computer-Based Tutorial Systems

Among the earliest applications of computer technology within the field of edu-

cation were systems designed to automate certain forms of tutorial learning,.
Such systems, which were first deployed on an experimental basis during the
1960s, are commonly referred to using the (now confusingly general) term coni-
puter-assisted instruction (CAI). In a classical CAI application, short blocks of
instructional material are presented to an individual student, interspersed with
questions designed to test that student’s comprehension of specific elements of
the material. Questions must typically be posed within a multiple-choice or
“true/false” framework, or in such a way as to admit a simple, concrete answer
(such as a nunierical quantity) that can be interpreted by the system in a
straightforward manner.

Feedback is generally provided to the student as to the accuracy of his or her re-
sponses to individual questions, and often as to the degree of mastery demon-

strated within a given content area. As noted in Section 2.2, CAl systems typi-

v
Ao quoted m Peter Applebotne. "Campurey dea Gets Mised Response, Quesnions about Costand the Bes
Strategios for T di ation.” Newe York Lones, laniaty 25, 1946,




cally allow students at least some degree of control over the pace of instruction.
Such systems generally also support “branched” structures, in which the stu-
dent’s performance on one question, or degree of mastery of one content area,
determines the sequence, and in some cases, the level of difficulty, of the in-
structional material and questions that follow. Additional time can then be
spent on material with which the student is having difficulty, while avoiding
needless repetition of subject matter that has already been mastered.

More “intelligent” CAl systems may be capable of inferring a more detailed
picture of what the student does and does not yet understand, and of actively
helping to diagnose and “debug” the student’s misapprehensions and errone-
ous conceptual models. Ifa student is having difficulty learning to subtract, for
example, the computer may recognize that he or she is systematically failing to
“borrow a one,” making it possible to offer specific coaching rather than a sim-
ple repetition of the original instructional material. While promising early ex-
amples of such systems have already been demonstrated in such content areas
as mathematics and computer programming, realization of the full potential of
this approach will require significant research progress in several areas. In the
absence of such progress, it is not clear that highly intelligent tutorial systems
will be available for wide deployment within the schools for some time.

Although some of the more recent work on computer-based tutorial systems
may well prove useful within a constructivist framework, conventional CAI
systems have historically been employed primarily for individual instruction in
isolated basic skills, most often in a “drill-and-practice” mode. Instructional
sessions have generally focused on a single content area rather than on the in-
tegration of a wide range of skills to solve complex problems, and have been
limited in duration to the traditional 50-minute class period.

The conventional approach to CAI is often embodied in network-based systems
known as integrated learning systems (ILSs), which have typically incorporated
computing and networking hardware, systems software, tutorial content, and
student record management programs, &ll provided by the same vendor. As of
1990, approximately 10,000 such systems had been installed in the United
States,™ and penetration is currently estimated at some 30 percent of all Ameri-

"o . R “ . -
Iherese Mageau, "ILS: lts new role in schools” Fleetrone Learning 10001990), p. 22,
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can schools. ILS facilities have seen particularly heavy use in remedial instruc-
tion, and in the context of programs for the educationally disadvantaged;™ cer-

tain (positive and negative) aspects of such applications are discussed in Sec-
tion 6.

4.2 The Constructivist Model

The tutorial applications discussed in the previous subsection are for the most
part compatible with the pedagogic models traditionally employed within our
nation’s schools. Inrecent years, however, many have argued that the use of
new technologies to improve the efficiency of traditional instructiunal methods
will result in limited progress at best.” This view holds that the real promise of
technology in education lies in its potential to facilitate fundamental, qualita-
tive changes in the nature of teaching and learning.

While the educational research community has by no means reached consen-
sus on the best way to educate our chiidren, a large part of that community has
in recent years converged on a core set of pedagogic principles that form the
basis of the constructivist paradigm (introduced briefly in Section 2.2). By con-
trast with the more traditional view of instruction as a process involving the
transmission of facts from an active teacher to a passive student, constructivists
believe that learning occurs through a process in which the student plays an
active role in constructing the set of conceptual structures that constitute his or
her own knowledge base.

Although the intellectual roots of constructivism considerably predate the cur-
rent educational reform movement, contemporary constructivist thought has
been strongly influenced by models of the learning process that have evolved
over the past few decades within the cognitive science research community,
and which differ in significant ways from those which arose within the theoreti-
cal framework of behaviorism. Constructivist theory has given rise to an ap-

3 . . - . s
Glennan and Melmed. Fostering the Use of Educational Technology, p. 4.

LI . - I . .
Chartes Viest wains ot problems analogous to those encountered initially within the LS, manufacturing
sector when American firms attemipted to exploit new robotic technologies without rethinking the nature of

the manufacturing enterprise. (Coments at Panel subgroup meeting, 1996.)
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proach to educational practice that places the locus of initiative and control
largely within the student, who typically undertakes substantial, “authentic”
tasks, presented in a realistic context, that require the self-directed application
of various sorts of knowledge and skills for their successful execution. Such ac-
tivities often involve student-initiated inquiries driven at least in part by the
student’s own curiosity,” and are designed to motivate students in a more im-
mediate way than is typical of traditional curricula based largely on the trans-
mission of isolate.. facts.

Constructivist curricula often emphasize group activities designed in part to fa-
cilitate the acquisition of collaborative skills of the sort that are often required
within contemporary work environments. Such group activities may offer stu-
dents of varying ages and ability levels, and having different interests and prior
experience, the opportunity to teach each other—a mode of interaction that
has been found to offer significant benefits to both tutor and tutee. Explicit at-
tention is also given to the cultivation of higher-order thinking skills, including
“meta-level” learning—the acquisition of knowledge about how to learn, and
how to recognize and “debug” faulty mental models.

It would be misleading to suggest that the educational research community is
unanimous and unambivalent in endorsing the principles and practice of con-
structivism without qualification. Some® have argued, for example, that proj-
ect-based learning techniques may be best suited to highly qualified, highly
motivated teachers, and that the extensive use of these techniques by other
educators may prove disappointing. Others™ have raised concerns about the
elimination or profound de-emphasis of externally assigned, linearly se-
quenced instructional content (textbooks, lectures, and conventional audio-
visual materials, for example), pointing out that the authors and conveyors of

36, . S . i )

The centrality of such inquiries is captured in the conviction expressed by Andee Rubin, a researcher at
TERC, that “education is at its very core about being curious, and about knowing how to satisfy curiosity in
such a way that, as the day follows the night, more curiosity results.” (Written submission to the Panel, 1995.)
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* See, for example, Glennan and Melmed, Fustering the Use of Educarional Teshnology, p. 71,

9 This issue has been raised. for example, by Prolessor Robert Stevens, of Pennsylvania State University, who
agrees with some of the central principles of constructivism and supports the inon-exclusive) use of projeet-
based learning, but questions whether such technigues should forn the basis for afl aspects of K 12 edoca-
tion. (Private communication, 1995).
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such content have often devoted considerable attention to the choice of a pres-
entation order they believe is likely to facilitate understanding.

However compelling we may believe the argument in favor of constructivist
practice to be, and however plausible we may find its theoretical underpin-
nings, the proposition that constructivist techniques, as currently understood,
will in fact result in more favorable (in some sense) educational outcomes must
still be regarded as largely (though not entirely) a collection of exciting and
promising hypotheses that have yet to be rigorously confirmed through exten-
sive, long-term, large-scale, carefully controlled experimentation involving
representative stident populations within actual schools.” While the founda-
tions of constructivism provide a rich source of plausible and theoretically
compelling hypotheses, the fact remains that the question of how best to teach
our children remains an empirical question that has not yet been fully an-
swered.

While the Panel is thus unable to make a confident and definitive statement re-
garding the superiority of the constructivist approach,” it believes there to be a
high likelihood that many or all of the essential elements of this approach could
play a major role in improving the quality of our nation’s elementary and sec-
ondary schools. Although technology is likely to find use within a number of
more traditional instructional roles as well, it seems likely (though not yet cer-
tain) that the student-centered constructivist paradigm may ultimately offer the
most fertile ground for the application of technology to education.

In order to optimally cultivate this ground, schools will need .o make changes
that extend far beyond the mere installation of a network of computers. While
some benefits may be obtained by using information technologies to pursue
existing curricular objectives or by adding new material to an existing course,
the richest harvest is likely to accrue from a fundamental re« tructuring—at least
at the level of the individual course, and ideally. across disciplinary boundaries

LI . . . : cores

This observation should not, however. be taken as a rationale for accepting the pedagagic status quo within
our nation’s schools, ar for halting the progress of educational reforin efforts that seek ta employ technology
within a constructivist framework pending the completion of such lang-term experiments.

0 . . . : .
This issue s, however addiessed further within the discussion of research and evaluation that appears as
Section 8 ol this report
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as well. Such fundamental restructuring, however, is likely to prove complex,
difficult, expensive, and time-consuming, and may encounter resistance from
parents, educators, and the general public, particularly to the extent that such
changes conflict with commonly held beliefs about the nature of knowledge
and learning.

4.3 Constructivist Applications of Technology

Within the constructivist paradigm, information technology is not typically
used to orchestrate the instructional process in a strictly “top-down” manner,
but rather serves largely to facilitate student-; . "nated and mixed-initiative proj-
ects, inquiries, explorations, and problem-solving activities. By way of example
(and without any attempt at comprehensiveness), computers and networks
might be used within a constructivist framework to iinplement:

» an environment for the simulation of any of a wide range of devices
and machines, physical systems, work environmerits, human and
animal populations, industrial processes, or other natural or artifi-
cial systems

* aninformation retrieval or database search engine capable of ex-
tracting information from a single system or from sites distributed
across the global Internet

» atool for the symbolic manipulation or graphical display of mathe-
matical functions, equations, and proofs

» a facility for the collection, examination and analysis of statistical
data (which might be used in connection with any of a wide range of
experimental or survey applications)

» aword processing, document preparation, or outlining system
e an environment for domain-specific problem-solving

e avehicle for various forms of interactive exhihits and demonstra-
tions

» an environment for the facilitation of group collaboration




¢ aflexible laboratory instrument supporting the collection of scien-
tific data from various physical sensors and the flexible manipula-
tion of this data under student control

e ageneral or application-specific numerical spreadsheet

o a“digital workbench” for the creation of musical, artistic, and other
creative works

¢ auser-friendly environment for the acquisition of basic program-
ming and system design skills

e acomputer-aided engineering workstation supporting the design of
mechanical or electrical devices, architectural projects, or even or-
ganic molecules

e an interactive hypertext encyclopedia incorporating various forms of
multi-media illustrations, and supporting the rapid traversal of
cross-reference links, or

¢« amedium for communication with teachers, parents, community
members, experts, and other students, both locally and over great
distances, and for the organization and coordination of group proj-
ects

4.4 The Human Element

If computers are destined to play an increasingly important role in education
over the next 20 years, it is natural to ask what roles will be plaved by human
beings. Although it scems clear that the expanded use of technology in educa-
tion will have significant implications for teachers, students, parents, and
community members, there is recason to helieve that interpersonal interactions
among all these groups will be atleast as important to the educational process
0f 2017 as they are in 1997, Indeed, the changing nature of these interactions is
probably as central to the promisc of new educational technologies as the

hardware, software, and curricular elements outlined above.

The use of teehnology within the framework of the constructivist paradigm is
likelv to have important implications for the day-to-day role of the teacher.
When a high school student using the Internet to complete a self-directed proj-

ectis able to quickly gain greater familiarity with the particular subjectareain
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question than her teacher, for example, the teacher's traditional role as a font of
knowledge is likely to become less relevant. Because different students may be
conducting different inquiries at any given point in time, this traditional role
may be supplanted in part by one in which the teacher spends a considerable
amount of time monitoring the activities of individual students (in part by
wandering around the classroom and looking at their computer screens),
helping them to “debug” their emerging “mental models,” and providing ¢n-
couragement, direction and assistance as needed.

And what about the students? Will their increasing use of educational tech-
nologies deprive them ot the opportunity to develop important interpersonal
and social skills? Available evidence suggests that this should probably not be a
source of concern. First, it seems unlikely at this point that the students in a
well-designed technology-rich school environment will spend most of their
time sitting in front of their computers. When one research group provided es-
sentially unlimited computer access to each student in a number of experi-
mental classrooms, for example, it found that students spent an average of ap-
proximately 30 percent of their time at the computer."'

Moreover, this research group observed a significant increase in the degree of
interpersonal interaction when technology was introduced into the classroom,
reporting that the computers typically served as the focal point for extensive
collaborative activities, and that students frequently approached each other to
exchange ideas, and called each other over to show off what they had done and
explain how they had done it.” Software can also be specifically designed to
teach collaborative and cooperative skills, and to support group projects and
learning exercises. In short, any fears we might have that the increasing use of
computers in education will produce a generation of isolated nerds would seem
to be unsupparted by currently available evidence.

il . . . . B : -
David Dawyer, “Apple Classtoams of fomonow: What we've leaned.” Felucational Teadership 34 (990, pp.
4-10

Robert ). Licimey, Ronabd keifler Laurie Stowell Tamra Desan, Kathleen Whaln, and Anton Gale Moss,
“Computer Acquisivon: A T ongitudina Study of the Influence of High Camputer Aceess on Studenis” Think
ing. ! earning, and Iiteractions,” ACOT Reporesto i uperine, €V Apple Computess, e, BE20p 10,

18

i




In considering the human side of educational technology, it is also worth noiing
that elementary and secondary education takes place within a context that in-
cludes not only the student and teacher, but also the parents and other mem-
bers of the surrounding community. Substantial eviderice now exists suggest-
ing that parental and community involvement in the educational process has a
significant positive effect on educational outcomes.” 1f at least basic comput-
ing resources (perhaps based on television set-top boxes or a new generation of
“network computers”) and Internet connectivity could be made available
within the homes of those with K-12-aged children, parents would be able to
receive school announcements from teachers and administrators, to communi-
cate more easily and frequently with teachers, and to otherwise involve them-
selves more actively in the education of their children. The cultivation of such
parental involvement may be particularly important for those students whose
economic or environmental circumstances would otherwise place them at in-
creased risk of educational failure.

There is also a growing consensus that technology should be applied in such a
way as to foster broader community-wide involvement in the educational proc-
ess. The linking of elementary and secondary schools with research universi-
ties, public librarie~, and private companies, for example, could make valuable
educational resources avaitable to both students and teachers while simultane-
ously building awareness within each community of the needs of its local
schools. "Real-world" projects initiated by outside organizations often generate
considerable enthusiasm among students, and frequently prove unusually ef-
fective from an educational perspective.

Some educators have even discussed the possibility of instituting “tele-
apprenticeship” or “tele-mentoring” programs involving brief, but relatively
frequent interactions between students and other community members that
would be impractical in the absence of networking technologies due to travel
time considerations. Conversely, high-tech schools could serve the broader
community by making their computing and networking facilities available to
local residents outside of school hours, or by offering state-of-the-art job train-

" . . . o - .

See, ot example. Dawn M. Snodgrass, © The parent connection.” Adolescence 26 (1991, pp. 83-77; and 1i-
nois State Department of Lducation, “The Relationship Between Parent Involvement and Student Achieve-
ment: A Review of the Literatune,” (Springfield, 11 March 19931,
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ing or lifelong learning programs tailored to cornmunity members, thus amor-
tizing infrastructure costs over a larger effective user base while helping to fos-
ter intri.sically valuable community integration.

4.5 How Technology is Currently Used

In examining the ways in which information technology is currently used
within the schools, it is useful to distinguish between efforts that attempt to
teach students about computers and those that use computers to teach things
that may or may not have any relation to technology. While basic “computer
literacy” will indeed be important for twenty-first-century Americans, and while
computer science, computer engineering, computer programming, and com-
puter networking are all important areas of study, the Panel has concerned itself
only incidentally with issues related to teaching about information technology.
Rather, the focus of the Panel’s investigations has been on the ways in which
interactive computing and networking can be wused at the K-12 level to facilitate
learning in general.

It should be noted, however, that “computer education” currently accounts for
a substantial fraction of the current use of information technologies by ele-
mentary and secondary schools. A 1992 [EA survey of school computer coordi-
nators, for example, found that some 41 percent of the use of computers by
American K-12 students involved the acquisition of keyboarding skills; instruc-
tion in the use of word processing, database management, spreadsheet, and
other software tools; and the study of computer programming. Academic sub-
jects (defined to exelude vocational instruction) accounted for 54 percent of all
usage at the elementary school level, but only 31 percent within the nation’s
high schools."

At the elementary school level, computers are often employed for teaching iso-
lated hasic skills and for playing educational games. Word processing is used to
a significant extent at all levels, but in most cases as part of an effort to teach

computer skills, and not as a tool for writing in connection with English, social

1" ; . .
Datit rom A Computers in Fducation Stady, 1992, as analyzed by Becker Clnadvsesand frends, fable 4.1,
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studies, or other academic classes.” The situation would appear tc be similar in
the case of spreadsheet use, which is generally treated as an aspect of computer
literacy, and less commonly integrated into, for example, the math or science

curriculum.*

It should be noted that some schools have, in fact, integrated

computers extensively and effectively within many aspects of the learning pro-
cess, in many cases relying on information technology as an essential element
of educational reform. Such schools, however, would thus far appear to repre-

sent a very small fraction of our nation’s K-12 institutions.

Although less is known about the precise ways in which wide area networks are
currently being used within “ordinary” American schools (as distinguished
from the handful of technology leaders that have received special attention
within the educational technology community, and in some cases, in the gen-
eral media), the 1995 NCES survey provides some interesting indications.
Among schools with access to the Internet (about half of all public schools as of
fall 1995), the most popular application is electronic mail, which is available in
93 percent of all such schools. While e-mail is generally available to adminis-
trators and (to a somewhat lesser extent) teachers, however, the majority of all
schools with Internet e-mail capabilities do not make this facility available to
students.

A majority of such schools also have access to Internet news groups, resource
location applications (such as Gopher, Archie, and Veronica), and World Wide
Web browsers (such as Mosaic, Netscape Navigator, or Microsoft's Internet Ex-
plorer). Once again, however, such applications are more commonly accessible
to teachers and administrators than to students.” Little quantitative data is
available at present about the frequency with which the Internet is used by the
schools to access different sorts of information resources stored on remote

sites. 1t seems clear, however, that the realization of its full potential for pro-

"Ml 1992 1A sun vey lound that evenwhere word processing software is used to prepare written work for an
academie class, such assignments are olten composed using a pencil and paper. then tanseribed on the
computer for presentation to the teacher, Such wiiting was also found to be largely a solitary activity, with
very litle use of the computer to facilitiute collaborative activities, (A sunvey dara, as amalyzed and reported
by Bedken, Analysis and Trends, p a2 130
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viding K-12 students and teachers with access to text, images, and audio mate-
rial now held by libraries, museums, and other institutions will await the digiti-
zation of a much larger fraction of the wealth of information now available only
in other forms.™

4.6 The Educational Software Market

There is widespread agreement that one of the principal factors now limiting
the extensive and effective use of technology within American schools is the
relative dearth of high-quality computer software and digital content designed
specifically for that purpose. While this problem is encountered by educators at
all K-12 levels, it would appear to be particularly severe within our nation’s sec-
ondary schools, which typically demand a broader diversity of instructional
caontent.

Growth in the traditional ILS market, which has historically been quite robust,
has recently begun to level off, leading to cutbacks in internal research and de-
velopment spending by the manufacturers of such systems. Unfortunately,
these cutbacks are occurring at a time when changing educational goals and a
reformist emphasis on higher-order thinking skills are posing new challenges
for educational software manufacturers that will be difficult to meet without
such R&D expenditures. A number of major ILS vendors have been unable to
justify such expenditures in light of various problems (discussed below) that
they perceive within the market."”

The commercial availability of software and information resources designed to
support student-centered, constructivist approaches to education is even more
limited, and there is little evidence to date of large-scale, well-funded efforts by
either traditional educational software vendors, multimedia developers, or

" A number of observers have taken note of the fact thata signiticant collection of such materials is currently
under the stewardship of the federal government. While these resources may well represent a repository of
considerable potential value to our nation’s schools, it should he noted that the costof converting more than
a limited subset of these materials to digital form is likely to be quite substantial. and that the conversion of
even such a subset will require a nontrivial one-time investment of public and/or private sector funds.

" g . . o . . - : -
James Harvey, The Market for Lducational Softreare tSanta Monica, CA: RAND Carpotation, 19951, 1.7,
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textbook publishers to develop such content.” Moreover, in spite of a general
appreciation of the potential for long-term growth in the market for educational
software, there has thus far been only limited activity within the venture capital
community aimed at launching startup companies focused on the provision of
software designed for such pedagogic approaches, and targeted specifically at
the nation’s elementarv and secondary schools.

A rather long and superficially disparate list of factors has been advanced to ac-
count for the current problems within the K-12 educational software market.
The Panel believes, however, that most of these problems may be best regarded
as arising largely from one or more of the following five underlying factors:

+ Inadequate software acquisition budgets. Estimates of 1995 school
expenditures for instructional software range from $470 million to
$724 million,” representing between $10 and $16 per student-year,
or less than one-third of one percent of all educational expenditures.
If technology is to play a significant role in improving the quality of
American education, this figure will have to he increased very sub-
stantially. Assuming no (inflation-adjusted) increase in total spend-
ing, priorities will have to be altered to allow funds now committed
to other budget categories to be redeployed—a process that is com-
plicated in many states and school districts by various statutory and
procedural constraints. In the absence of such a reallocation, soft-
ware developers may not find adequate incentives to justify the sub-
stantial research and development expenditures that will be required
to produce a new generation of school-based educational software
products.

« Market fragmentation. The market for school-based instructional
software encompasses a wide range of academic subject areas (par-
ticularly at the secondary school level) and grade and skill levels.
While this inherent diversity is arguably no greater (relative to the

“An important exception, however, lies in the area of software rools applicable not only to education, but to
other activitios as well. The commercial markets for spreadsheets and word processors, for example, are al-
ready well developed. while high-quality “Web browsers.” “search engines,” and other nternet navigation
tools are being developed at a rapid pace within the private sector. While such tools are likely to play anim-
portant role within a constructivist educational framework, the Panel sees little need for federud involvement
to ensute the health of these mankets.

Soltware Publishers Association (SPA), Education Section, SEAR 12 Education Market Report tWashington,
D.C: softwane Publishers Assaciation, 19953, 40, 88-91: Harvey, The Market for Educational Softweare, . 3,
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size of the potential market) than is found in various other software
markets, the market for school-based educational software market
(in contrast with the more robust market for home-based “edutain-
ment” software) is further fraginented by idiosyncratic differences
among the product specifications and other requirements imposed
by the various states and school districts. Although it may not be
feasible (for political reasons, among others) to eliminate these idio-
syncratic requirements or to substitute a universally applicable set of
national standards, federal guidance in the promulgation of stan-
dards could play a significant role in minimizing this potentially
avoidable form of market fragmentation, providing incentives for
private firms to develop software targeted toward a smaller set of
more substantial submarkets.

¢ Lack of modern hardware in schools. Although America’s roughly
50 million K-12 students would seem to represent a very attractive
market for software developers, the effective size of this market is at
present constrained by the limited size of the current installed base
of hardware, and by the age of much of the equipment that is cur-
rently installed. Since effective market size is a critical determinant
of private sector investment, the limited penetration of state-of-the-
art hardware has thus far impeded research and development activi-
ties that might otherwise have led to more and better educational
software products.™ Unfortunately, this leads to a certain circularity:
While software vendors are reluctant to develop products in thie ab-
sence of a substantial base of modern hardware on which to run
them. educators and policy-makers are reluctant to appropriate ad-
ditional funds for the acquisition, maintenance, and timely replace-
ment of hardware in the absence of a demonstrably effective base of
educational software. As discussed in Section Y, the federal govern-
ment may he well positioned to play a catalvtic role in hreaking this
cvele.

¢ Procurement-related problems. The procedures used by various
states to acquire textbooks and other educational materials are in
many cases poorly suited to the acquisition of computer software

" Althatgh an anustal diversine ol ardware plattormis has been ited as a turther problem, alter adjusting for
the obsolescenee factor — an important adjustment, o be sure - icis not clear that the installed hardware hase
within VLS, sehools s in Lactany more diverse than that of certain othet relnively healthe software market
segments nclading graphic design, digial audio processing, varous scaenihic and engmeenng specialtios,
o cerain publishing applications.




and digital information resources. This is a particular problem in the
22 "adoption” states (primarily in the southern part of the country
and in California), in which textbooks and other instructional mate-
rials must be approved by the state prior to consideration for adop-
tion by individual districts and schools. Such approvals are often
granted only once every five or more years—a considerable period
within the rapidly changing software industry. Applying for approval
within all adoption states can also be quite expensive. Each such
state may charge an application fee of as much as $5,000 for each
product to be considered for adoption, and many require that a
number of computers be made available at the expense of the devel-
oper for state-level testing. [n some states, the procurement process
is further complicated by unusual (by private sector standards)
mandated payment terins, or by well-intentioned “equity pricing”
rules that, when applied to computer software, compel the vendor to
charge the same license fec to each school, regardless of the number
of enrolled students.

e Innovation-related economic externalities. As noted above, a sub-
stantial investment in research and development is likely to be nec-
essary if effective educational software—and in particular, software
supporting new pedagogic approaches of the sort recommended by
many experts—is to be made available to the schools. Economic
theory predicts, however, that private firms will systematically un-
derinvest (relative to an optimal aggregate industry-wide level) in re-
search and development to the extent they are unable to capture the
full benefit accruing from any such activities that might ultimately
prove successful.” Because innovations in educational software
constitute a form of intellectual property that cannot be fully appro-
priated by any one firm (since the marketing and use of innovative
software inevitably results in the dissemination of information of
value to competitors), an economically optimal level of research is
likely to be conducted only in the presence of public funding at the
highest level of taxing authority (the federal government, in the case
of the United States). While federal funding (especially in the form of
grants provided by the National Science Foundation) has already
been used to develop promising new types of software for use in
niath and science education, a considerably higher level of research

Hhis phenomenon represents a tvpe ob matket failme avsimg hrom a parieakan lorm ol econonne externahn
sonnehines referred (o as the “lee nder problem,”




will be required even in those subject areas to compensate for this
form of market failure, while funding in the language arts, social

studies, the creative arts, and other content areas has thus far been
minimal.




Teachers and Technology

As schools continue to acquire more and better hardware and software, the
benefit to students increasingly will depend on the skill with which some three
million teachers are able to use these new tools. In order to make effective use
of educational technology, teachers will have to master a variety of powerful
tools, redesign their lesson plans around technology-enhanced resources, solve
the logistical problem of how to teach a class full of students with a smaller
number of computers, and take on a complex new role in the technologically
transformed classroom. Yet teachers currently receive little technical, peda-
gogic or administrative support for these fundamental changes, and few col-
leges of education adequately prepare their graduates to use information tech-
nologies in their teaching. As a result, most teachers are left largely on their
own as they struggle to integrate technology into their curricula.

5.1 What Teachers Need

Among teachers who report having one or more computer systems readily
available at school, only 62 percent use a computer regularly for instruction.™
Moreover, when teachers do make use of information technologies, they are
often used for either teaching students about computers or for drill and practice
sessions focusing on the acquisition of isolated basic skills, as noted in Section
4.5. The more ambitious and promising pedagogic applications of computers
discussed in Section 4.3 call for considerably more skill from the teacher, who
must select appropriate software, effectively integrate technology into the cur-
riculum, and devise ways of assessing student work based on potentially com-
plex individual and group projects. Not surprisingly, most teachers report that
computers initially make their job more difficult.™ Despite the daunting chal-

lenge of using computers and networks appropriately within an educational

National | ducation Association iINI AL Status of the Ynenean Public School Teacher 1990-91 (Washingion,
D.C: National Education Association, 19925, p. 5.

Natha SCWiske, e ale Howe Techmology fects TeacimgtCambodge, MA: Havaed Gradiate Schoal of
I ducation. Lducational Technology Center, March 1988), pp. 38-39.
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context, however, teachers commonly report that they have not received ade-

quate preparation in the effective use of computers within the classroom.™

Part of the problem arises from the fact that school districts frequently purchase
hardware and software without allocating sufficient funds to help teachers learn
to use the new equipment within an educational context. Although a consen-
sus is emerging that school compuiters are likely to be underused or poorly used
if less than 30 percent of the computer technology budget is allocated to profes-
sional development,” a 1993 survey by Market Data Retrieval found that only 15
percent of the typical computer systems budget is in fact devoted to staff in-
struction.”™ The State of Florida has addressed this disparity by requiring that
recipients of its educational technology grants set aside at least 30 percent of all
grant funds for staff development.™ The Panel believes that similar provisions
should be considered for incorporation in applicable federal programs, and that
the Administration should assume a leadership role in encouraging other states
and localities to do the same.

When teachers do receive instruction on the use of new technology, the form
and content of the courses lcave much to be desired. According to one survey,
46 percent of all educational technology courses are given as half-day work-
shops, and 79 percent of these courses focus on hardware, Internet usage, or a
specific piece of software.” Teachers often have a negative reaction to the
narrowly technical orientation of most technology-related courses, which show

them how to operate a computer, but not how to use computers to enhance

i 5 . . .
Otfice ot Technologe Assessment iO 1AL feachers and Technofogy: Making the Connectton AWashington,
DO 19955, p. 129,
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tio, estimating that 30 percent of a districtr’s technology budget showld be spent on hardware and sottwin e,
with the remaining 70 percent devoted o stadf developmentand other forms of personnel support, including
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sizes See Henry fav Beeker, "4 frulv Tapoweting Technotogy Rich Education- fHow Much Wil i Cost?™ 1 dir
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their teaching” Returning to the classroom from what are typically semi-
annual encounters with such courses, they are generally unprepared to handle
the diverse logistical and curricular challenges they encounter within a tech-
nology-rich environment.

In the Panel’s view, what teachers actually need is in-depth, sustained assis-
tance as they work to integrate computer use into the curriculum and confront
the tension between traditional methods of instruction and new pedagogic
methods that make extensive use of technology. Such assistance should in-
clude not only purely technical support, but pedagogic support as well, ideally
including observation within the classrooms of successful technology-using
teachers, periodic consultation with more experienced mentors, and ongoing
communication with other teachers grappling with similar challenges.

5.2 Potential Modes of Support

One particularly important resource for the development of teacher expertise in
the use of educational technologies is on-site assistance from a full-time com-
puter coordinator. Less than five percent of all schools, however, have such a
full-time professional on staff.” Moreover, computer coordinators spend over
half their time teaching students and only twenty percent of their time helping
teachers, selecting software, or writing lesson plans.” Most teachers, however,
cannot use computers effectively unless someone is available to help not only
with the technical problems that are likely to arise from time to time, but also
with the deeper pedagogic challenges of choosing software, organizing projects
that make use of technology, and learning how to guide students in the use of

computer-hased resources.

[fa school cannot atford to hire a tull-time technology coordinator to assistits

teachers, it mav be possible to provide adequate (though perhaps suboptimal)

[ -
O\ feachers and lechinology, p 137
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Ronald A Anderson (Ntmneapohs M fnternational Assoctatwon ot the Fyaluaton of Fducational Aehieve
ment, 998 p Al
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technical and pedagogic support at the district level. The 153 schools in Jeffer-
son County, Kentucky, for example, are served by a Computer Education Sup-
port Unit staffed by 22 professionals who maintain a technical support hotline
and work directly with teachers to encourage and improve the use of technol-
ogy in the classroom.” Another option is to intensively train several teachers at
each school who can then function as a source of expertise for their colleagues.
It should be noted, however, that the provision of such training and assistance
will take time away from the other responsibilities of these teachers—an im-
plicit cost that should be realistically assessed in comparing the alternatives for
providing technological support to the rest of the faculty.

Cause for optimism, however, r=ay be found in certain contributions that tech-
nology itself may ultimately make to the development of expertise in the edu-
cational applications of computers and networks. First, the Panel expects that
over time, educational software will evolve in such a way as to make less exten-
sive demands on the teacher. In this regard, it is worth noting that the dissemi-
nation of computer usage through progressively broader segments of the
population has historically been less a function of increasing technical exper-
tise within the general population than of the development of software that re-
quires less technical expertise. Ongoing improvements in processing speed,
memory capacity, user interface design, and educational applications can be
expected to result in software that both teachers and students can use with less
training, and more extensive support for curricular integration is likely to be
provided within the application package itself.

Information technology may also help teachers to recover at least some of the
time they have invested in deploying technology on behalf of their students.
Some (though certainly not all) types of educational software, for example, may
ultimately enable students to spend part of the school day learning with less
continuous attention from ateacher.” Compnting and networking technolo-
gies also have the potential to streamline many aspects of a teacher’s daily re-

sponsibilities, facilitating the developient of instructional materials, the re-

"COTA, leachers and lechnology. pp 147 14

" Henry . Beeken Analvses and Dends of school Use of Newe nformaien Tecdimotogaes, report prepaied lon the
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cording and assessment of student progress, and access to various forms of in-
formation resources.™

In addition, technology may ultimately play a direct role in supporting the pro-
fessional development functions discussed in this section. It has been esti-
mated, for example, that online seminars conducted over the Internet might
prepare teachers to use technology at roughly half the cost of conventional
courses for which the teachers must be physically present,’” and equally im-
portant, might make it feasible to provide opportunities for followup consulta-
tion and mentoring on an ongoing basis without the prohibitive travel expenses
thatwould be associated with repeated face-to-face meetings. The Internet also
provides an excellent medium for various forms of communication among
teachers themselves. including the sharing not only of ideas, but of actual les-
son plans and curricular materials as well.

5.3 The Problem of Insufficient Teacher Time

[f teachers were given adequate instruction in the art of computer-enhanced
pedagogy and had access to on-site assistance as needed, they would be in a
better position to reap the benefits of educational technology, but one major
obstacle would remain: a lack of sufficient time in their schedules to become
familiar with available hardware, software, and content; to prepare technology-
related material for use in the classroom; and to share ideas on technology use
with other teachers.”™ In a 1989 survey of 600 fourth- through twelfth-grade
teachers conducted by the Center for Technology in Education, respondents in-
dicated that whereas high student/computer ratios had posed the imost signifi-
cant barriers to the effective use of educational technology in the past, the

hiy . R R .. . L. .
" Barbara Means and Kerry Olson, Technology's Rote in Bducation Reforme Findings from a National Study of
tmorating Schools (Menlo Park, CA: SRI International. September 1995), p6-20.

0o . P . et . . a-
Robert Iinker. in discussion w4 meetng ot the PCAST Panel on Educational Technology, 1995.

" Ihe devetopment ol high -qualitv courseware is a ditficult. tme-consuming. and intellectually challenging
process under the best of cocumstane es; when such sesponabibities are combined with the masteny obanen
tirely new setof technological tools atmay prove ditficalt for even the most competentand dedicated weach-
vistotind the time for such activities.
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greatest current obstacle was a lack of sufficient time to develop lessons that wse
computers.”’

On average, teachers have only ten minutes of scheduled preparation time for
each hour they teach.”” Since this is generally insufficient to adequately prepare
for their ctassroom responsibilities, they typically spend additional hours out-
side the school day preparing lessons and grading student work, resultingin an
average of 47 hours of work per week.” Given such schedules, most teachers
find it extremely difficult to reshape their teaching on an ongoing basis around

a rapid series of technological innovations.™”

While some of the technology available io teachers—application packages de-
signed to provide assistance with various administrative, record-keeping, and
student assessment tasks, for example—may free up a certain amount of time,
this etfect is unlikely to offset the additional time required to ettectively utilize
computers on an ongoing basis. Estimates formulated by various researchers’
suggest that it will take the typical teacher between three and six years to fully
integrate information technologies into his or her teaching activities, and on-
going technological changes are likely to ensure that the learning curve never
Jevels off completely. Unless additional time can be made available through the
climination or de-emphasis of other, less critical tasks, such demands are likety
to represent a significant ongoing obstacle to the eftective utilization of educa-

tional technology.

The problem of insufficient teacher time encompasses both a logistical ques-

tion (how to restructure the school day to give teachers time to develop tech-

7 Raten Shemgold and Martha Hadley, Accomplished Teachers: integrating Compuaters into Classioom Practice

New york, NY: Center lar techinology in Fducation, Bank Street College of Fducation. September 19905, p. 21,
AN AL Status of the Amerivan Public Sehool Teacher, pp. (718,
FNEAL St of the American Public Schoof teacher, p. o,

© e influenee principals have over teachers” sehedules constitutes one reason that principals showd pan

ncpate in echnology related stalt deselopment. Programs specitically designed fov principals, such as ndi
at's stewade Principals” techinatagy eadership training Progran, can dramatically increase the adminis
tanve support that teachers recenve for using new technology (O, Teachiens and techimology, pp. 134-1010

COUN, Jeachers aned Techimology, po v Naney Vleehinger,  Toicards o \odel og fechinology in Educetion o

the st Centiay”™ o wnitten submission o the Panel p. o Shemgold and Hadless Aceomplished Teachens

jy]
T

()




nology-related teaching skills) and an economic question (how to pay for the
additional time associated with technology-related professional development
and class preparation). To illustrate the magnitude of the latter challenge, if all
of our nation’s public K-12 schools were to set aside two hours per week for
technology-related curriculum design, as is the case in Arizona’s Agua Fria Un-
ion High School,™ technology-related educational expenditures would increase
by about $9 billion per year—inore than ¢ripling by comparison with current
spending levels.” Although technology itself may help to mitigate these prob-
lems, the (direct and/or opportunity) cost of the time that will be required for
teachers to incorporate technology effectively within the curriculum will pres-
ent a significant challenge—particularly during an initial transition period—to
the effective utilization of educational technologies.

5.4 Technology in the Education Schools

Over 200,000 new teachers enter the profession each year, and there is a 50 per-
cent turnover in the teaching force approximately every 15 years.”” While ad-
vances in underlying technologies, educational software, and pedagogic meth-
ods will result in an ongoing need for in-service training, colleges of education
have a valuable opportunity to introduce future teachers to the use of educa-
tional technology before the demands of an actual teaching position begin to
impinge on the time available for such training,.

Judging solely from teacher certification requirements in the various states, it
would at first appear that education students receive more technology-related
instruction than do active teachers: Eighteen states require pre-service tech-
nology training, while only two require in-service technology training.rr Pre-

service requirements, however, can typically be satisfied by completing a course

L I - -
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on how to operate a computer, or by taking a “methods” course in which edu-
cational technology is discussed, but never actually used by either the professor
or the students. As aresult, even in states with a technology-related certifica-
tion requirement, new teachers typically graduate with no experience in using
computers to teach, and little knowledge of available software and content. The
Office of Technology Assessment sumniarized the current situation concisely:
“Overall, teacher education programs in the United States do not prepare
graduates to use technology as = teaching tool.”™

Colleges of education fail to instruct their students in the use of educational
technology for reasons that mirror some of the major obstacles to the spread of
technology at the K-12 level, including the inadequate allocation of funds for
hardware and software, minimal technology-related professional development
for the education school faculty, and a lack of time for professors of education
to restructure their courses. Education schools generally have the advantage of
better technical support (often provided through the campus computer center)
than elementary and secondary schools, but research, publishing, and other
academic responsibilities place additional demands on the faculty, thus slowing

the process of curricular reform.”

The Panel believes that the principal focus of an education school's technology
program should be the ways in which elementary and secondary school teach-
ers can use information technologies to facilitate thinking and learning by K-12
students. Nonetheless, given that K-12 teachers will find it difficult to help their
students make effective use of computing and networking technologies if they
have gained little experience doing so themselves, any element of the education
school curriculum that affords prospective teachers the experience of making
profitable use of information systems is likely to increase the probability of ef-
fective later use within a professional context. Colleges of education should be
encouraged to find ways to reward faculty members who include new tech-
nologies in the methods or content of their courses. Specialized degree pro-
grams in cducational technology should also be encouraged. both to address

the need for computer coordinators capable of providing teachers with more

YO feachens and fechnotagy, p. 181

" OIA, Teachers and Teclhinology, pp. 181,187 191,




than purely technical support and to foster the development of a nucleus of
technological expertise within the education faculty.”

Education students should also be given the opportunity to observe the use of
educational technology and to practice teaching with (echnology in K-12
schools. If the elementary and secondary schools that are available for student
teacher placement have not yet effectively integrated technology into their own
curricula, education students may be able to obtain some (though certainly not
all) of the same benefit by studying examples of technology-rich pedagogy on
videotape or interactive videodiscs. Indeed, such materials may be useful even
when technology-rich placements are available, since they may enable educa-
tion students to analyze complex classroom events more closely than would be
permitted by real-time observation. Repeated viewings and discussions of par-
ticular teacher-student interactions, supplemented by exercises in which the
video is stopped and education students are asked what rliey would do, can
yield consideraole insight into essential issues involved in effective technology
use.”

Funding decisions at the federal level could have a significant impact on the de-
gree to which America’s education schools are capable of producing teachers
who are able to make effective use of educational technology. In the past, fed-
eral funding has not been available for pre-service teacher development at lev-
els comparable to those associated with in-service training, and Federal sup-
port for technology-related teacher development in general has been described
as “highly variable from year to year, piecemeal in nature, and lacking in clear
strategy or consistent policy.””2 Federal grants targeted 1oward both the exten-
sive use of modern information technologies within our colleges of education

and the inclusion of educational technelogy as an integral part of the education
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school curriculum would go a long way toward insuring that America’s future
teachers are able to provide the next generation of Americans with the best pos-
sible education.
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Economic Considerations

While funding by no means represents the only challenge that will have to be
overcome if the potential of educational technology is to be realized, most of
the other challenges would be far less formidable if cost were not an issue. Asa
result of current budgetary pressures, however, along with a persistent histori-
cal pattern of significant inflation-adjusted increases in educational expendi-
tures, economic considerations have in fact assumed a position of central im-

portance in the ongoing deliberations surrounding the topic of educational re-
form.

In this section, we compare estimates of current technelogy spending for K-12
education with projections of the expenditures that will likely be required in or-
der to capture substantial benefits. We then briefly consider the potential role
and likely limitations of technology in improving the productivity of the educa-
tional enterprise, and end with a brief discussion of the analysis of federal edu-
cation expenditures in terms of return on investment.

6.1 Current Technology Expenditures

While the estimation of current annual spending on educational technology is
complicated by differences in the types of expenditures included within this
category by different observers, the available data suggests that public elemen-
tary and secondary schools in the United States spent somewhere between $3.5
and $4 billion on computing and networking hardware, wiring and infrastruc-
tural enhancements, software and information resources, systems support, and
technology-related professional development during the 1995-96 school year.

A study conducted by McKinsey & Company for the Nationat Information Infra-
structure Advisory Council” put the corresponding figure at approximately $3.3
billion during the 1994-95 school year, including expenditures of about $1.4 bil-

B
Mokmsey & Company. ine. Connectong K12 Schools (o the Informeation Superingineay. ieport prepared for
the National Information Infrastructure Advisory Coundil, iPalo Alto, CA2 MeKinsey & Co., Ine, 1995), . 66,




lion for hardware,’ $800 million for software and other content,” $500 million
for local interconnection,” $200 million for wide-area networking,” $300 mil-
lion for professional development,™ and $100 million for systems operation.”
These McKinsey estimates appear to be in rough agreement (after adjustment
for differences in included expense categories) with those reported by several
other researchers,” and have been adjusted upward to account for what would

appear to be a relatively rapid current growth rate in arriving at our estimates
for 1995-96.

The McKinsey estimate of $3.3 billion in technology-related expenditures dur-
ing the 1994-95 school year represents only 1.3 percent of the roughly $248 hil-
lion® that was spent during that period on public K-12 education (excluding
capital outlays, debt service, and state administrative costs). Expressing these
aggregate numbers in more familiar terms, of the $5,623 our public schools
spent during the 1994-95 school year” on each of the 44 million students™ who
were enrolled as of the beginning of that year,™ just $75 was allocated to tech-

a4
Based on data and estimates provided by QED, Apple Computers. Paul Kagan, SPA7CCA Consulting, Peter
Li, and Anne Wucjik & Associates.

85 . . . . .
Based on data and estimates provided by Peter Li, Anne Wucjik, and the SPA.
8t ) . . .
" Based on data provided by the SPA and estimates by McKinsey.
47 . .
Based on estimates by McKinsey.
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5.1, footnote 58.
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nology-related expenditures. While a number of complex issues arise in the
course of comparing educational institutions with private sector enterprises, it
seems clear that our public schools allocate a considerably smaller share of
their financial resources to computer and networking technologies than do
most information-based industries.

6.2 Projected Cost of Educational Technology

Estimates of the cost of introducing information technology into U.S. class-
rooms and effectively using such technology to improve the quality of American
education vary widely, in large part as a result of differences in assumptions re-
garding the level and nature of technology usage and the provisions made for
technology-related professional development. After adjustment for these fac-
tors, however, the projections of most observers are reasonably consistent, and
provide a basis for assessing the magnitude of the funding that would be re-
quired to have a meaningful impact on our nation’s schdols.

In the McKinsey/NIIAC study, cost projections were formulated for models
based on four different levels of technology usage. The lowest level, which as-
sumed an average of 25 computers per school, all deployed within a single
Internet-connected computer lab or multimedia room, was estimated to in-
volve an initial acquisition cost of $11 billion nationwide, with an additional $4
billion per year required for operation and maintenance. Adding a computer
and modem for every teacher was projected to double the initial deployment
cost and increase ongoing operating expenses to $7 billion. A model in which
networked computers are installed in half of all classrooms (at a density of one
computer for every five students), and the central lab is eliminated, was esti-
mated to entail $29 billion in initial costs and $8 billion per year for operation
and maintenance. A similar model in which computers are deployed in all
classrooms (at the same one-to-five ratio) was estimated to require $47 billion
initially and annual operating expenses of $14 billion.” A percentage break-

school vear by an estimated eight percent. Both the overall and technology-related expenditures cited here
would thus have o be scaled upward (though by a comparable factor) to obtain a realistic estimate of the re-
sourees actuddly deploved on hehalt of each student.
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down of McKinsey's projected costs by category is shown in ‘Table 6.1 for the
fowest ("Laboratory”™) and highest (*Classroom”) levels of technology use.

Table 6.1
Breakdown of McKinsey/NIAAC Cost Projections ”
. . Laboratory Model | Classroom Model
Cost Category
Initial + Annual | Initial © Annual
i
Hardware 347 | 17% 1% 14%
Software, Other Content 200 .26 I 21
Local Interconnection 12 ! 5 '3 4
Wide-Area Networking T 15 4 v
Professional Development 19 l 31 14 :7 41
i
Svstems Operation 4 ' 6 4 | 13

A 1995 study conducted by the RAND Corporation examined six “technology
teader” schools (including three of those profiled in Section 2.3} and attempted
to estimate the cost of providing similar capabilities within a typical American
school. Hardware and software investments were amortized over a five-year
period to obtain annualized expenditure projections; equipment costs were
based not on the historical cost of each school's actual inventory, but on the
prices of roughily equivalent hardware as of the time of the study. Infrastructure
costs were amortized over a ten-yvear period, while staff costs, professional de-
velopiment, materials and supplies were treated as ordinary (non-capitalized)
expenses, Hardware and personniel costs were found to dominate other tech-

nology-related expenditures, and to account for much of the variation among

e . -
Adapted from Mokinses, Connecing A 12 S oot D shibet 7o
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the six model schools, whose replication costs ranged from alow of§142 to a

high of $415 per student-year.™

To facilitate the identification of an approximate consensus range for the pro-

jected cost of introducing technology into American elementary and sccondary

schools, we have (somewhat arbitrarily, and at the expense of a rather Procrus-

(ean assault on some of the original data) converted the above projections,

along with those of several other authors, into annualized cost figures based on

the amortization of capital acquisition and other startup costs over a five-year

period. The resulting figures are presented in Table 6.2.

Table 6.2

Cost Projections of Various Authors

Source

Prajected Cost/Year®

Glennan and Mehmed™

$S9to $22 hillion

Trvey

S7 1o 815 billion

Kettner and Ross ™

ST to s21 billion

MeRinsey

S6 1o 823 billion

Means and Olson

S23 hillion

Moursund

S o S28 bhillion

' .
Brent keltner and Randy Ross, Hie Costof High Techmaology Seliools ¢santa Montca, CATRAND Corporastion,

191,
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\atious assumplions and approsimations have been made mconverting the projections appeaning, in each
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It is worth noting that none of these spending projections were prepared with
an eye toward estimating the cost of deploying and using technology in a man-
ner that would be optimal in the absence of budgetary constraints. Henry
Becker'® has attempted to realistically assess the cost of applying technology in
ways that are believed by many to offer the greatest potential for truly signifi-
cant improvements in educational effectiveness. Central to his analysis is an
examination of “the kinds of expenditures that permit average teachers to be-
come exemplary users” of educational technology, including a reduction in av-
erage student/teacher ratios from 25 to 20 and the allocation of sufficient re-
sources and teacher time to allow teachers to use technology in their own pro-
fessional lives. He also assumes the availability of one computer for every two
students (phased in over a four-year period)—a significantly greater density
than is assumed in most other models.

By way of contrast with the projections cited earlier, the ambitious undertaking
outlined by Becker would entail an estimated annual cost of $1,375 per student
in personnel costs, along with $556 per student-year for hardware, software,
and maintenance. Although the implementation of such a model would in-
crease average school expenditures by more than a third, he points out that
such an increase would be no greater than that associated with many other
proposals for fundamental educational reform, and argues that even an in-
vestment of this magnitude may be justified by the potential returns.

100 . " . . S . . R .
James Harvey, ed., Planning and Financing Education Technology (Santa Monica, CA: RANXD Corporation.

1995), p. 7.
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It should be noted that in the absence of a substantial advance in productivity
of the sort discussed in Section 6.3, even the inore moderate spending projec-
tions summarized in Table 6.2 will require an increase in the fraction of the na-
tion’s education budget that is allocated to technology-related expenditures
from the current level of approximately 1.3 percent to somewhere between 2.4
and 11.3 percent. Moreover, the acquisition of computing and networking
hardware—often the principal focus of efforts to bring technology into the
schools—will in fact account for only a minority of the expense incurred over
time. While special bond issues, private capital campaigns, and other one-time
funding mechanisms may all have their place in helping schools to defray the
costs of acquiring hardware, it is important that educators and policy-makers
have realistic expectations regarding the ongoing operating expenditures that
will be necessary if this hardware is in fact to be effectively used, and that they
not base their planning on capital budgeting models of the sort used to analyze,
for example, the acquisition of new school buildings.

In the absence of realistic budgetary planning. schools and school districts are
prone to overspending on the initial acquisition of hardware, and may find
themselves with inadequate funding for upgrading and replacement, software

and content, hardware and software maintenance,'

professional development
for teachers, and the hiring and retention of necessary technical support per-
sonnel. If we do not wish to turn our schools into junkyards for expensive, but
unused computer equipment—a scenario that is, unfortunately, far from un-
common at present—it is important that budgetary constraints and wishft.
thinking not lead us to buy the educational equivalent of a fancy automobile

without allocating funds for gasoline, repairs, or a driver education class.

" One proposal that is sometimes advanced for the minimization of maintenance and support costs would
involve the provision of such services by students. The proponents of this approach typically argue that such
activities may be valuable not only as aserviee to the school, but as a learning experience for the student. ‘To
the extent that such activities can in fact be justfied from an educational viewpaint, the Panel wauld be in-
clined to supportat keast preliminary experimentation with such an approach. While student involvement in
the operation of a functioning computer network may indeed offer attractive possibilities for learning, how-
evet, itis worth noting that the same argoment could be made with respect 1o the conscription of students to
maintain the school’s physical plant, or to provide its administrative support. Although cach of these ideas
might aiguably be worthy ol exploration inits own right, particularly within the context of a constructivist
curtenlum, the Panel belicves that we can no maoie expect the problem ol technology miaintenance and sup
port to be solved exclusively through the use of student technicians than we can expect the problem of school
secutity to be solved exclusively through the use ol student hall monitors.

63 L

BEST COPY AVAILABLE




Although the expected tradeoft between spending and outcome renders
meaningless the notion of a single “optimal” level of expenditure, the Panel
recommends (based on the limited data thus far available) that at least five per-
cent of all educational spending in the United States, or approximately $13 bil-
lion annually (measured in constant 1996 dollars), be earmarked for technol-
ogy-related expenditures on an ongoing basis. It should be noted that this rec-
ominended expenditure level represents nearly a fourfold increase in the frac-
tion of our nation’s education budget that is now allocated for such purposes.
if the promise of educational technology is to be realized, educators and policy-
makers will thus unavoidably be faced with difficult decisions as they attempt
to either control or justify a secular trend of increasing (inflation-adjusted) per
capita educational spending within the constraints imposed by a number of
well-entrenched claimants on current financial resources.

6.3 Educational Productivity and Return on Investment

While the projections summarized above provide a starting point for analyzing
the likely economic implications of the widespread introduction of technology
within our nation’s classrooms, these estimates should be considered in the
context of an important caveat: Our experience with educational technology
(and in particular, with approaches to its utilization based on the constructivist
pedagogic models discussed in Sections 4.2 and 4.3) is still quite limited, raising
the possibility of a significant technology-related upward shift in what econo-
mists refer to as the education production function—a curve expressing sonie
measure of educational outcomes as a function of educational expenditures—
over time. Indeed, the adoption of new technologies within other industries
has frequently been accompanied by an initial decrease in productivity, with
henefits accruing only after the technology in question has been effectively
assimilated—a process that often involves the introduction of significant

structural changes within the adop 'ng organization.

As we begin to ascend what is likely to be a relatively steep learning curve, how-
ever, the extent to which we are able to benefit from our experience in order to
realize substantial savings in achicving a given set of educational objectives (or
alternatively, to improve educational outcomes for a given spending level) is
likely to depend eritically on the execution of rigorous, large-scale programs of

research and evaluation aimed at assessing the efficacy and cost-cffectiveness
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of various approaches to the use of technology in actual K-12 classrooms, as
discussed in Section 8 below. While the results of such research are intrinsically
difficult to predict, the extremely low level of current investment in such re-
search relative to the enormity of our nation's investment in elementary and
secondary education leads the Panel to believe that we are far below the point
at which the incremental cost of further research would exceed the economic
benefit to which it is likely to lead."”

Because personnel-related costs account for the largest share of our nation'’s
educational spending, and because the substantial increase in (inflation-
adjusted) spending per student over the past several decades has been attrib-
uted in large part to a steady increase in the ratio of staff size to school enroll-
ment, some have asked whether technology might be used to improve the eco-
nomic productivity of those employed within the American educational system,
as has been the case within various other sectors of the U.S. economy. In prin-
ciple, such improvements might arise from a decrease in per-pupil costs attrib-
utable to the more effective “leveraging” of educators and support personnel,
from the realization of improved educational outcomes for a given level of per-
sonnel-related and other expenditures, or from a combination of these and/or
other factors.

In considering the potential role of technology in increasing educational pro-
ductivity, it is worth noting that weachers are likely to play a critically immportant
role within the sort of future classroom envisioned by most current researchers
in the field of educational technotogy, as discussed in Section 4.4. While this
may be a comfort to fearful teachers (and in some cases, parents), it may also be
a disappointment to those who have looked to technology for a simplistic
automation of the instructional function, accompanied by a wholesale reduc-
tion in our nation's aggregate expenditures on teacher compensation. Based
on the models provided by other information-based industries, however, it
seems quite likely that continued experimentation with technology will ulti-
mately yield a wide range of alternatives, falling at different points along the

production function curve, tor the improvement of educational productivity.

10, . . )
See Secnon 84 toraboel discussion of the ratonale undethying this conjec e,
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To the extent that such productivity increases are captured in the form of in-
creased learning (according to some suitable metric) per student hour, and not
by a reduction in total expenditures per student hour, the attendant benefits are
best analyzed not in terms of cost alone, but in terms of expected return on in-
vestment. The empirical validation of such an analysis is complicated by the
fact that the return on an educational investment is determined in large part by
such factors as lifetime earnings (which will generally not be known for many
de ades after the investment in question is made), along with a number of non-
pecuniary factors even less amenable to straightforward quantification. It
seems qiite possible, however, that in the presence of formidahle global eco-
nomic competition, a substantial nationwide investment in educationai tech-
nology could be justified even if no value were placed on the direct (economic
and non-economic) benefits accruing to the American people, using return cal-
culations based solely on the additional tax revenues associated with an in-

crease in their expected lifetime taxable earnings.

bl
66




Equitable Access

Equitable access to information technologies in education has been a central
concern of educators and policy-makers since microcamputers first entered
our nation's schools some twenty years ago, but has gained special attention
during a period in which powerful desktop computers and global Internet con-
nectivity are rapidly becoming an integral part of the lives of some—hut not
all—American families. Onthe one hand, it has been frequently noted that new
computing and networking technologies have the potential to empower his-
torieally disadvantaged groups of Americans with greater access to the sorts of
knowledge-building and communication tools that might help them to over-
come at least some of their respective disadvantages. While the Panel believes
this potential can scarcely be overstated, it also believes that the ways in which
cducational technologies are actually deployed and used will determine
whether they serve to narrow these historical disparities or widen them even
further.

This section begins with a discussion of the various dimensions along which the
accessibility of various technologies—bath at school and within the student’s
home—can be usefully measured. The current accessihility of computing and
networking technologies to various segments of the American student popula-
tion is then reviewed, with special attention to differences associated with so-
ciocconomic status, race and ethnicity, geographical factors, gender, and vari-
ous types of special student needs. Throughout this section, consideration is
given to the appropriate role of the federal government in insuring equitable

(and ultimately, universal) access to educational technologies.

7.1 Dimensions of Access

One metric that has been used to evaluate the extent to which educational
technology is accessible to various groups is the density of computers installed
within the schools attended by members of those groups. Schools with higher
camputer densities typically provide greater access (o other forms of
educational technology (including local- and wide-area networks and
peripherals supporting multimedia applications) as well, making computer

density a useful (albeit imperfect) proxy for the tevel of overall technology
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deployment. While the ratio of computers to students varies widely from school
to school,' and while much of this variation is accounted for by other
factors,” our principal concern in the current context will be with the density
of computers in schools whose student bodies differ systematically along
socioeconomic, radial, ethnic and geographic lines.

Equitable access, of course, depends not only on the number of computers

available within a given school, but on the extent to which those computers

(along with other educational technologies) are actually used by various groups
and the modes of usage associated with each group. Although number of hours
of student computer use—particularly within subject-matter (as opposed to
computer education) classes—is strongly correlated with computer density,
socioeconomic and other factors have been found to have independent predic-
tive value, as discussed below. Such variables are also predictive of the manner

110

in which computers are used in school, with certain groups participating in
constructivist applications of the sort described in Section 4.3 or in other
“higher-order” learning and problem-solving activities while others use tech-
nology primarily for routine drill-and-practice exercises. To the extent that the
former category of usage is believed to have special value in meeting the objec-
tives of contemporary educational reform, systematic differences in the char-
acter of technology usage may be as problematic as lack of access to computing
and networking hardware.

While we have thus far considered the accessibility of educational technology
only within the school, systematic disparities in the availability of computers
and modems within the home may represent an even greater problem from the

" e 1992 15 Computers in Fdueation Study {as analyzed in Henry 1L Beeker, Aeadysis and Trends of School
Use of New Information Technologios 1eport prepared for the Office of Technology Assessment. ULS, Congross,
14994, p. 500 found that the 20 pereent ot sehools with the highest computer density had six times more com-
puters per student than the 20 pereentwith the lowest density

109 ) . . . . -
School size, for example, has a particularly large impact: The smallest 25 pereent of schools have nearly

twice as many computers per student as the lasgest 25 percent—an effect Becker attributes to the fact that
sehools aeross i wide range ot sizes otten purchase enough tand only enoughl compulers for an enure class of
stirdents o use simaltancously, Becker (personal communication, 1996) has alwo caleulated (hased an data
from the 1992 11\ Compaters in Fducation Siudy ) that public school students enjov a 17 pescent greater
computer densaty onaverage than those who attend non-pubhic schools.

i . .
Becker, \nalysis and Treneds pp. 5.3 54,
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viewpoint of equitable access. At present, computers are found in approxi-
mately half of all American households with children,'"" and a large fraction of
all children whose families do have computers at home use them regularly for
school work."” In addition, students having access to a computer at home ap-
pear to use it for about an hour each week'" for purposes that are at least

broadly educational in nature,'"'

a figure roughly equal to the typical student’s
computer usage in school.'"” As information technologies begin to play an in-
creasingly central role in K-12 education, a doubling in the time available for
educational computer use can be expected to confer an increasingly significant
advantage on those children whose families are able to provide them with com-
puter (and in son:e cases, Internet) access at home. Because certain segments
of the American population have a far lower level of computer ownership than
others, home access may now be one of the most significant sources of educa-
tional inequity in the United States.

7.2 Socioeconomic Status

Specifically targeted federal programs have in recent years helped to substan-
tially mitigate some of the disparities in access to educational technology that
had earlier been associated with socioeconomic variables. Income-related dif-
ferences in computer density, for example, have been reduced to a relatively
modest (though still not insignificant) level: During the 1994-95 school vear,

m Asof fune 1995, some 45 percent of all housceholds with children under 18 years of age thut only 30 percent
of all childless households) owned at least one computer, and this figure is believed to have risen since that
time. (Margaret Petrella. Pew Rescarch Center tor the People and the Press, Washington. 1.C., private fax
communication, julv 1996, based on data from 1995 survey by Times Mirror Center for the People and the
Press.)

12 ) - - .

By way of exanple, 83 pereent of all teenagers whose families have computers athome vepart using them
{or school work, See Times Mirror Center for the People and the Press, technology in the American Household
IWashington, D.C:Times Mirror Center tor the People and the Press, May 19940, p. 28.

v . . . . . L .

| his time estimate is based on estimates provided to the Panel by PC/Meter, LR (Port Washington, NY. fax
communication, August 19965 and the Software Publishers Association (Washington, D.C. fax communica
ton, August 1996).

. . . A L - -
For purposes of (these estimates, we have included in this category not only activities identified explicidy
as educatianal, but also the use of reterence, database, spreadsheet, web search and “edutainment” software.

1 . . . . . . C
" Office of Technology Assessment 1A feachers and Tedinology: Making the Connection (Washington.
1.0 19950, pp. 101- 102,
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the poorest schools (defined as those schools in which more than 80 percent of
all students were eligible for funds under Title | of the Elementary and Secon-
dary Education Act) had one computer for every 11 students, while each com-
puter in the richest schools (those having less than a 20 percent Title | enroll-
ment) was shared by 9.5 students,'® By way of contrast, in 1983, microcomput-
ers were found in four times as many of the 12,000 wealthiest schools as in the

12,000 poorest schools.'"’

While this progress is certainly encouraging, there are several reasons for con-
tinued concern. First, there is considerable direct and indirect evidence that
the shrinkage of the gap in computer density between rich and poor schools is
attributable largely to the Title I program itself, which provided roughly $2 bil-
lion in funding over the past ten years for the introduction of educational tech-
nology within schools having a substantial low-income enrollment, but which
has recently been under considerable budgetary pressure.'”* Second, the rela-
tively modest gap between the computer densities measured at richer and
poorer schools belies significant disparities in the way computers are actually
used in school by more and less affluent students, and in the availability of
computers within their homes.

Students from families classified as low in socioeconomic status (SES) report 14
percent less usage of computers in school than do students from high-SES

families."® Lower-SES high school students are also significantly more likely to

116 . . . . . . e
® Derived from data presented in Quality Education Data. Inc. (QEDI, Teclmology in Public Scliools, 14th
Edition (Denver. CO: Quality Education Data, Inc.. 19951, p. 31.

u7 - .

QED, Technology in Public Schools, First Edition, Denver, CO, 1983, as cited in Ronald L. Anderson, Wayne
W, Welch, and Linda ], Harris, *Inequities and Opportunities for Computer Litetacy” Fhe Computing Teacher
11 (1984), pp.10-12.

" rpe Labor, Health & Human Services, and Education Subcommittee of the House Appropriziions Com-
mittee, for example, recently voted to freeze nominal 1997 Title 1 spending al the 1996 level. conesponding to
a nontrivial reduction after adjustment for a combination of inflation, increasing U.S. school entollments, and
projected increases in overall national spending for K-12 educational technology.

" This figure was derived from Recker's analysis of data from the 1992 1GA Computers in Education Study
(Becker, Analysis and Trends, p. 54. Table 6.4A), which compared the highest-SES 25 percent and the lowest-
SES 23 perceni of a sample af fifth-, eighth | and eleventh-grade students according 1o a metric based on fan.
ily ownership of various household items and (with the exception of the titth grade students) les ef ot parental
educational attainment. The figure we report here is actually the mean of the guantities computed separately
for cach grade level. If the students sampled at all three grade fevels had been aggregated for purposes of this
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be taught about computers than to use computers in the course of other learn-
ing.'”
ject area, they are more likely to engage in computer programming (as opposed
to lower-level computer-related tasks) than low-SES students.'”! More gener-
ally, high-SES eighth- and eleventh-grade students were found to be 25 percent
more likely to use computers primarily for “higher-order or mixed” activities
(rather than drill-and-practice or other skill-building or knowledge acquisition
activities) than low-SES students of the same grade levels.'*? To the extent that
the sorts of higher-order computer activities in which high-SES students are
disproportionately engaged in fact offer greater opportunities for learning,'*

Moreover, when high-SES students are exposed to computers as a sub-

such SES-related disparities in the in-school use of computers may represent a

form of inequity at least as important as (even if less obvious than) SES-related

differences in computer density.'**

calculation, the disparity in question would have been exaggerated by a rather subtle form of bias attributable
to two distinet, but interacting confounders. On the one hand, average computer use is positively correlated
with grade level. Another factor that is found to be positively correlated with grade level in the 1EA survey
data, however. is the ratio of high- to low-SES students—an effect that might be expected given the fact that
the parents of | Ith-grade students are presumably older and (due to econoraic life cycle effects) more affluent
on average than those of 5th-grade students. If students were aggregated across grade levels, a portion of the
calculated SES-related usage disparity would result from an artifactual correlation between SES and usage
that was actually mediated by the grade level variable. This anomaly is avoided by calculating the quantity of
interest separately for cach grade level, then combining the results.

% Becker's analysis of data from the 1992 [EA Computers in Education Study, for example, revealed that high
school students [rom low-SES families used computers 15 percent more than the average high-school student
in computer education classes, but 13 percent less than average in all other classes (Becker, Analysis and
Trends, p. 54, Table 6.4},

U rhe Office af fechnalogy Assessment found, for example. that computer programming accounted for 30
percent of the use of computers by high-SES students, compared with only 13 percent in the case of their low-
SES counterparts. See Office of Technology Assessment (OTA), Trends and Status of Computers in Schools: Use
in Chapter 1 Programs and Use With Limited English Proficient Students (Washington, D.C., 1987), Figure 10.

e Lo . . . .
Derived from results presented in Table 6.6 of Becker. Analysis and Trends. p. 55. which was in turn pre-
pared based on data collected in the 1992 1EA Computers in Education Study.

124 ) . . .
In fairness, it should be noted that much remains to be learned about the actual educational outcomes as-
sociated with each category of activity, as discussed in Sections 4 and 8.

"0 the extent that technology may have historically been deployed and used in a subaptimal fashion in the
vase ot low-SES student populations, such prohiems may have arisen in part from certain vather restrictive
rules that were once associated with the Title I program. Subsequent changes to the Title | program, however,
may ultimately help to ameliorate these effects.




Among the factors that may be contributing to the disadvantages experienced
by low-SES students in both the amount and nature of computer use are (puta-
tive) differences in the degree to which teachers in wealthy and impoverished
schools have acquired the knowledge and skills necessary to use technology ef-
fectively in their teaching. While the Panel is aware of no research that explicitly
compares the technology-related preparation of and ongoing support available
to teachers in schools of different socioeconomic composition, anecdotal evi-
dence suggests that significant differences may in fact prevail across socioeco-
nomic lines.'”” Wealthy school districts may be able to recruit teachers with
greater expertise in the use of educational technologies by offering above-
average salaries, or to ofter their existing teachers more technology-related
training and technicat support. Poorer schools, on the other hand, may have
fewer teachers capable of making effective use of educational technalogies,
thus limiting both the quality and quantity of computer use by their students.

The most significant disparities in SES-related access to technology, however,
are currently found not in the schools, but in the homes of their students. Asof
June 1995, computers were present in only 14 percent of all households headed
by adults who had completed no more than a high-school education, and in
which annual household income was less than $30,000; the comparable figure
for households headed by college-educated adults having a combined income
of more than $50,000 per year was more than five times greater, at 73 percent.”™"
By contrast with the schools, however, there are presently no federal programs
designed to facilitate the placement of computers within the homes of disad-
vantaged students.

As interactive information technologics come to be used increasingly for school
work and other forms of learning, SES-linked differences in the ownership of
hame computer systems threatens not only to perpetuate existing familial pat-
terns of socioeconomic disadvantage, but to widen the gap between the most
and least aftluent Americans. At atime when 1.8, income inequality has

reached its highest level since 1947 (when the Census Bureau began monitoring

See, for esample, Chardes Pillis. “Separate Reatitios.” Macllonld. September 19492, pp. 218 230,

io ) . - .
Fimes Naror Center fos the People and e Press, Ameticans Going Online . aplosiee Growethe Hineertain
Destinations (Washinglon, D.C.: Times Mittor Cente for the Peaple and the Press, 19950, p. 12
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the relevant index),"” the educational implications of SES-related disparities in
home computer ownership should be regarded as a source of serious concern

from a public policy viewpoint.

While it will be difficult to eliminate all SES-based inequities in the accessibility
of educational technology within the context of current efforts to restrain fed-
eral spending, a number of possible federal actions are worthy of consideration.
First, the Panel believes that the potential contributions of information tech-
nologies to elementary and secondary education are so substantial that mini-
mum standards should be formulated and maintained for the use of technology
within all of the nation’s schools, regardless of the socioeconomic status of their
student populations. Title [ spending for technology-related investments on
behalf of economically disadvantaged students (including hardware and soft-
ware, telecommunications and networking services, professional development
for teachers, and ongoing technical and pedagogical support) should be main-
tained at no less than its current level, with ongoing adjustments for inflation
and for projected increases in both nationwide school enrollment and nation-
wide educational technology spending.

The Federal Communications Commission should fully exploit the powers
granted to it under the Telecon~munications Act of 1996 (discussed in Section
9.2), among others, to ensure that economically disadvantaged schools are pro-
vided with affordable telecommunications services and wide area network
connectivity through preferential rates from telecommunications carriers, vari-
ous forms of cross-subsidies, and/or the allocation of portions of the radio fre-
quency spectrum for educational networking.'” Consideration should also be
given to the provision of various forms of private sector incentives for the expe-
ditious wiring of impoverished rural and inner city schools to support local-

and wide-area networking. Existing federal programs serving low-income stu-

H Daniel H. Weinberg, Current Population Reports: A Brief Look at Postwar U.S. Income Inequality, U.S. Cen-
sus Bureau Document P60-191 (Washington, D.C., June 1996}, p. 1. It is worth noting that the trend toward
rising income inequality persists even after accounting for the effects of taxes, non-cash benefits, and gov-
ernment transfer payments, at least during the period between 1979 (when the Census Bureau began col-
lecting the data necessary to comnpile the relevant statistics) and 1994 (Weinberg, U.S. Income Inequality. p. 3).

| BLE . . L . . .
Special attention should be given to the provision of affordable Internet access to rural schools in which

access to commercial online services and Internet service providers is either unavailable or unusually expen-
sive.
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dents should be reviewed with an eye toward exploiting the opportunities pro-
vided by computing and networking technologies, while public policy related to
the ownership and disposition of various forms of intellectual property should
be examined with the aim of providing affordable (and in many cases, free) ac-
cess to a rich body of digital content (including digitized versions of certain
material now owned or controlled by the federal government itself) that might
not otherwise be accessible to less affluent schools.

The substantially lower prevalence of computers within the homes of low-SES
students may be among the most difficult forms of inequity to remedy. At the
same time, it may prove difficult to provide the sort of educational (and indi-
rectly, economic and social) opportunity that our nation has striven to offer
each American without addressing this disparity. The provision of modern
computer systems and Internet connectivity in libraries, community centers,
and other public institutions and spaces could represent an important first step
in affording access to those students whose families are unable to provide such
facilities at home, as would the provision of extended after-schocl and weekend
access to technology within the schools themselves. Even if the amount of
equipment available in such public locations were increased sufficiently to al-
low ongoing, regular use by a substantial number of students, however, the
flexibility and convenience of home access would continue to confer a relative
advantage on families able to afford to purchase computer equipment and on-
line access.

Mindful of the significance of home access, several experimental pilot pro-
grams'*’ have made it possible for students to barrow laptop computers from
the school in much the same way as schools have traditionally loaned out mu-
sical instrunments, thus providing full-time computer access to students both at
school and at home. While the cost of such programs remains substantial

within the limitations imposed by current technology, the results have been

12 Exarnples include Project PULSE, at Abraham Clark Jr./Sr. High School in Roselle, NJ (Margaret Honey and
Katie McMillan, Project PULSE: Pupils Using Laptops in Science and English— Year One: A Final Report, New
York, Center for Children and Technology, Education Development Center, 1992) and Project TELL (Tele-
communications for Learning), which is jointly administered by the Graduate School of the City University of
New York, NYNEX, and the New York City Board of Education (Praject TEEL L College Incentive Program, Mid
Term Repaort, May 1994 to October 1995, Graduate School and University Center, City University ol New York,
1996).




quite promising, and it seems possible that new system architectures (perhaps
based on the use of television sets as monitors) could decrease the associated

costs to the point where universal home access might be contemplated as a re-
alistic policy goal. There may also be opportunities to integrate the goal of uni-
versal home access within various existing federal programs—requiring, for ex-
ample, the installation within all newly constructed federal housing projects of

conduit or raceways capable of supporting future networking needs in a cost-
effective manner.

7.3 Race and Ethnicity

While Title I funding has in recent years helped to significantly improve the
density of computers in thase schools attended by most minority students,"™
schools with more than a 90 percent minority enrollment still have 16 percent
fewer computers per capita than other schools.””' Computer density inequities
associated with race and ethnic origin are partly accounted for by statistical
differences in the socioeconomic variables discussed in the previous subsec-
tion, but certain disparities appear to be specifically attributable to race or eth-
nicity. Hispanic students, for example, appear to be singularly disadvantaged,
attending schools with significantly fewer computers per student than average,
particularly at the elementary school level.'”

As in the case of socioeconomic status, racial and ethnic disparities in the ac-
cessibility of technology within the honie constitute an even greater source of
concern than within the school. In 1993, for example, African-Americans were
57 percent less likely to have a computer at home, and Hispanics 59 percent less
likely, than non-Hispanic whites. Even after adjusting for household income,

Ho By way of illustrative haseline comparison, in 1985 an African-American elementary school student was
about rhrree times as likely as a white elementary school student to attend a school that had no computers. See
Henry J. Becker and Carleton W, Sterling, "Equity in School Computer Use: National Data and Neglected Con-
siderations, "Journal of Educational Computing Research 3 (1987), p. 296.

1l Gy . . — .
Derived from QEFD, Technology in Public Schools, 14th Edition, p. 32, and from data provided by Laura
Zawacki. QED (private telephone communication, 1996).

' Survey- based estimates of the magnilude of this disadvantage have ranged froin a 13 percent Jower com-
puter density than that experienced by the average non-Hispanic white student (based on the 1993 QLD data)
toa 19 percent tand at the elementary school level, 23 percent) lower density than that of the average student
otany race thased on the 1992 TRA data), in each case as analvzed by Becker (Analysis and Trends, p. 50,
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educational attainment, age, gender, and location of residence (urban or rural),
home computer ownership was 36 percent and 39 percent less commaon among
African-Americans and Hispanics, respectively, than among non-Hispanic
whites. ' This gap in ownership is reflected in the usage of home computers by
children: Ina 1995 survey, for example, children were found to use computers
within 38 percent of all white households, but only 17 percent of all black
homes." Even ordinary telephone service, which will be important for the
support of home/school communications and for access to the many resources
available over the Internet, is not available equally to all racial or ethnic groups,
with Native Americans, Hispanics, and African Americans in particular report-
ing less access than average, especially in rural areas.'™

Because a large part of the racial and ethnic imbalance in access to educational
technology is attributable to socioeconomic factors, interventions of the sorts
discussed in Section 7.2 should help to equalize the opportunities available to
students of different races and ethnic origin as well. Since race and ethnicity
are also associated with access inequalities that are not fully explained by so-
cioeconomic status, however, government policy should be informed as well by
an independent concern for racial and ethnic fairness. Equitable access to in-
formation technologies should be among the explicit objectives of programs for
the education of bilingual and migrant students, for the setting of educational
standards, for the reform of assessment protocols, and for the accreditation of
teachers and of education schools. Racial, ethnic, and cultural diversity shiould
also be taken into consideration when designing educational software and
when prioritizing the digitization of educational content, supported by federally
stupported ethnographic research and by higher educational and apprentice-
ship programs designed to enhance diversity within the professional commu-
nity that develops such programs and content.

" Derived from figures presented in lable A3 of Roberc . Anderson, etal., Universal Access to E-Mail: Feasi-
bility and Societal Implications (Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corpaoration, 1995), . 184, which was in turn based
on .S, census data extracted from Current Popudacion Survey, October 1993 (machine-readable data file)
(Washington, D.C.: Bureau of the Census, 1994),

131 . B .

Margaret Petrella, Pew Research Center for the People and the Press, Washinglon, D.C., private telephone
communication, August 1996, based on unpublished data from a 1995 survey whose principal resuits appear
inTimes Mircor Center. Technolagy in the American Household, 1995,

[RE . T . . . N
U5, Department of Convmerce, Falling Through the Net. A Survey of the “Hare Nots™ in Rusal and Urban
Amterica (Washington, D.C., Julv 19951, pp. 3-4, Table 4.
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7.4 Geographical Factors

When the United States is divided into four regions—West, Midwest, Northeast,
and South—for comparative purposes, students in these regions are found to
encounter an in-school computer density that differs by no more than ten per-
cent from the national average.'*® Certain regional differences do exist, how-
ever, in the use of technology. Students in the Southern region, for example, are
32 percent less likely to be heavy users of school computers,'* and 25 percent
less likely to use computers for “higher-order or mixed” activities,'* than West-
ern students. Examining the density and use of computers along a different
dimension, students in rural schools have (somewhat surprisingly) been found
to enjoy a 24 percent higher ratio of computers to students than those attending
suburban schools, and fully 40 percent higher than students enrolled in city
schools.'™ These effects largely vanish, however, when school size is statistically
controlled;'*" it would appear that rural schools may have more computers per

student only because they are smaller.""!

Certain forms of access inequities are not evident when schools are coarsely
categorized by region and urbanicity, but become apparent when other, finer-
grained classificatory schemes are used to identify geographical groupings
characterized by common (actual or potential) problems. Inner city students,
for example, are clearly immersed in an environment that differs markedly from
that of a wealthy urban neighborhood or a middle-class “edge city,” and are
likely to suffer special disadvantages, and to have special needs, that do not

6 . D L .. .
[EA Computers in Education Study, as analvzed and reported in Table 6.2 of Becker. Analysis and Trends. p.

Al

e Derived from figures reported in Table 6.5 of Becker, Analvsis and Trends. p. 55, which are in turn based on
data provided by students in the 1992 IEA Computers in Education Suidy, “Heavy” use was defined according
to an activity index hased on the frequency with which each surveyed student reported engaging in each of
nine distinct computer-based activities.

138 . o - . o - S :
Derived from Table 6.6A of Becker, Analysis and Trends. p. 55, which is again based on student data from
the 1992 1EA Computers in Education Study.

139 . - : - R :
I'hese (enrollment-weighted) computer density figures were derived from Table 6.2A of Becker, Analysis

and Trends, p. 51, which is based on the 1992 1EA Computers in Education Study.

110 . R . . . . . .
Based on a multivariate regression analvsis of the 1992 1TEA survey data reported in Becker, Anadvsis and

lrends, p. o

4 o . ‘ . . . .
See Footnote 109 for a briet discussion of the welationship between computer density and school size.
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surface in surveys that treat all three as members of the single category “ur-
ban.”'** Such studies may also miss the problems faced by certain rural schools
located in areas lacking the local “points of presence” or affordable high-
bandwidth telecommunication links that are typically required to provide cost-
effective access to online services and Internet service providers. Schools lo-
cated within geographic areas in which there is little technology-oriented busi-
ness uctivity may also be disadvantaged relative to those in high-tech areas.'"
While individual states and school districts may well be in the best position to
solve some of these problems, the Panel believes that the federal government
has an important role to play in monitoring the use of educational technology
throughout the country with an eye toward minimizing the extent to which the
educational opportunities available to our children are constrained by geo-
graphical happenstance.

7.5 Gender

On average, girls and boys differ only slightly in their use of computers at
school. The 1992 IEA data set yields results that are typical of studies in this
area, indicating that boys make three percent greater use of school computers
than girls.'"” Another survey, however, suggests that boys and girls differ signifi-
cantly in the ways in which they use computers at school. Although high school
girls made 50 percent greater use of the computer for word processing than
their male classmates, for example, they accounted for only 26 percent of all
elective comnputer use before and after school, and for only 20 percent of all in-
school computer-based game-playing activities.'"’

As in the school, overall gender differences in computer use within the home
are small. In a 1994 survey, for example, 53 percent of all parents reporting use

N Y . . . .
Additional research based an contempuorary detwographic clustering technigques might well help o tease
out the nature and magnitude of such finer-grained geographical effects.

"% he effect of such differences on the differential availability of volunteers capable of providing technology-
related assistance to the schools is discussed briefly in Section 9.3, n addition. schouols in certain geographic
areas may be handicapped by a relative lack of commercially available technical supportand consulting
services.

134 Lo . : o’ -
Denved [rom data reported in‘Table GAA of Becker, Analvsis and Trends p 54

145 ; - . TS . ,
" Derived from figures presented in Table 6, Becker and Sterling, “Equity in School Computer Hse,” p. 302,
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of a home computer by one or more children indicated that the most frequent
user was a boy, while 47 percent said that a girl made heaviest use of the com-
puter. Again, however, the narure of that use differed: Girls were more likely to
use a home computer for school work and for word processing,'*® while boys
were nearly twice as likely to play (non-educational) computer-based games.'*’

A modest amount of research has attempted to identify factors that might ac-
count for gender-specific differences in the appeal and effectiveness of certain
types of programs and of various environments and contexts for computer

¥ The differential use of word processing software may well be related to
other gender-specific differences in linguistic behavior, and gender-related so-
cial factors (aggressive contention for computer resources by boys in certain
school environments, for example, which may intimidate their female class-
mates) may account for the lesser participation of girls in certain forms of un-
structured, elective computer-based activities.' There is also some evidence
that girls and boys engaging in computer-related learning activities may differ

in their relative responses to cooperative, competitive, or individualistic reward
structures.'™

use

Much remains to be learned, however, about the technology-related proclivities
and usage patterns of male and female students of various ages. Although nei-
ther boys nor girls would appear to suffer a clear disadvantage in the overall use
of computers, the differential usage patterns observed both at school and

Ho Fortyv-six percent of all girls and 35 percent of all boys were reported to use a computer at home for school
work. The corresponding figures for word processing were 42 percent and 31 percent, respectively. Questions
were posed, however, in such a way that these two categories were not considered mutually exclusive. sug-
gesting the possibility that the former difference is in fact accounted for in large part by the latter. (Times
Mirror Center, Technology in the American Household, p. 31.)

Era . . .

* Forty-seven percent of all boys played non-educational games, compared with only 24 percent of all girls.
Bovs and girls, however, did not differ significantly in their use of the computer to play educational computer
games. (Times Mirror Center, Technology in the American Household, p. 31.)

M8 for a brief review of some of this work, see Rosemary E. Sutton, "Equity and Computers in the Schools: A
Decade ol Research,” Review of Educational Research 61 (1991), pp. 484-485.

it - . “ .
'Sutton, “Equity and Computers.” pp. 485-486.
‘ Roget [ Inhnson, David W lohnson, and Marv Beth Stanne, “Effects of cooperative, competitive, and indi-

vidualistic goal structines on computer-assisted instruction,” Journal of Educational Psychology 77 (1985), pp.
BOR-GTY.

79




within the home raise the question of whether further research might lead to

software, content, and user environments that more effectively serve the nceds
of both.

7.6 Educational Achievement

Available evidence suggests that educational technologies may be even more
valuable to low-achieving students than to their higher-achieving peers."”"
While a meta-analysis that examined (among other things) 20 studies of the in-
structional use of word processing found a 27 percent average improvement in
writing quality overall, for example, the nine studies that were based on pro-
grams for remedial students showed an average improvement of 49 percent.'™
Educationally disadvantaged students in another computer-based instruction
program recorded a 90 percent average performance improvement in mathe-
matics—far higher than the gains typically realized by high-achieving stu-
dents."”™ In spite of the potential value of educational technology for low-
achieving students, however, such students would appear to have less in-school
access to computers than higher achievers, particularly at the high school level.
In the 1992 IEA Computers in Education survey, for example, 11th grade stu-
dents whose grades fell in the bottom 32 percent of the sample reported using
school computers for an average of 22 percent fewer hours than the 19 percent
whose grades were highest."”'

Another way in which underperforming students may be disadvantaged with
respect to their higher-achieving classmates is in the different types of com-
puter-based learning activities to which they are exposed. While high achievers
may be allowed to use computers in the performance of relatively complex,

151 . .

1t should be acknowledged. however, that such statements are somewhat ill-defined under circumstances
in which there is no straightforward wav to compare performance improvements measured within ditferent
regions of the performance scale.

X . . : .
Robert L. Bangert-Dhowns, " The word processor as an instructional ool A meta-analysis o word proe
essg N writing instruction.” Review of Fducationa Researci 63 019931, pp. 69-93,

Y . . — e .

Karen Swan, Urank Guerrero, Marco Mitrani. and John Schoener, “Honing in on the target: Who among the
educationally disadvantaged benelits most lrom what CBE™ Jowrnal of Researeh on Comypating in Fducation
220194900, pp. 381 A0S

KT ) . -
Derived rom data reported in Lables 6.0V and 641 of Becken Analvsis and [reneds, p. 31
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“authentic” tasks involving the acquisition and integration of a wide range of
factual and procedural knowledge, low-achieving students are more likely to be
assigned extensive drill and practice on isolated basic skills—presumably on
the assumption that remediation in these areas is a prerequisite to activities re-
quiring higher-level thinking and problem-solving skills. Many researchers now
feel, however, that such sequencing, however intuitively plausible, is in fact ill-
conceived, and should be abandoned in favor of a unified approach in which
both high- and low-achieving students acquire basic skills in the course of un-
dertaking substantial, “real world” tasks of the sorts discussed in Section 4.3.

7.7 Students with Special Needs

Technology may present special challenges to students with learning disabili-
ties, behavioral disorders, emational problems, or physical disabilities, but may
also provide them with unique opportunities for more effective learning. In the
case of such students, equalaccess may not imply equitable access; special
measures must sometimes be taken to ensure that they are afforded the maxi-
mum possible benefit from the use of educational technology. Forturnately,
technology itself may often prove instrumental in providing such special assis-

tance.

Children with certain mobility or sensory impairments, for example, may be
able to use single-finger devices, joysticks, mouthsticks, or other specialized
hardware to provide input to the computer. Students unable to enter data on a
conventional keyboard may be able to achieve the same effect through the use
of “eye gaze” technology, or by using a “single switch” device together with spe-
cial keyboard scanning software to select first a row, then a column, from a
“virtual keyboard” depicted on the monitor. Those who are unable to use a
mouse may be able to employ an alternative device together with a specialized
screen display to emulate conventional point-and-click operations. Shorthand
(based on either the standard Gregg system or the expansion of user-defined

" \hite educationally significant "assistive technologies” —svstems and deviees designed o increase the in-
dependence of a disabled person-—constituie the principal focus of this discussion. it should be noted that
some have argued fora greater emphasis on the application of "universal design” principles (involving, for
example, the incorporation ot redundant inputand outpit mechanisms) to ensure that technology is usable
by persons with awide vange of disabilities as well as by the general poputation.
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abbreviations) or interactive word prediction software may be used to reduce
the number of keystrokes required for keyboard input. Alternatively, Morse
code interpretation software can be used to support the input of arbitrary char-
acters using a single-switch device, or speech recognition algorithms may be
used to provide voice recognition capabilities within certain educational appli-
cations.

Assistive output technologies for students with disabilities include magnifica-
tion programs for low-vision students and systems that use voice synthesis
technology to read out screen information or the contents of printed docu-
ments to blind students. The latter technology may also be incorporated in
“augmentative communication systems” that allow non-speaking students to
converse using digitally synthesized speech. Both local- and wide-area net-
works may be used to permit students with various forms of mobility limita-
tions or communication impairments to access and exchange information,
making available valuable learning resources that might otherwise be inacces-
sible. Technology also has the potential to significantly expand the educational
opportunities available to children with learning disabilities—currently the
largest category of students with special needs—and may prove valuable for
children with emotional probleins or behavioral disorders as well, though fur-
ther research will be necessary to characterize the ways in which technology
might best be deployed on behalf of such students.

The essential role of the federal government in insuring access to educational
technologies for students with special needs arises in part from the fact that,
within a typical school district, the number of students with a given disability is
likely to be too small to adequately amortize the cost of researching, develop-
ing, and effectively deploying the assistive technologies that would provide ap-
propriate educational support for those students. In the case of less common
disabilities, even the typical state is unlikely to have the resources that would be
necessary to independently provide the necessary support. Federal funding
should thus be provided for research on the use of technology to support
learning by students with various forms of disabilities, for the development of
assistive hardware and software for use in the school, and for protessional
training in the use of such technologies.

o
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Research and Evaluation

In view of both the significant changes and the substantial investment in hard-
ware and infrastructure, software and content, professional development, and
support services that will be required to make effective use of computing and
networking technologies within our nation’s K-12 schools, it is perhaps not sur-
prising that researchers, educators, policy-makers, and taxpayers have inquired
as to the available evidence regarding the efficacy and cost-effectiveness of
educational technology. In addition (and in the judgment of the Panel, more
importantly), any research that sheds light on how technology might be em-
ployed in a more efficacious (according to some reasonable set of criteria) or
cost-effective manner would be of great value in maximizing the ratio of benefit
to cost. With our nation now spending more than a quarter trillion dollars each
year on K-12 education, even small improvements in this ratio could have a
material impact on America’s aggregate state and federal budget deficit (as af-
fected by the denominator) and future economic competitiveness (as influ-
enced by the numerator).

We begin this section with a brief overview of what is currently known—and
equally important, what remains to be learned—about the effectiveness of vari-
ous traditional and constructivist approaches to the use of educational tech-
nologies. This is followed by a discussion of certain issues related to the meas-
urement of educational outcomes, and to the implications of these issues for
the comparison of alternative approaches to the use of technology. Questions
related to the funding and administration of educational technology research
are considered in the following subsection, and are followed by the Panel’s gen-
eral assessment of current research priorities. The final subsection examines
the case for federally sponsored research in educational technology from both a
theoretical and a practical viewpoint, and concludes with what is probably the
most significant recommendation of this report: that the federal government
dramatically increase its investment in research aimed at discovering what ac-
tually works, not only with respect to the application of educational technology,
butin the field of elementary and secondary education in general.
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8.1 Effectiveness of Traditional Applications of Technology

A substantial number of studies have been conducted over the past several dec-
ades with the aim of assessing the effectiveness of traditional, tutorial-based
CAl applications of the sort discussed in Section 4.1. While the experiments re-
ported in the literature were performed on various student populations, using
various instructional approaches, within various natural and laboratory envi-
ronments, and employing various experimental paradigms, a number of re-
searchers have used meta-analytic techniques' ™ to aggregate the results of
these studies in an attempt to arrive at a quantitative assessment of the utility of
computer systems within the field of education.

The findings of four such meta-analyses, each based on data gathered from
dozens of separate studies on the effects of “traditional” computer-based in-

137

struction ™ at the K-12 level, are summarized in Table 8.1. Each of these four
meta-analyses found that students using computer-based systems outper-
formed those taught without the use of such systems, with the magnitude of the
average outperformance computed in each meta-analysis varying between 25

and 41 percent of a standard deviation. The benefits of such traditional appli-

" lna meta-analysis (Gene V. Glass, Barry McGaw, and Mary Lee Smith, Meta-Analysis in Social Research
(Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications, 1981)1, the outcomes of a number of studies. selected according to well
explicated, predefined criteria, are converted into a common, normalized form (in the cases considered here,
the "Glass effect size,” compated as the difference between the outcomes measured in the experimental and
control groups, expressed in number of standard deviations) so that conventional multivariate statistical
methads can be used to obtain an aggregated quantitative measure of the effect of interest. Among the at-
tractive properties of such techniquesis the abiliv to derive greater statistical power in the aggregate than is
present in any one of the constituent studies; even in the case where none of the individual studies supports
rejection of the null hypothesis according to conventional standards of statistical significance tdue to small
sample size, for example, or to a low "signal-to-noise ratio™) the resulis of a meta-analysis based on those
studies may in some cases be highly significant. it should be noted, however, that some rescarchers have
questioned the applicability and utility of meta-analytic techniques in the context of educational outcome
measurement. and that some prefer to relv on (raditional (non-guantitative) narrative reviews, white others
have proposed alternative techniques (see, for example, Robert E. Slavin, “Best-Evidence Synthesis: An Alter-
native to Meta-Analytic and Traditional Reviews,” in Evaluation Studies Review Yearbook Vol. 12, ed. William
R. Shadish and Charles S, Reichart (London: Sage Publications, 1988)) for the gquantitative abstraction of re-
sults gathered from multiple studies.

B We ave included in this category applications described as eithey "drill and tutorial.” “compuier-assisied
instritction,” “computer-enriched instruction” or “computer-ne anaged instruction™ in James A, Kulik, “Meta-
Analvtic Studies of Findings on Computer Boased Instruction.” in Techinology Assessment in Edwation and
Training, ed. Eva L. Baker and Howard 1 O'Neil, I, dlillsdale, NI Lawsence Erlbaum, 1990, Table 1.1, p. 12,
from wlhich this dati was obtained.
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cations have generally been found strongest in the case of students of lower so-
cioeconomic status, low-achievers, and those with certain special learning
problems.”™ In addition, students using such systems have generally been
found to learn significantly faster, to enjoy their classes more, and to develop
more positive attitudes toward computers (although not necessarily toward the

subject matter being taught)."”

Table 8.1
Meta-Analyses of the Effectiveness of
Traditional Computer-Based Instruction'®
, Number of | Instructional Average

Meta-Analysis

¥ Studies Levels Effect

Size''
Hartley (1978)" 33 Elementary & 0.41
secondary

Burns & Bozeman Elementary &
(1o8n'™ 44 secondary 0-36
Bangert-Drowns, Kulik .
& Kulik (1985)"" 51 Secondary 0.25
Kulik, Kulik & Bangert- .
Drowns (1990)" 14 Elementary 0.40

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

158 . . . : " .
" Barhara Means and Kerry Olson, “Teettnology’s Role in Educational Reform,” report tor the ULS. Depart-
ment of Fdueaton, Otfice of Educational Researeh and Improvement (Washington, D.C: September 1995,

- . I
Kulik, "Meta-Analytic Studies.




While the preponderance of evidence would seem to argue for the efficacy of
traditional computer-assisted instruction, some researchers have raised ques-
tions related to the methodology employed in these studies, or to the interpre-
tation or import of the results they yielded. In particular, issues have been
raised regarding the size and experimental designs of many of the underlying
studies, the amenability of these studies (which often differ significantly in
multiple dimensions) to meta-analytic aggregation, the robustness (after con-
trolling for various contextual factors) and temporal persistence of the meas-
ured effects, the independence of those responsible for evaluating efficacy, and
the possibility of systematic bias against the publication of negative results."”

Given adequate funding, all of the above questions could be addressed through
a well-designed program of rigorous, carefully controlled, independently repli-
cated research conducted over a reasonable period of time. Such a program,
however, would still not address what may well be the most important issue as-
sociated with the evaluation of traditional applications of educational technol-
ogy using traditional measures of educational achievement: whether the vari-
ables being measured are in fact well correlated with the forms of learning we
wish to facilitate.

160 R e, ;
Adapted from Kulik, “Meta-Analytic Studies,” Table 1.1, p. 12.
161 . . . _— .
Mean Glass effect size, as defined in Footnote 156.

162 oo S . - C e .
S8, Hartley, "Meta-Analysis of the Effects of Individually Paced Instruction in Mathematics,” Dissertation
Abstracts Internatianal, 38(7-:4), 1003 (University Microfilms No. 77-29, 926, 1978).

63, . . . . ) . .
P K. Burns and W, C. Bozeman, "Compuier-assisted instruction and mathematics achievement: Is there a
relationship?” Educational Technology 21 (1981). pp. 32-39.

' Robert L. Bangert-Drowns, James A. Kulik, and Chen-Lin Kulik, “Effectiveness of Computer-Based Instruc-
tion in Secondary Schools,” Journal of Computer-Based Instruction 12 (1985), pp. 59-68. as updated in Chen-
Lin Kulik and James A. Kulik, “Etfectiveness of computer-bascd instruction: An updated analysis,” Computers
in Auman Behaviors (1991}, pp. 75-94.

165 s oren e [ .

"” Chen-Lin Kulik, James A. Kulik and Robert 1. Bangert-Drowns, “Effectiveness of Mastery Eearning Pro-
grams: A Meta-Analysis, Review of Educational Researcli 60 (19901, pp. 265-299, as updated in Kulik and Kulik.
"Effectiveness of computer-based instruction.” pp. 75-94.

" 1t should also be poted thatmuch of the rescareh summarized here was based on text-only applications
executed on early, time-shared minicomputer systems. Generalizations o a contemporary computational
environment based on networked personal computers with extensive graphics capabilitivs must thus be ap-
proached with caution.




8.2 Research on Constructivist Applications of Technology

In view of the emphasis placed by current educational reform efforts on higher-
order thinking and problem-solving activities and on learning models based on
the active construction by each student of his or her own knowledge and skills,
it is natural to ask what is currently known—and what remains to be learned—
about the extent to which widely usable constructivist applications of
computing and networking technologies (as discussion in Section 4.3) in fact
achieve desirable educational outcomes in a cost-effective manner. A review of
the relevant research literature, however, suggests that although a substantial
amount of very interesting ard potentially significant work has already been
dane, we are not yet able to answer this question (nor, indeed, even to define it
precisely) with the degree of certainty that would be desirable from a public
policy viewpoint.

Although a limited number of (often quite promising) empirical studies have
already been published, much of the research literature dealing with construc-
tivist applications of technology consists of theoretical and critical analysis, re-
ports of informal observations, and weli-articulated but high-inference rea-
soning based on research conducted over the past two decades in cognitive, de-
velopmental and social psychology, and in such areas as artificial intelligence,
adolescent motivation, and even international economics and human resource
management. Although this progenitive research is itself often quite sound, the
specific pedagogical applications to which such theory has given rise in the
field of educational technology have thus far been subjected to only limited
(though by no means negligible) rigorous experimental testing.

Research in the interdisciplinary field of cognitive science, for example, has in
recent years provided convincing evidence that the human processing of visual,
linguistic and other data entails the active fitting of such input into a rich inter-
nal framework of “real world” knowledge and expectations, and not simply the
passive assembly of a mass of external data into an emergent whole. Our up-
derstanding of human learning has similarly evolved (based on a wealth of evi-
dence collected over a wide range of different domains and media) from a proc-
ess based on the passive assimilation of isolated facts to one in which the
learner actively formulates and tests hypotheses about the world, adapting,
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elaborating, and refining internal models that are ofien highly procedural in

167

nature.

There is little question that such research provides fertile ground for the for-
mulation of compelling hiypotheses regarding the ways in which traditional
pedagogical methods might be modified to take advantage of these advances in
our understanding of the nature of perception, cognition, and learning. It is
well to remember, however, that the history of science (and more specifically, of
educational research and practice) is replete with examples of compelling ap-
plication-specific hypotheses that seem to arise “naturally” from well-founded
theory, but which are ultimately refuted by either rigorous empirical testing or

manifest practical failure."”

Knowledge of the nature of learning and thought is
closely related to, but nonetheless distinct from, knowledge of the best ways to
cause such learning to take place. While the former may well prove to be of
immeasurable assistance in the course of acquiring the latter, it is important
that a confounding of the two not lead us to underestimate the importance of
empirical research aimed at validating our hypotheses concerning the efficacy

and cost-effectiveness of specific constructivist applications of technology.

These observations are by no means intended as a criticism of educational
technology research based on constructivist principles; rather, they reflect the
fact that such research is still at a relatively early stage of development. Much of
the research currently being conducted on constructivist applications of tech-
nology is formative in nature—intended more as a preliminary exploration of
new intellectual territory than a definitive evaluation of any one possible solu-
tion. Such research is often (and in the case of many constructivist applica-
tions, necessarily) characterized by the simultaneous manipulation of a num-
ber of different variables, and should ultimately be foliowed by subsequent (and

o The distinction we are drawing here is between declarative knowledge (tor examiple, the fact that the
square of a negative real number is alwavs positive) and procedural knowledge tan algorithm for alphabetiz-
ing a list of words, oy example. or a strategy for attacking a complex problem by {irst solving a related, but
simpler problem).

e Indecd. the wadespread current acceptance of the central tenets of constructivism within the educationat
reform movement, combined wath the lact that constructivist practice seeris to folfow so naturally from a
well-established body of underlying seientific theory, should perbaps fead us to be especially vigilant in
guarding against an ideological trather than w scientificy approach o the evaluation of educational applica-
tions of technology.

)
.
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often time-consuming) experiments designed to tease out the underlying
sources of any positive effects. Formative research on constructivist applica-
tions of technology also tends to be more difficult to generalize to other educa-
tional contexts than is the case for traditional computer-assisted instruction.
Additional research may be required, for example, to determine the extent to
which positive effects persist in the hands of less capable or less motivated
teachers, within different sorts of student populations, or in the absence of
comparable financial resources.

In fairness, it should be noted that some useful empirical work has already been
done to validate the efficacy of educational approaches based in various ways
on a constructivist pedagogical model. Moreover, such results as have been re-
ported thus far have generally been both interesting and encouraging. One ex-
ample is provided by The Adventures of Jasper Woodbury, a series of extended,
open-ended, videodisc-based problem-solving exercises developed by the Cog-
nition and Technology Group at Vanderbilt University. While students partici-
pating in the Jasper program acquired basic mathematical concepts at about
the same rate as matched controls,'™ superior performance was measured on
relatively complex single- and multistep word problems, and on various high-
level planning tasks requiring the formulation of multiple subgoals." Other re-
searchers have published promising empirical results related to the use of soft-
ware tools,'”' network-based collaboration," and computer simulation*"’
within a constructivist framework.

low . . . - . - . .
Given the lact that students involved in the Jasper program had less time available for hasic math instrue-
tion, the attainment of paritvin this dimensionsitselt worthy ol note.

e Cognition and Technology Group at Vanderbilt University. “The Jasper Series as an Example of Anchored
Instruetion: Theory, Program Description, and Assessinent Data.” Educationsd Psychologisi 27 119925 pp. 2918 -
315,

i See, for example, C.OAL Gardoer, B L Simmons, and R 1. Simpson, * The Eftects of CAland Hands-On Ac-
tivities on Elementary Students” Attitudes and Weather Knowledge,” School Science and Meathematics 92
119921, pp. 334-336: and Bangert-Drowns, * Lhe Word Processor as an hnstructional lool” pp. 69-93.

[, S . . N . . - .
See, tor example, Margaret Riel. "Cooperative Learnmg Actoss Classtooms in Electronic Learning Ciscles,
Instructional Science 19 (1990, pp. 445-466.

1 Although gathered within i different context (the training of U.S, military personnel), a substantial body of
empirical data related to the effectiveness ot computer simulation-based carng is sunimarized in Jesse O
lansky. Carl ). Dahlman, Colin B Hammon, John Metzko, Henry 1 Tavlor and Christine Youngbint, “Fhe value
of Simulation tor Training.” IDA Paper -2982 (Alexandria, VA The Institute tor Defense Analvsis, Septembes
R RN
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Overall, however, considerably less empirical research has been done on the
effectiveness of constructivist applications of technology than on traditional,
tutorial-based applications. This disparity is attributable to several factors. The
first arises from the relative lack of well-defined, well-accepted metrics for the
comparative evaluation of educational outcomes within a constructivist con-
text. Conventional, standardized multiple-choice tests offer the advantages of
widespread availability, straightforward administration and scoring, and famili-
arity to and credibility with the public at large. Such tests, however, tend to
place greater emphasis on the accumulation of isolated facts and basic skills,
and less on the acquisition of higher-order thinking and problem-solving skills,
than would be desirable for the measurement of those forms of educational at-
tainment that are central to current educational reform efforts.

If the goals of the educational reform movement are to be reached, it is essential
that care be taken to establish what Hawkins refers to as “a system in which the
pedagogy is not in tacit conflict with the accounting.”"™ Since researchers, edu-
cators and software developers can be expected to develop content and tech-
niques that optimize student performance with respect to whatever criteria are
employed to measure educational attainment, progress will depend critically
on the development of metrics capable of serving as appropriate and reliable
proxies for desired educational outcomes, and enjoying reasonably widespread

acceptance by researchers, educators, parents, and legislators.'”

While empirical research on constructivist applications of technology has been
complicated by questions related to the manner in which “favorable” educa-
tional outcomes should be defined and measured for purposes of evaluating
the relative effectiveness of alternative approaches, progress has also been im-
peded by a critical lack of funding, as discussed in Section 8.4. Evenin the ab-

Jan Hawkins, “Dilemmas,” in Edncation and Technology: Reflections on Comypnating in Classrooms, ed.
Charles Fisher, David C. Dwyer, and Keith Yocam (San Francisco, CAz Jossey-Bass, 19963

15 . . . . . .
Ihe importance ol community support for the metrics that will be used to evaluate educational outcomes

is illustrated by the case of Belnidge School, in MoKittrick, CA, which mvested heavily in the acquisition ot
technology foruse ina constiuetivisi-oriented K-8 program aimed primarily at the development of higher-
order thinking skills through involvement in various challevgang, “authentic” tisks, Although the progiam
wis not designed with the goal of increasing st: ndardized test scotes, pavents were angered when average
scores on the lowa Test ol Basic Skills failed to nerease atter the program’s first vear, and picketed the school,
demanding that the program be terminated in Favor ot a "back o basics” agenda,
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sence of such factors, the development of a rich evaluative literature is an in-
trinsically time-consuming process. It would be unrealistic to expect the lit-
erature to be as broad and mature in the case of educational technology based
on constructivist principles as the body of primary research and meta-analysis
that has been developed over a period of several decades for traditional com-
puter-based tutorial applications. Although time and resources will be required
to develop a firm, scientific understanding of the strengths and limitations of
the constiuctivist approach and (perhaps more importantly) of the specific
techniques that are likely to prove maost effective and cost-effective in practice,
the Panel believes such research to be critically important and worthy of sub-
stantial and sustained federal support.

8.3 Priorities for Future Research

While research in a wide range of areas could directly or indirectly facilitate the
effective utilization of educational technology within our nation’s K-12
schools," " much of the research that the Panel believes to be most important
falls into one of the following three categories:

. Basic research in various learning-related disciplines and funda-
mental work on various educationally relevant technologies

2. Early-stage research aimed at developing new forms of educational
software, content, and technology-enabled pedagogy

3. Empirical studies designed to determine which approaches to the
use of technology are in fact most cffective

Among the underlying research areas encompassed by the first category are
various aspects of cognitive and developmental psychology, neuroscience, arfi-
ficial intelligence, and the interdisciplinary field of cognitive science, which
have already shed substantial light on the nature of iearning, reasoning, mem-

e Examples not discussed in this subsection include further studies of the ways in which computers are
currently used in American schoolssresearch on techniques (including those based on the use of technology)
tor preparing teachers o employ weehnology etectively within the classroom; investigations of various topics
lalling within the ficld of educational cconomics; and a number of aspects ot educational research that, while
not specifically dealing with the use of computers or networks, are nonethieless relevant o the ways in which
technology might be most effectively uiilized within the curriculum.,
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ory, and perception. In addition, several areas of research within the field of
computer science have the potential to play important roles in the develop-
ment of enabling technologies for educational applications. The potential
value of continued progress on both the scientific and engineering fronts ar-
gues for the continued federal funding of both categories of research, which
could ultimately provide significant returns not only in the area of educational

technology, but in other areas of significance from a public policy viewpoint as
well.

The second category of research that the Panel believes should he supported at
the federal level includes exploratory work focusing on the deve lopment and
preliminary testing of innovative new approaches to the application of technol-
ogy in education which are unlikely to originate from within the private sector.
While the later stages of research, development, and product engineering are
likely to be driven largely by industrial efforts, there are both theoretical and
empirical reasons to believe that only the federal government can be expected
to provide an appropriate level of funding for much of the early-stage research
that the Panel! believes should now be conducted in the field of educational
technology.

This situation arises from a particular form of economic externality related to
the lack of appropriability of certain forms of intellectual property. Suppose. for
example, that a particular private company (referred to below as Company A)
were to expend significant resources on research aimed at the discovery of
powerful new techniques for the application of technology to education. While
Company A might well find it possible to commercially exploit any successful
resuits that might be discovered in the course of its research—through the sale
of a proprietaiy software product to schools, for example—it would generally be
unable to prevent other companies from analyzing this product and using the
benefits of this analysis to design a competing product, thus appropriating for
themselves a portion of the returns accruing from the results of Company A's
research, and consequently reducing Company A's profitability.

Anticipating its inability to capture the full benefit of its investment in research,
Company A (and all of its competitors, since each would be faced with the same
dilemma) may be expected to systematically invest less (and in many realistic
cases, dramatically less) on research and developiment than would be optimal
both from the economic viewpoint of Company A and its competitors in the ag-

92 . .
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gregate, and from the viewpoint of students, schools, and society as a whole.
Such “free-rider” problems are classically resolved through the use of pooled
funding at the highest possible level of taxing authority—in this case, through
investment at the federal level. (State or local funding would result in another
free-rider problem, with each state or locality having an incentive to systemati-
cally underinvest in research funding in order to “ride in the tailwind” of the
others.)

In the Panel’s view, such economic externalities, combined with the potential
“multiplier effect” that can be realized when carefully targeted early-stage gov-
ernment research funds are used to seed later-stage private sector R&D, provide
a strong case for the federal funding of early-stage research aimed at developing
new forms of educational software, content, and technology-enabled pedagogy.
To date, the level of federal support for such research has been quite low relative
to the associated potential returns, and such funding as has been available has
been concentrated largely in the areas of mathematics and science education
(where grants from the National Science Foundation have made a significant
impact). While math and science will indeed play a critical role in preparing
our children for the demands of the twenty-first century, the Panel believes that
the level of federal funding for early-stage research on innovative applications
of educational technology should be increased in many areas, including the
language arts, social studies, and creative arts.

In order to maximize the likelihood of discovering intellectually divergent, but
highly effective approaches, support »hould initiaily be provided for a substan-
tial number of independent, investigator-initiated, early-stage research projects
based on a wide range of alternative approaches. Research in this second cate-
gory, however, will be preliminary and formative in character, and cannot be
expected to yield definitive, reliable, broadly generalizable results that provide a
clear indication as to which approaches to the use of educational technology
are in fact likely to prove most effective in practice. The derivation of such em-
pirical results is among the principal goals of the research described in the last
of the three categories identitied above.

In the Panel’s judgment, the principal goal of such empirical work should not
be to answer the question of whether computers can be effectively used within
the school. The probability that elementary and secondary education will prove
to be the one information-based industry in which computer technology does
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not have a natural role would at this point appear to be so low as to render un-
conscionably wasteful any research that might be designed to answer this
question alone.

Even if it were deemed to be desirable to gather evidence for the overall effec-
tiveness of technology in education, current educational trends would make the
interpretation of such research more difficult than was the case in the early days
of computer-assisted instruction. Technology has in recent years been in-
creasingly seen not as an isolated addition to the conventional K-12 curriculum,
but as one of a number of tools that might be used to support a process of com-
prehensive curricular (and in some cases, systemic) reform. In such an envi-
ronment, attempts to isolate the effects of technology as a distinct independent
variable may be both difficult and unproductive. The Panel believes the kinds
of findings that might actually prove useful in practice are more likely to arise
from research aimed at assessing the effectiveness and cost-effectiveness of
specific educational approaches and techniques that make use of technology.

In view of the enormous investment our country imakes in education each year
and the high stakes associated with the quality of the education our children re-
ceive, it is essential that such research be conducted in a manner and on a scale
that are capable of providing educators, policy-makers, parents, and the general
public with well-grounded, scientifically credible results that can be applied
with confidence in the context of actual educational decision-making. Early-
stage, explaratory research of the sort described in the second category outlined
above should be used to formulate well-explicated, falsifiable hypotheses suit-
able for rigorous empirical testing. These hypotheses should then be subjected
to potential refutation through the execution of well-designed, carefully con-
trolled experiments having sufficient statistical power to distinguish genuine
effects of relatively modest size from differences that can easily be explained as
chance occurrences.

One of the most obviously salient dimensions in the design of such experiments
is size: once formative research has yielded hypotheses that are deemed suffi-
ciently promising to warrant further evaluation, a number of independently
conducted, large-scale empirical studies, each following a substantial number
of students over a significant period of time, will be necessary to obtain statisti-
cally significant results involving a non-trivial number of dependent and inde-

pendent variables. Since different approaches may prove optimal in different

94




subject areas, at different grade and ability levels, with different sorts of teach-
ers, and for students with different needs, interests, backgrounds, current
knowledge, and learning styles, the systematic investigation of how technology
might best be used to improve K-12 education in the United States is likely to
involve hundreds of thousands of student-years of experimental research.

Another important consideration is the extent to which the results of a given
empirical study can be generalized to other educational settings. While ex-
perimentation within an unusually enriched laboratory environment may well
be productive under certain circumstances, it is important that a substantial
amount of research also be conducted under conditions more typical of actual
classrooms, using ordinary teachers (and not, for example, only those who are
unusually well educated or highty motivated), and without access to unusual fi-
nancial or other resources, for example, or to special outside support from uni-
versity researchers. If our goal is to understand how technology can best be
used within real schools, it is essential that, at some point, large-scale experi-
ments actually be conducted within such schools.

Finally, it is important that the results of such research—whether positive or
negative—be widely disseminated within the education and educational re-
search communities. High standards of peer review should be encouraged
within the scholarly journals that publish papers dealing with educational
technology, and federal support should be provided for conferences and work-
shops designed to bring researchers together for regular, informal interaction as
well as the timely presentation of new research results. Substantial federal
funding should also be provided for high-quality doctoral research on the use of
technology in education; apart from the direct contribution that such research
~an make to the state of knowledge within the field, federal support should help
to increase the output of Ph.D.s capable of conducting further research in this
area and/or preparing teachers to use technology effectively within their class-
rooms.

8.4 Research Funding

In the fong run, the Panel believes that much of the promise of educational
technology is likely to remain unfulfilled in the absence of a significant increase

in the level of funding available for research in this area. ‘This danger, however,




is probably best understood as a special case of a broader problem: the dra-
matic underfunding (relative to overall educational expenditure levels) of ‘u-
cation research in general.'’’

The magnitude of the problem is illustrated by a (somewhat oversimplified)
comparison between the American education system and the American phar-
maceutical industry. In 1995, the United States spent about $70 billion on pre-
scription and non-prescription medications, and invested about 23 percent of
this amount on drug development and testing. By way of contrast, our nation
spent about $300 billion on public K-12 education in 1995, but invested less
than 0.1 percent of that amount to determine what educational techniques ac-
tually work, and to find ways to improve them.

Moreover, ‘vhile pharmaceutical research expenditures have increased signifi-
cantly over the past few decades as new technologies opened new avenues for
medicinal innovation, research funded through the National Institute of Edu-
cation'™ dropped by a factor of five (in constant dollars) between 1973 and
1986." Although this situation has improved somewhat over the past decade,
the Department of Education continues to allocate a relatively insignificant
portion of its $30 billion annual budget to research.

In fairness, it should be noted that not all educational research is funded by the
Department of Education. Funds are also allocated by the Defense Depart-
ment, the National Science Foundation, the National Institutes of {1ealth, and
the National Institute for Mental Health for various forms of education-related
research and evaluation. While some of these expenditures (NSF funding for re-
search related to the teaching of science and mathematics at the elementary

o Indeed, the trend toward viewing technology as a tool for the implementation of broader educational re-
form makes it difficult to separate research on educational technology from rescarch on other aspects of edu-
cation. Our concerns in this subsection will thus unavoidably extend beyond the boundaries of educational
technology per se to encompass a number of aspects of education rescarch in general,

178 . , , e N . :
Nuring the years in question, the N1T was the federal gavernment's principal agencey for education re-
search,

e Based on data from U.S. General Aceounting Office, Fducation nformation: Changes in Funds and Priori-
ties Have Affected Production and Quality tWashington, 1.C., November 19871, p. 69, as reported in National
Academy of Education, Research and the Renewad of Education (Stantord, CA: National Academy of Education.
19910, pp. 15-16.
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and secondary school levels, for example) are directed toward K-12 education,
however, much of the mission-oriented research conducted in these other
agencies is less directly relevant.

State, local, and industrial support for research-related activities has for the
most part been limited to functions that are unlikely to significantly advance
the general state of knowledge within the field of education, including the col-
lection of statistical data for administrative and planning purposes and for
compliance with various statutary requirements, and support for local or state-
wide policy formulation. This phenomenon is easily accounted for by eco-
nomic externalities analogous to those discussed in Section 8.3: Because no
one state, municipality, or private firm could hope to capture more than a small
fraction of the benefits associated with a fundamental advance in our under-
standing of the best way to educate elementary and secondary students in gen-
eral, it would be unrealistic to expect such entities to conduct meaningful pro-
grams of basic research in education. While geographic decentralization may
well be a useful heuristic in “reengineering” government for the more efficient
execution of many public functions, the Panel believes this strategy to be gen-
erally inappropriate for the funding of research in either education in general or
educational technology in particular.

Although modest funding for education research has historically been available
through private foundations and corporate philanthropic programs, such in-
stitutions have in recent years tended to favor “action-oriented” programs over
research and evaluation. In a 1991 report summarizing the findings of its Proj-
ect on Funding Priorities for Educational Research, the National Academy of
Education reported that “there is concern in the research community that nu-
merous foundations are abandoning research in favor of demonstration proj-

ects with no research components whatsoever.”"™

In view of both the importance of elementary and secondary education to
America's future and the enormous investment our nation makes in such edu-
cation each year, the Panel recoinmends that after a brief transitional period in-
volving substantial yearly increases, a steady-state allocation of no less than 0.5

National Academy of Education, Rescarclt and the Renewal of Edvcation, pp. 24-25.
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percent of our nation’s aggregate K-12 educational spending (or approximately
$1.5 billion per year at present expenditure levels) be made to federally spon-
sored research aimed specifically at improving the efficacy and cost-
effectiveness of K-12 education in the United States.

While this sum may seem quite large in absolute terms, when expressed as a
fraction of total educational expenditures, it is some ten to twenty times lower
than the comparable ratio in most knowledge-based industries. More impor-
tantly, because even a modest improvement in the cost-effectiveness of the
educational process would result in an enormous reduction in the public ex-
penditures required to achieve a given level of educational outcomes, the Panel
believes that such an investment could result in substantial savings over time.
Even these savings, however, would likely pale by comparison with the long-
term dollar impact that a significantly improved K-12 educational system could
be expected to have on our nation’s economic competitiveness throughout the
early decades of the twenty-first century.

Since technology is likely to be inextricably integrated throughout the new cur-
ricula arising from such investigations, it may be counterproductive to seques-
ter all funds for educational technology research within a separate category, di-
vorced from other aspects of educational research. Rather than propose a spe-
cific value for the technological component of such research, the Panel would
thus offer only the qualitative recommendation that the use of computing and
networking technologies be considered and. where appropriate. investigated
whenever they might seem to be potentially useful in achieving the higher-level
educational goals that motivate the educational research program proposed in
this subsection.

8.5 Structural and Administrative Considerations

It should be noted that substantial federal funding is a necessary, but not a suf-
ficient precondition for progress in understanding the ways in which technol-
ogy might best be used to support K-12 education; also important is the man-
ner in which the federal government structures and administers the research
programs that are organized to effect such progress. As noted in Section 8.3, the
Panel believes that such a research effort should include federal support for a

relatively large number of small- and intermediate-scale projects managed in-
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dependently by individual investigators and small teams. Such projects should
be particulariv valuable over the next few years, when early-stage, exploratory
research is being conducted to generate hypotheses for rigorous empirical
testing. While some degree of programmatic coordination may be useful to en-
sure adequate coverage of all relevant areas, the principal focus of such an
early-stage program should be on extramural, investigator-initiated research,
with grants and contracts awarded largely through a process of peer review by
outside experts.

The Panel’s emphasis on the importance of numerous independently con-
ceived and executed research projects of relarively limited scale is not intended
to discourage the provision of large-scale, sustained federal funding directed
toward “centers of excellence” or other larger-scale programs; indeed, the
“critical mass” associated with such centers and programs could well play an
important role in catalyzing research progress in the field of educational tech-
nology. Such concentrated research efforts might be domiciled within aca-
demic institutions, research institutes, federal laboratories, or industrial sites,
and might in some cases be distributed among a number of different geo-
graphic locations. Particular attention should be given to collaborative efforts
that bring together universities and K- 12 schools for experimental research
situated within real classrooms—a type of project for which it is currently rela-
tively difficult to secure funding.

Large-scale, coordinated projects will be particularly important in the later
stages of research on the use of technology to support the objectives of educa-
tional reform, when hypotheses formulated during the early, exploratory phase
are ready for rigorous, empirical evaluation. In order to draw reliable conclu-
sions that can be used with confidence by educators and policy-makers, it will
be necessary to systematically gather data from a large number of schools. To
be maximally useful, such data should be collected in a well-coordinated, stan-
dardized manner (or at very least, should be sufficiently comparable to support
meaningful meta-analyses based on all relevant studies). This will require the
cooperation of a number of researchers and practitioners, and could be facili-
tated in important ways by programmatic coordination at the federal level. In
the long term, important results should also be independently replicated under
different conditions and by independent teams of investigators, adding further
to the scope and scale of such an undertaking, and to the amount ot data that

will need to be collected within authentic classroom environments.
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While the magnitude of these datz requirements may appear to be quite formi-
dable in absolute terms, it is actually very small relative to the enormity of
America's K-12 student population. While some may object on principle to the
use of our children as “guinea pigs,” the reality is that such research could easily
be organized in such a way as to involve only a small fraction of our nation’s
students, and to have a minimal impact on any single such student. Indeed,
given the importance of elementary and secondary educaiion, the substantial
percentage of all public expenditures that are allocated to its support, and the
widespread application of scientific methods to most other enterprises of com-
parable import, it is the lack of such experimentation that should perhaps be
most alarming from a public policy viewpoint.

To pursue our earlier comparison along a different dimension, although some
hundreds of thousands of Americans have been enrolled in FDA-approved trials
designed to gather data on the safety and efficacy of new drugs, we have never
undertaken an even remotely comparable effort to systematically collect the
sort of data that might help us to evaluate the effectiveness of the educational
techniques we are currently using to teach America’s 51 million K-12 students.
With suitable ethical controls'® to ensure (among other things) that students
are never subjected to experimental approaches believed to be inferior to cur-
rent best practice, a wealth of scientific data could be collected on the efficacy
of various approaches to the use of educational technologies by conducting tri-
als within a relatively large, reasonably representative set of actual classrooms
throughout the country. Even a small fraction of our nation’s student popula-
tion should be sufficiently large in absolute number to conduct numerous ex-
periments with statistical power adequate to tease out all but the smallest ef-
fects. By failing to conduct such experiments, we are in effect wasting an im-
mensely valuable source of data and foregoing an irreplaceable opportunity to
improve our educational system materially over time.

Although quantitative considerations of the sort discussed above will play an
important role in the formulation of federal policy for large-scale empirical re-

181 ) . . . X . . . )
One possible starting point for the design of such controls might be the American Psychological Associa-

tion's Ethical Principles in the Conduct of Research with Hunien Participants (\Washington, D.C: American
Psychological Association, [982), which in fact bear considerable similarity in some respects to those em-
ploved in FDA trials.
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search on educational technology. research qualin:will be equally important. A
concrete demonstration of what is attainable when the highest scientific stan-
dards are brought to bear on federally funded research in the area of educa-
tional technology is provided by the National Science Foundation, which is
highly regarded both for the quality of the research it has supported in the tield
of educational technology (and in other, related areas) and for the manner in
which funding decisions have been reached. While supporting a substantial in-
crease in NSE-sponsored research on the use of technology in education,' the
Panel believes it is also essential that comparable standards be maintained
within the Education Department’s Office of Educational Research and Im-
provement (OERD, whose present mandate with respect to K-12 education is
broader in certain important respects than that of the National Science Foun-
dation,"" and within any other agency that is assigned responsibility for re-
search relevant to elementary and secondary education.

To avoid the politicization and other problems which, in the past, have com-
promised the quality of research conducted under the auspices of OERI and its
institutional predecessors,™ concrete structural measures should be adopted
to ensure the excellence, independence, and scientific integrity of all federally
sponsored research on educational technology in particular and education in
general. Specifically. the Panel recommends that the President appoint a board
of distinguished outside experts to formulate an agenda for a coordinated, in-
ter-agency program of rigorous scientific research in the field of education, and
to oversee the execution of this program on an ongoing basis. The membership

of such an oversight board should inctude not only educational researchers, but

I . . . .

Lhis recommiendation, however, is predicated on the assumption that such additional research would be
funded through a corresponding increase in NSE'S overall budget, and woald not come at the expense of
other mportant tesearch progranis now suppotted by the Foundatuon.

i . . . .
Cetain sorts of research on the application ol technology to subject arcas other than serence and mathe-
matics. for example, falb more clearty within the provinee ot OLRL than that ol NSI2 As noted in Sections 1.6
and 8.3, the need tor further work in tiese other ancasis particularly argent at present.

" artinately, considerable attention has been gnen over the past several vears to the stiengtheping of
OLRE bath by dastinguished groups of outside experts and within the Department of Education itsell. T this
regard. itw worth noting that the Fanel is genenally supportive of the recommendations of the National Re
search Couneil's Conmittee on the Federad Role in Fducation Research (Richard CoAtkinsonand Gregg B
ackson, eds.. Besearclr aned ducational Reform: Roles for the Office of Educatonaf Rescarch and hmprovement
AVashington, .0 Nanonal Research Council, 189250 and oba number of proposals made by the National
Academy of Tducation tNational Academy of Educanon, Researcli and te Kenewal of ducation,
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also leading researchers in other disciplines that might be relevant in terms of
either content or methodology.

More generally, the Panel believes that substantially greater progress is likely to
be made in expanding the current state of knowledge within the field of both
education in general and educational technology in particular if research in
these areas is conducted not only by investigators who are already working in
the field of education, but also by highly qualified individuals trained in any of a
wide range of other scientific, mathematical, or engineering disciplines. While
it will be necessary for such individuals to acquire certain education-specific
knowledge and skills, many of the research methodologies, conceptual frame-
works, and technical skills associated with such disciplines are likely to prove
transferable to the development and rigorous evaluation of innovative peda-
gogical methods. Moreover, the participation of substantial numbers of such
individuals would seem likely to result in the infusion of new ideas into the
educational research community and the promotion of high standards of
methodological rigor within the field.

As it happens, American universities are currently producing more Ph.D.s in
certain scientific, mathematical, and engineering disciplines than can be read-
ily absorbed within the occupations for which they were trained, while many of
our national laboratories are searching for new ways to productively deploy
their respective pools of research talent. At such a time, the prospect of mobi-
lizing a substantial corps of researchers trained in other fields to work with edu-
cators and educational researchers toward the systematic improvement of
America’'s primary and secondary schools seems no less compelling th.an such
multidisciplinary historical antecedents as the Manhattan Project or the space
program. Federal support for such research efforts, and for graduate and post-
doctoral training aimed at preparing individuals trained in other disciplines to
conduct research applicable to K-12 education, could thus play an important
role in achieving the research objectives outlined in this report.

Another important public policy question related to research on educational
technologies is whether the deployment of computers and digital networks
within our nation’s schools should be delayed pending the availability of better
data on the ways in which such technologies might he most effectively used.
‘the Panel feels strongly that it would be a serious mistake to follow this course

of action, however tempting that nmight appear from a fiscal perspective. While
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one might wish that an ambitious program of research on educational tech-
nologies had been launched several years ago, limitations in our current knowl-
edge must not be used as an excuse to allow our schools to fall further behind
other information-bhased institutions in their use of computing and networking
technologies. In the words of Professor Chris Dede, “the most dangerous ex-
periment we can conduct with our children is to keep schooling them the same

at a time when every other aspect of our society is dramatically changing.”"

14 . . .
"Professor Christophier Dede, written statement submitted 1o the PCAST Panel on | ducanonal fechnology,

19495, p. 2.
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Programs and Policy

The future of educational technology in the United States will be determined
not solely by the President and his various agents within the executive branch
of government, but also by Congress, educators, the private sector, and the
public atlarge. The charge of this panel, however, was defined more narrowly:
While its members are hopeful that elements of this report may be of interest to
various other readers as well, the Panel's primary objective has been to advise
the White House on matters over which the President is capable of exerting at
least some measure of control or influence. In this section, we briefly review
some of the central elements of the Administration's current policy on educa-
tional technology, offering both feedback on current programs and suggestions
as to the sorts of actions the President might wish to take in the future.

9.1 The President’s Educational Technology Initiative

In his State ol the Union address on January 23, 1996, President Clinton an-
nounced the President’s Educational Technology Initiative, which was formu-
lated with the aim of ultimately achieving four top-level goals:

¢ Computers: “Modern computers and learning devices will be acces-
sible to every student.”

¢ Connectivity: “Classrooms will be connected to one another and to
the outside world.”

¢ Content: “Educational software will be an integral part of the cur-
riculum—and as engaging o the best video game.”

e Educators: “Teachers will be ready to use and teach with technol-

wldn

0gy.

" Exectitive Office of the President, ™ The Prosident's tducational lechnolopy Intiative,” <httpo/ /wwwe
wintehousegov/ WHLOP/ZOPhual/ ediech7hunl/edtech.himls, 19960 See also .S, Departiment of Educa-
tion, Gertog Aericd's Stuelents Ready for e 21t Century: Meetmg the fedhinology: Literaey Chiedlenge (\Wash
mgton, D.CL Tane 1996).
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While the current report is organized somewhat differently for expository pur-
poses, it will be noted that most of the areas the Panel has identified as critical
to the successful deployment of educational technology are encompassed by
the President’s initiative. Moreover, the Panel’s review of various documents
generated by the White House, the Department of Education, the Committee on
Education and Training of the National Science and Technology Council, the
Office of Science and Technology Policy, and other sources within the executive
branch suggests that the directions currently being pursued by the Administra-
tion are for the most part consistent with those the Panel believes to be most
important. This impression has been reinforced in the course of formal brief-
ings by and informal discussions with both federal officials and members of the
educational technology community.

The most important respect in which the Panel believes the President’s initia-
tive should be fundamentally broadened and strengthened, however, relates to
the pressing need for large-scale, federally sponsored research and evaluation,
as discussed in Section 8. More generally, the Panel believes that it will be diffi-
cult for our nation to realize the full potential of educational technology in the
absence of strong and substantive action at the federal level, the locus of which
must necessarily extend far beyond the bully pulpit. Although certain activities
may well be appropriate for execution at lower levels of government (as con-
templated by several of the proposals discussed below), it is important that re-
sponsibilities not devolve to the states and municipalities that cannot, in fact,

be efficiently or effectively discharged at those levels.

9.2 Funded Programs

One program that has successfully leveraged a relatively small federal invest-
ment to provide substantial benefit within a number of communities is the
‘Technology Learning Challenge, which provides funding to support the appli-
cation of technology within American schools. The program awards five-year
grants averaging S1 million each to local consortia headed by a board of educa-

tion or other local education agency, but including other partners as well."™

J .
Other particpants i a tpical consortiom might mctude hardw are and sottwane developers: telecommu

mcaton tinms: libraries, museiwms and commumiv centers: stawe education agences, colleges and unnersi-
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Members of each consortium are expecte'd to contribute substantially more
than half of the support required for the proposed project,'* resulting in the
application of a substantial multiplier to any funds provided by the federal gov-
ernment.

The program places a strong emphasis on content and curricula, professional
development, and the evaluation of educational effectiveness. As described in
the program announcement, “Challer.ge Grants for Technology in Education
are not about technology. Challenge Grants are about how te use technology to
improve learning.” Special preference is given to applications that “serve areas
with a high number or percentage of disadvantaged students or other areas
with the greatest need for educational technology,” addressing some of the con-
cerns expres ed in Section 7. The program was inaugurated in 1995 with the
award of 19 grants, selected (based on the recommendation of an external
panel of experts) from among the proposals of some 530 applicants. The Panel
strongly supports the continuation of the Technology Learning Challenge, and
believes that it should be funded at a significantly higher level."

Among the programs that together comprise the President’s Educational Tech-
nology Initiative, the most ambitious in financial terms is the Technology Liter-
acy Challenge, which was proposed by President Clinton on February 15, 1996.
The focal point of this program is a proposed $2 billion Technology Literacy

Fund that would be used to “catalyze and leverage state, local, and private scc-

tor efforts™™ to meet the four goals outlined in Section 9.1, Funds would be

ties; enter@inment producers: and local businesses, la 1995, cach funded consortiam had an ayerage of 20
stich pariners.

HY . ; o . _ .
Indeed. the actua) figure was in excess of 75 percent an average during the first vear ot the program’s op
cration.

" Apart from the opportunity cost associated with a missed opportunity to leverage the eorts of a large
number of communities, the unusually low funding ratio of this program implies an unusually large amomn
ol tirae spent preparing grant applications that will ultimately prove unsuccessful. This effect may he miti-
gated in part by the substantial number of applicant consortia who, according to anecdotal repotts, have
continued to work toward the utilization of technology within their respective communities even alter faibing
to secure federal support. 1owould be unfortanate, however, it budgetary constraints were {o resultio the
tunding of such a small percentage ol all meritorious applications that the selection process assumed the
character ot a lottery,

"y xecutinve Office o the President, " America’™s Technology Fitetacy Challenge ™ htipeooswaw whitchouse
LOVAVTHZLOP/OPThunl ediech/hmib/edtech humls, 1996, See also LS. Depatiment of [ ducation, Getring
Amrerica’s Student< Reacdy.
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allocated to each state based on student enrollment, but would be subject to a
one-to-one private sector matching requirement, which could take the form of
volunteer time or discounted products and services as an alternative to cash

contributions.'"

Each state would be given considerable flexibility in deciding
how to achieve the goals of the President’s Educational Technology Initiative.
Provisions are also included for funding educational technology projects initi-
ated by local communities or by consortia of private companies and local

communities.

Though the Panel does not believe that either the Technology Challenge Grants
or the Technology Literacy Challenge will in themselves be sufficient to realize
the full promise of educational technology, it is nonetheless supportive of both
of these programs, which it believes could play a particularly important role
over the next few years—a period during which wide-ranging, exploratory ex-
perimentation with a number of different technological and pedagogic ap-
proaches is likely to prove most productive. As examples of apparently suc-
cessful (or at least promising) applications of educational technology begin to
emerge, however, it will become increasingly important to follow up on such
anecdotal results with rigorous, systematic, large-scale experimentation to de-
termine which approaches are in fact most effective and cost-effective.

While some states have in recent vears been wary of nearly all forms of federal
involvement in the education of their students, the Panel believes that the fu-
ture welfare of a/l of our nation’s students will be compromised if provisions are
not made to ensure that individual states, localities, school districts, and
schools cooperate in collecting the invaluable and irreplaceable data that is
likely to be generated as a result of federally sponsored educational technology
programs. Once sufficient data has been collected, funding will also be re-
quiired for vesearch aimed at analvzing and interpreting this data. Because no
one state will be able to capture all of the benefits accruing from such studies, it
is important that rescarch funds be appropriated at the federal (and not the

"white matching progrms ot this sortare attractive o the extent they provide o mechanism for the use of
federal dollars 1o tever resources mobilized by local communities to address locally pereeived needs, itis mn

portant that consideration also be given to the needs of cconomicallv distressed cornmunities whose needs

mav be particulariy pressing, lutwhieh may have ditficuley fltilling such matehing requirements, even with
in-kind contributions.
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state or local) level in order to avoid a systematic underinvestment relative to
the economically optimal spending level, as discussed in Section 8.

The effort to incorporate technology within America’s K-12 schools has also
been directly or indirectly advanced by a number of other programs that have
been initiated, supported, or promoted by the White House. The Telecommu-
nications and Information Infrastructure Assistance Program, for example,
which was created in 1994 within the Commerce Department’s National Tele-
communications and Information Administration, has provided federal
matching funds (in partnership with state, local, and private sector sources) for
local efforts to develop the information infrastructure available to schools and
other public institutions. The Panel believes, however, that this program should
be funded at a level sufficient to provide support for a larger percentage of those
consortia whose applications are deemed meritorious.

From the viewpoint of educational technology, one of the most important
pieces of recently enacted federal legislation is the Telecommunications Act of
1996," which requires the Federal Communications Commission to revise the
universal service system in sucl a way that elementary and secondary schools
are provided with affordable access to advanced telecommunications services,
including wide area network connectivity.™ Although the discounting and/or
other mechanisms through which such access will be ensured have yet to be fi-
nalized,"" the Panel believes this legislation provides an unprecedented op-
portunity to address some of the inost important problems outlined in Section

. By e YRV . v . o . 190 «
3.4."" The IFCC has also recently issued a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking™ in

(RN . L .
Public Fasw 10:8 100 PO Sat, 56, 1996,

" g\‘.'hllv the Actdees notn fact autharize any additonal direet spending on educationa! technotogy. we
hive included it in this section becanse s iniversad access provisions have essentially the same economic
effect as an industry-specific tax whose tevenaes are targeted toward Tamong other things the subsidization
of educational networking costs, as discussed lurther in Footnote 195 below.

o Ihe Ace provided for the appointmenthy the FCC o ot Board consisting of thiee FCC commissioners,
tour State Public Dlity Commissioners, and one consumer wtility advocate to advise the Commission on the
nanner inwhich such universal service issues --including those relevant to the K 1.2 schools--should be ad
dressed. The Joint Board's reconunendations were subimitted in November 1996, while completion of the

FCC proceeding implementing these recommendations is scheduled for completion by May 8, 197,

1"y Lo
I aiadeal woild. the Panel would i fact recommend that the lundig required to conmect Anerica’s
schools o the Inermet he derived not rom an indusiny specific cross subsidy, but tvom general tederal reve:

nues, Indoed, om the viewpoint of economic theorny, the universad access iund man be regarded as bnanced
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response to private sector petitions for the allocation of a portion of the radio
frequency spectrum to be used on an unlicensed basis in conjunction with new
devices capable of providing wireless network connectivity within the nation’s
schools. Systems equipped with such devices could be especially valuable to
those schools in which the presence of asbestos or other infrastructural chal-
lenges would otherwise make the cost of wiring particularly expensive.

Other existing federal programs address certain of the teacher-related needs
identified in Section 5. The Departiment of Education’s Regional Technology
Consortia Program, for example, was designed to help educators (among oth-
ers) to utilize technology through various forms of professional development,
technical assistance, and information dissemination. The Educational Re-
sources Information Clearing House (ERIC) service provides sample lesson
plans, information related to educational reform, and answers to questions
posed by teachers via electronic mail; while this program encompasses a num-
ber of other aspects of education as well, ERIC could potentially be of consider-
able value in helping educators to integra‘ » technology into the curriculum.

9.3 Leadership and Coordination

In the present environment of fiscal austerity, tools available to the President for
effecting change with little or no budgetary impact have assumed special im-
portance. The Administration has thus far made considerable use of such toaols,
relying on the purposeful coordination of already-funded programs, the en-
couragement of extra-governmental efforts based largely on voluntarism, and
the personal persuasive powers of the President and Vice President to leverage
those aspects of the President’s Educational Technology Initiative that will re-

quire the appropriation or redeployrnent of federal funding. While suciy activi-

by aselective tx on the deployment tor equivalently, on the uses of wleconuiunicanons wechnologios, which
should in principle be at least mitdiv counterproductive with respect to the goad ot national competitive ness
within an increasingly technology-intensive global economy. Given a political envitonment in which direct
federal appropriations of this magnitude seem unlikely: however the Pancl views the lunding ieechanism
~pecitied in the Telecommunications Act of T996 as ajustifiable expedient. and is strongh cupportive ot its
use to provide connectivity tor the nation’s schools,

146 o . ) . . i .
1 ederal Communications Commussion, Notive of Proposed Rulemaking: NHSUPLRNetar 5 Gz ] Docket

No. 96-102, TCCYG- 193, <hup/ Awwawfee goy / Bureans/Eagineering Technology/ Notices/focin 193 0, 19496,
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ties should not be regarded as a substitute for funded initiatives, the Panel be-
lieves these efforts should be continued.

One example in the first category is provided by the Committee on Eduication
and Training (CET) of the National Science and Technology Council, which was
established in part to promote the use of technology for education and training,
and to coordinate the programs of the various federal agencies that currently
engage in education-related research and development. The CET Subcommit-
tee on Research and Development in Education and Training has identified four
“focus areas” to be pursued on a coordinated cross-agency basis: the demon-
stration of innovative educational technology and networking applications; the
formulation of new models for evaluating learning and learning productivity;
the development of high-quality, affordable technology-based learning tools
and environments; and research on learning and cognitive processes, with spe-
cial emphasis on the ways in which technology might be used to best support
the learning process.

Having reviewed the specific program elements defined within each of these ar-
eas and a few early examples of inter-agency cooperation in the development
and application of educational technologies, the Panel is supportive of the CET
Subcommittee’s efforts. It is important, however, to recognize the limitations of
an effort whose impact will be dependent in part on the sustained cooperation
of a diverse group of mission-oriented agencies, and not to rely on such a
working group as a substitute for a unified, large-scale, well-funded program in
the area of educational technology R&D. While coordinative efforts of this sort
can help to avoid the needless duplication of previously independent efforts
and to facilitate the sharing of research tools and resuits, it would be unrealistic
to expect such an effort to achieve by itself the objectives outiined in Section 8
of this report.

Another feature of the President’s Educational Technology Initiative is its exten-
sive reliance on both private firms and nonprofit organizations to help our na-
tion’s schools make effective use of computer and networking technologies.
The White House has thrown its support, for example, behind a private sector
organization called the Tech Corps, which was organized to coordinate the pro-

vision of technical assistance to the nation's schools by a network of volunteers
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in various communities throughout the country.'"” The President and Vice
President have also met with a number of business leaders to enlist their sup-
port for the Administration’s educational technology efforts, and both partici-
pated personally in NetDay96, a “high-tech barn-raising” event in which some
200 private companies and thousands of individual volunteers helped to wire a

significant fraction of California’s elementary and secondary schools to the
Internet.'

The Panel believes that volunteer-based organizations and events of this sort
can play an important role in introducing technology into our nation’s class-
rooms—not only by contributing directly to the creation of essential infra-
structure, but by calling public attention to the pressing technological (and
other) needs of our nation’s K-12 schools. It is again important, however, that
important policy decisions not be made on the assumption that such voluntary
efforts will greatly reduce the magnitude of the undertaking that will be re-
quired to effectively utilize computing and networking technologies within
America's elementary and secondary schools on an ongoing basis. Although
volunteers may well be able tao assist in installing equipment on a one-time or
short-term basis, securing the long-term commitments required to maintain
and administer such systems may be more difficult, since interest in such
purely voluntary efforts often wanes over time—particularly in the case of ex-
citing, timely, event-oriented projects, which may generate a degree of initial
enthusiasm that is difficult to sustain over a protracted period.

Even in the absence of such attrition, programs based on voluntarism can be
expected to address only a subset of the human resource needs identified by the
Panel in this report. While a not insignificant segment of the American
workforce has acquired the sorts of technical skills that might be useful in the
course of installing and operating a computer system, a rnuch smaller number
also possess the pedagogic expertise and the knowledge of available educa-
tional software that would be necessary to help a teacher learn to use such
hardware effectively within a K-12 classroom environment. Excessive reliance
on voluntary efforts may also cxacerbate some of the problems of equitable ac-

197
tech Corps, - htp:/ Zwwsuste.ong -, 1996

198
Nethavts, «htip-f/wawwnetdavio.com -, 1996
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cess discussed in Section 7; a rural school in a largely agricultural region, for
example, may find it far more difficult to attract a large number of valunteers
with the requisite knowledge of computer and networking technologies than
one located in California’s Silicon Valley or in the Route 128 area in Massachu-
setts. Notwithstanding these caveats, it seems clear that White House support
has been helpful in mobilizing volunteers and other private sector resources to
advance the cause of educational technology, and the Panel would encourage
the continuation of such efforts as a complementary adjunct to funded pro-
grams.

Both the President and Vice President have assumed visible roles in promoting
the use of the Internet by educational institutions, calling for the eonnection of
all American classrooms to the Internet by the year 2000. More immediately,
Vice President Gore has launched an initiative whose goal is the provision of
Internet connections to all schools in the nation's Empowerment Zones—fif-
teen distressed communities in various urban and rural areas across the na-
tion—thus addressing some of the most serious concerns expressed in Section
7. TheVice President also initiated the GLOBE program, which uses the inter-
net as a vehicle for involving students, teachers, and scientists around the world

in the collaborative collection, exchange, and analysis of environmental data.

The President and Vice President have also used their respective offices to ac-
knowledge (and thus direct attention toward) the etforts of those who have
made particularly effective use of educational technology—an inexpensive
policy tool which the Panel believes should continue to be exploited. Visits to
“success story” schools like those identified in Section 2.3, along with physical
{albeit largely svmbolic) participation in voluntary projects, result in media
coverage that helps to focus national attention on the potentiai significance of
technology within an educational context. A similar effect obtains when the
presidential imprimatur is conterred upon an organization like the American
Technology Honor Society, which was created by the National Association of
Secondary School Principals and the Technology Student Association to recog-
nize and encourage the (sometimes surprisingly substantial) contributions of
students themselves toward the incorporation of technology within their

schools.
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10. Summary of Findings and Recommendations

This section consists of a summary of the Panel’s principal findings and an ab-
breviated list of general recommendations to the President. In the interest of
brevity, however, and in order to highlight such information and advice as the
Panel believes to be most important, this section does not include all of the de-

tailed findings and recommendations incorporated within the full text of the
Report.

10.1 Overview of the Panel’s Findings

\While information technologies have had an enormous impact within Amer-
ica's offices, factories and stores over the past several decades, our country's
K-12 educational system has thus far been only minimally affected by the in-
formation revolution. Although it is not yet possible to fully characterize the
optimal ways in which computing and networking technologies might be used,
the Panel believes that such technologies have the potential to transform our
schools in important ways, and tinds ample (albeit partially anecdotal) justifi-
cation for the immediate and widespread incorporation of such technologies

within all of our nation’s elementary and secondary schools.

The Panei’s assessment of current technology usage within America’s elemen-
tary and secondary schools is outlined below, along with a discussion of some
of the most formidable challenges that will have to be met if the promise of
educational technology is to be realized.

Hardware and Infrastructure

Significant investments will be necessary in hardware and infrastructure if edu-
cational technology is to be effectively utilized on a nationwide basis. American
schools are now purchasing hardware at a relatively rapid rate, but the ratio of
computers to students remains suboptimal from an educational viewpoint, and
those machines which are available are often obsolete, and thus incapable of
executing contemporary applications software. In addition, the computers in

many schools are centralized within a single laboratory rather than distributed
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among the various classrooms, making it difficult for teachers to integrate tech-
nology within the curriculum.

Used equipment donated by corporations may be of value under certain cis-
cumstances, and may have collateral benefit to the extent such involvement
helps to draw the private sector into closer contact with our schools. It should
be noted, however, that the value of such donations (particularly when meas-
ured net of public revenue reductions associated with the corresponding fed-
eral and state tax deductions) may in other cases be offset by the increased
maintenance costs and decreased utility typically associated with older ma-
chines, and ty the need to integrate and support multiple platforms. Hardware
donations are thus unlikely to obviate the need for a significant federal, state,
and/or local investment in new equipment, and in the personnel-related ex-
penditures (for installation, training, systems administration, user support, and
hardware and software maintenance) that in fact account for the majority of the
life-cycle cost of a computer system.

The inadequate physical and telecommunications infrastructure of our nation’s
schools poses another challenge for the effective exploitation of educational
technologies. The optimal use of such technologies will require that computers
be distributed throughout cach school and interconnected through both local-
and wide-area networks. The wiring systems in many school buildings, how-
ever, are incapable of supporting the electric power and data communications
requirements of a modern networked computing environment. 1n some cases,
the cost of retrofitting our schools for technology will be further increased by a
lack of adequate air conditioning, by the presence of asbestos, and by various
other factors. Wiring efforts based on the conscription of volunteers may be
productive under certain circumstances within certain geographic areas, but
cannot realistically be expected to make more than a relatively modest overall
contribution toward solving the infrastructure and networking problems of
America’s schools.

Software, Content and Pedagogy

While a significant investment in hardware and infrastructure will be required if
the promise of educational technology is to be realized, the Panel believes that

the effective use of these resources to improve our nation’s educational system




poses an even greater challenge. Even the earliest computer-aided instruction
systems (typically used in a “drill-and-practice” mode to teach isolated facts
and basic skills) provided the benefits of self-pacing and individualized in-
struction, and a number of studies have found such systems to offer significant
improvements in learning rate, particularly within low-achieving student
populations. In recent years, however, attention has increasingly focused on
the ways in which technology might help to achieve some of the central objec-
tives of educational reform, providing students with the ability to acquirenew
knowledge, to solve “real-world” problems, and to execute novel and complex
tasks requiring the effective integration of a wide range of basic skills.

Within the framework of this newer paradigm, technology is viewed not as a
tool for improving the efficien: y of traditional instructional methods based
largely on the unidirectional transmission of isolated facts and skills from
teacher to student, but as one element of a new constructivist approach in
which teachers concentrate instead on helping their students to actively con-
struct their own knowledge bases and skill sets. This approach is typically char-
acterized by the independent exploration of a limited number of topicsin un-
usual (relative to traditional instructional methods) depth, and often relies on
the availability of extensive information resources that can be drawn upon by
the student as and when needed. Students may also use the computer as a tool
for various forms of simulation; for written, musical, or artistic composition; for
mathematical manipulation and visualization; for the design of various devices,
environments, and systems; for the acquisition of computer programming
skills; for the collection and analysis of laboratory data; for many forms of
problem-solving; and for various modes of group collaboration.

Neither the constructivist pedagogic model nor the proposed role of technology
within a constructivist curriculum has yet been validated through a process of
extensive, rigorous, large-scale experimentation, and it is quite possible that
alternative approaches may ultimately be found useful as well. This caveat
notwithstanding, a combination of theoretical considerations {based in parton
research in cognitive psychology and other fields) and the observation of a lim-
ited number of apparent “success stories” suggest that computing and net-
working technologies could potentially find their most powerful application
within the framework of the constructivist paradigm.
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While the role of the teacher is likely to change within a technology-rich con-
structivist classroom, the Panel found no evidence to suggest a diminution ot
thatrole. Preliminary research suggests that the potential benefits of such an
environment decline as class size increases, and that teachers will still be re-
quired to play an important role in helping students to assimilate abstract con-
cepts and develop higher-order thinking skills. Teachers can be expected to
spend a great deal of time monitoring, directing, and assisting in the (largely
self-directed) learning process, and helping to “debug” faulty “mental models.”
There is some (again preliminary) evidence that students spend more time in-
teracting with teachers and other students within the technology-rich class-
room, calling into question the intuitively plausible notion that computers
might intertere with the acquisition of valuable social and collaborative skills.
Technology may also improve educational outcomes by supporting various
forms of interaction with parents and the community.

While the greatest promise of educational technology lies in the possibility of
utilizing computers and networks as an integral part of virtually all aspects of
the curriculum, most of the elementary and secondary schools that actually use
such technologies today do so in far more limited ways. A large fraction of cur-
rent usage—especially at the high school level—is accounted for by “computer
education,” which aims to teach students about computers (focusing, for ex-
ample. on the acquisition of keyboarding skills; instruction in the use of word
processing, database management, spreadsheet, and other software tools; and
the study of computer programming) rather than using computers as a tool for
learning in «ll subject areas. Educational games and instruction in isolated ba-
sic skills also account for a significant portion of current usage—particularty
within the elementary school—but few schools have integrated computing and
networking technologies extensively and effectively into the iearning process,
or used it as a key clement of educational reform.

One obstacle 1o the effective integration of information technology is a dearth
of state-of-the-art software and digital content designed for the K-12 school en-
vironment. A plateau in the sales of iraditional Integrated Learning Systems has
led to a precipitous decrease in R&1) spending by 1LS vendors at a time when
education reform is placing new demands on such systems. Moreover, neither
traditional vendors nor newly organized firms have thus far invested in the de-
velopment of software suitable for use within a constructivist curriculum to the

extent that will be required to etfectively cover a wide range of content areas
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(especially at the secondary school level) and skill levels. Among the apparent
reasons for these market problems are weak incentives for private sector R&D
(resulting from inadequate software acquisition budgets and various forms of
market fragmentation); lack of modern hardware within the schools; peculiari-
ties in the procedures used for software procurement; and inadequate federal
funding for innovative early-stage research whose benefits cannot be appropri-
ated by any one company, and which is thus unlikely to be conducted without
public sector involvement—an econemic externality sometimes referred to as
une “free rider” problem.

Teachers and Technology

In order to effectively integrate new technologies into the curriculum, teachers
will have to select appropriate software, construct new lesson plans, resolve a
number of logistical problems, and develop appropriate methods of assessing
student work. The Panel finds, however, that our nation’s K-12 teachers cur-
rently receive little technical, pedagogic or administrative support for these ac-
tivities, and that few colleges of education adequately prepare their graduates to
use information technologies in their teaching.

Contributing to this problem is the fact that only about 15 percent of the typical
computer budget is devoted to professional development, compared with the
30 percent or more that is generally believed to represent a more optimal allo-
cation. Moreover, most of these expenditures are aimed at training teachers to
operate a computer, rather than to use computers to enhance their reaching. In
addition, many teachers do not have adequate access to technological and
pedagogical support on an ongoing, “as-needed” basis. Fewer than five percent
of all schools have full-time computer coordinators capable of providing such
sustained assistance, and such coordinators as are available typically spend
only 20 percent of their time helping teachers, selecting software, or formulat-
ing technology-oriented lesson plans.

Fortunately, technological progress may itself contribue toward the solution of
some of the problems of professional development by making educational
software easier for teachers to use; by helping teachers in various ways to re-
cover some of the time invested in the irtroduction of technology; and by sup-

porting anline professional development s 2iinars and remote mentoring and




consulting activities, which the Panel believes are likely to prove significantly
more cost-effective than conventional instruction under appropriate circum-
stances.

Perhaps the greatest single factor now holding back the adequate preparation of
teachers is a lack of sufficient time in their work week to effectively incorporate
technology into the curriculum. Unless additional time can be made available
by eliminating or de-emphasizing other, less critical tasks, however, each hour
set aside in the school week for technology-related curricular design and pro-
fessional development can be expected to (directly or indirectly) add between
$4 and $5 billion to our nation’s yearly expenditures for K-12 education.
Moreover, research reviewed by the Panel suggests that the typical teacher will
require between three and six years to fully integrate technology into his or her
teaching; in the presence of continued technological innovation, a teacher’s
learning curve is thus unlikely to ever level off entirely.

While America’s colleges of education have the potential to play an invaluable
role in preparing our ieachers to use technology effectively in their professional
activities, information guthered by the Panel suggests that most education
schools are still rar from realizing that potential. Although pre-service instruc-
tion in the use of technology is required by 22 states (in contrast with only two
states that require in-service training), the courses used to satisfy such re-
quirements typically provide no actual experience in using computers to teach,
and impart little knowledge of available software and content.

In order to prepare our teachers for the effective use of technology, education
schools will have to overcome some of the same problems now encountered by
our nation’s K-12 schools: inadequate funding for the acquisition of hardware
and software; a paucity of programs aimed at providing education school fac-
ulty members with the background necessary to prepare future teachers in the
use of technology; and the lack of sufficient time for professors of education to
incorporate technology within both the content and methods of their courses.

Economic Considerations

Based on currently available data, the Panel estimates that public elementary

and secondary schools in the United States spent between $3.5 and $4 billion
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on educational technology during the 1995-96 school year, including invest-
ments in hardware, wiring, infrastructural enhancements, software and digital
information resources, systems support, and technology-related professional
development. This figure, which represents about 1.3 percent of projected total
spending in our schools, is extraordinarily low by comparison with most other
information-based industries, and in the opinion of the Panel, will have to rise
significantly if technology is to have a material impact on the quality of Ameri-
can education.

By way of contrast with these current expenditure figures, the seven studies re-
viewed by the Panel suggest that annuai expenditures of between $6 billion and
$28 billion (or between 2.4 and 11.3 percent of total educational spending) will
likely be required to adequately support various degrees of technology usage
within the public schools, and that even those spending levels will be insuffi-
cient to support the sort of technology usage that might be considered optimal
if cost were not an issue. Because computing and networking hardware will ac-
count for only a minority of this spending, educators and policy-makers will not
be able to rely solely on one-time bond issues and private capitai campaigns of
the sort often used to finance the construction of school buildings, and will
have to budget for substantial ongoing operating expenditures if they are to
avoid a situation in which valuable hardware is left unused.

Based on models from other industries, it seems likely that further experience
with the use of technology in our schools could ultimately resultin significant
improvements over time in the educational outcomes achievable at a given
level of expenditure. Such improvements, however, are likely to be critically de-
pendent on rigorous, large-scale prograims of research and evaluation aimed at
assessing the efficacy and cost-eftectiveness of various approaches to the use of
technology in actual K-12 classrooms.

Most importantly, educational technology expenditures are hest analyzed not
on the basis of cost alone, but in terms of return on investment. While it would
be difficult to quantify all of the benefits that might be derived from the use of
cducational technology, the Panel believes that a substantial investment in
technology may be justifiable even if no value is placed on the direct (economic
and non-ccononmic) benefits accruing to the American people, using return cal-
culations based solely on projected marginal tax revenues associnted with an

increase in their expected lifetime taxable carnings.
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Equitable Access

Educational technologies have the potential to either ameliorate or exacerbate
the growing gulf between advantaged and disadvantaged Americans, depend-
ing on policy decisions involving the ways in which such technologies are de-
piloyed and utilized on behalf of various segments of our country's student
population. Although federal programs have played a major role in limiting
certain inequities, disparities in the access to and use of information technolo-
gies by students of different socioeconomic status (SES), race and ethnicity,
gender, and geographical location, and by children with various types of special
needs, remain a source of concern to the Panel.

Income-related inequities in the number of students per in-school computer
have narrowed significantly over the past decade, largely as a result of Title I
spending, which provided about $2 billion in federal funding over that period
for the provision of educational technology within low-income schools. Low-
SES students, however, still use computers less extensively in school. and are
less likely to use computers for higher-order learning activities, than their
higher-income peers. Such disparities may be accounted for in part by differ-
ences in the preparation and support available to teachers at more and less af-
fluent schools.

The largest SES-related inequities, however, are found in the availability of
computers within the home: Whereas computers were found in 73 percent of
all homes with college-educated parents and more than $50,000 in annual
household income in 1995, they were present in only 14 percent of all house-
holds headed by adults having no more than a high-school education and a
combined income of less than $30,000. Since school-aged children in homes
with computers frequently use these machines for schoolwork or other educa-
tional purposes, these SES-related disparities in home computer ownership
materially limit the educational opportunities available to low-income stu-
dents. and thus help to perpetuate familial patterns of socioeconomic disad-
vantage.

As in the case of socioeconomic status, Title 1 funding has helped to reduce, but
not eliminate, racial and ethnic disparities in the access to computers within
the school. Hispanic students, in particular, attend schools with an unusually

low density of computers, especially at the elementary school level. Once
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again, however, the disparity is even greater within the home. As of 1993, for
example, the rate of computer ownership was 57 percent lower in African-
American homes, and 59 percent lower within Hispanic households, than in the
homes of non-Hispanic whites. While a portion of this gap is accounted for by
differences in socioeconamic status, differences of 36 percent and 39 percent,
respectively, remain even after controlling for household income, educational
attainment, age, gender, and location of residence (urban or rural). Race and
cthnicity thus represent an independent source of inequity in children’s access
to educational technology—a source of additional concern to the Panel.

Although certain regional differences are apparent in the use of computers, in-
school computer density is roughly comparable across the nation’s Western,
Midwestern, Northeastern and Southern regions. Rural schools enjoy a signifi-
cantly higher density than their urban counterparts, but this difference would
appear to be largely expluined by the fact that rural schools are smaller on aver-
age, and smaller schools tend to have a higher computer density. While the
available statistics do not support a definitive quantitative comparison of dif-
ferent types of urban environments, anecdotal evidence suggests that inner city
schools may face special problems in making effective use of educational tech-
nology, as may rural schools in certain areas where wide area networking is

rendered mere expensive by a lack of economical telecommunications access.

Gender-specific variation in the extent of computer use is relatively small in
magnitude, both in school and at home, but certain systematic differences are
found in the ways in which boys and girls use computers. Although research
has shown that high school girls make 50 percent greater use of the computer
for word processing than their male classmates, for example, they have been
found to account for only 26 percent of all elective computer use before and
after school, and for only 20 percent of all in-school computer-based game-
playing activities. ‘There is also some evidence that girls and boys engaging in
computer-related learning activities may differ in their relative responses to co-
operative, competitive, or individualistic reward structures—a phenomenon
which, if validated, could have implications for both the design of optimal
pedagogical methods for and the provision of equitable access to male and fe-
male K-12 students.
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One less obvious form of inequity involves the accessibility of educational tech-
nology to low-achieving students. The available data indicates that students
with higher grades are allowed more in-school computer time than their un-
derperforming peers, in spite of a substantial body of evidence suggesting that
technology may in fact be of greater relative benefit to low-achieving than to
high-achieving students. This disparity is compounded by the fact that when
underperforming students do use computers, they are more likely than high
achievers to engage in drill and practice on isolated basic skills, and less likely
to use computers for tasks involving the acquisition and integration of a wide
range of knowledge—a practice that runs counter to the recommendations of
many educational technology researchers. '

Technology also has the potential to significantly improve the educational op-
portunities available to many American students with learning disabilities, be-
havior disorders, emotional problems, or physical disabilities. The realization
of this potential, however, will depend in part on the widespread availability of
special input, output, and other devices, and of teachers and support personnel
who have the training necessary to effectively deploy such technologies. The
case for federal involvement in mobilizing technology on behalt of students
with special needs rests in part on the observation that within a typical school
district (and in the case of certain less common disabilities, even within a given
state), the number of students with a given disability is likely to be too small to
adequately amortize the cost of researching, developing, and effectively de-
ploying the assistive technologies that would provide appropriate educational
support for those students.

Research and Evaluation

Both the enormous importance and the enormous cost of K-12 education in the
United States argue for careful research on the ways in which computing and
networking technologies can be used to improve educational outcomes and the
ratio of benefits to costs. The majority of the empirical research reported to
date has focused on traditional, tutorial-based applications of computers. Sev-
eral meta-analyses, each based on dozens of independent studies, have found
that students using such technology significantly outperform those taught
without the use of such systems, with the largest differences recorded for stu-

dents of lower socioeconomic status, low-achievers, and those with certain spe-
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cial learning problems. While certain methodological and interpretive ques-

tions have been raised with respect to these results, the most significant issue
may be the question of whether the variables being measured are in fact well

correlated with the forms of learning many now feel are most important.

Although constructivist applications of technology are intended to more di-
rectly support the goals of the current educational reform movement, research
on such applications is still at a relatively early stage. Most of the work in this
area is formative in nature, intended more as a preliminary exploration of new
intellectual territory than a definitive evaluation of any one possible solution.
Although some interesting and potentially promising empirical results have
been reported in the literature, a substantial amount of well-designed experi-
mental research will ultimately be required to obtain definitive, widely repli: '
cated results that shed light on the underlying sources of any positive effects,
and which are sufficiently general to permit straightforward application within
a wide range of realistic school environments.

One important issue that arises in this context is the manner in which “favor-
able” educational outcomes are defined and measured for purposes of evalu-
ating the relative effectiveness of alternative approaches to the use of technol-
ogy. Conventional, standardized multiple-choice tests have certain advantages,
but tend to emphasize the accumulation of isolated facts and basic skills, and
not the acquisition of higher-order thinking and problem-solving competencies
of the sorts that are central to both the constructivist paradigm and the goals of
contemporary educational reform. Since researchers, educators and software
developers can be expected to develop content and techniques that optimize
student performance with respect to whatever criteria are employed to measure
educational attainment, progress within the field of educational technology will
depend critically on the development of metrics capable of serving as appropri-
ate and reliable proxies for desired educational outcomes.

While research in a wide range of areas could directly or indirectly facilitate the
effective utilization of educational technology within our nation’s K-12 schools,
much of the research that the Panel believes to be most important falls into one
of the following three categories:

1. Basic research in various learning-related disciplines {including cog-

nitive and developnmental psychology, neuroscience, artificial intelli-
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gence, and the interdisciplinary field of cognitive science) and fun-
damental work on various educationally relevant technologies (en-
compassing in particular various subdisciplines of the field of com-
puter science)

2. Early-stage research aimed at developing innovative approaches to
the application of technology in education which are unlikely to
originate from within the private sector, but which could result in the
development of new forms of educational software, content, and
technology-enabled pedagogy, not only in science and mathematics
(which have thus far received the most attention), but in the lan-
guage arts, social studies, creative arts, and other content areas

3. Rigorous, well-controlled, peer-reviewed, large-scale (and at least for
some studies, long-term), broadly applicable empirical studies de-
signed to determine not whether computers can be effectively used
within the school, but rather which approaches to the use of tech-
nology are in fact most effective and cost-effective in practice

‘To date, however, research on educational technology (and indeed, on educa-
tion in general) has received minimal funding—particularly when measured
relative to our nation’s expenditures for K-12 education, which currently total
more than a quarter trillion dollars per year. By way of comparison, whereas
some 23 percent of all U.S. expenditures for prescription and non-prescription
medications were applied toward pharmaceuticai research in 1995, less than 0.1
percent of our nation's expenditures for elementary and secondary education
in the same year were invested to determine what educational techniques actu-
ally work, and to find ways to improve them.

Research funded by the National Institute of Education dropped by a factor of
five (in constant dollars) between 1973 and 1986, and although steps have re-
cently been taken to ameliorate the severity of this decline, federal funding
coutinues at a small fraction of the Tevel that would seem appropriate even if
our goal were solely to minimize ongoing expenditures by enhancing cost-
cffectiveness, without any attempt to improve educational outcomes. State, lo-
cal, and industrial support for educational research has for the most part been
limited to functions that are unlikely to significantly advance the general state
of knowledge within the field, a reflection of intrinsic economic externalitics
that will not be overcome in the absence of funding at the highest leve! of taxing

authority. Morcover, private foundations and corporate philanthropic pro-




grams have in recent years tended to favor “action-oriented” programs over re-
search and evaluation, leaving no obvious alternative to pick up the slack left by
inadequate federal funding.

Quality control problems affecting the administration of federal research pro-
grams in the field of education have historically presented another obstacle to
progress in the field of educational technology. While certain programs (imost
notably, those overseen by the National Science Foundation) have generally ad-
hered to high standards of excellence, independence, and scientific integrity,
others (inctuding the Office of Educational Research and Improvement and its
institutional predecessors) have in the past been adversely affected by counter-
productive political influence and other problems. Fortunately, considerable
attention has been given over the past several years to the strengthening of
OERI, which enjoys a broader mandate in some respects than the NSE and
could thus play an important role in advancing our nation’s understanding of
the potential applications of technology to K-12 education.

Programs and Policy

The President’s Educational Technology Initiative, which was announced in
President Clinton’s January 1996 State of the Union address, was designed to
achieve four goals which the Panel believes will indeed be central to realizing
the promise of educational technology: providing our schools with the modern
computer hardware, local- and wide-area connectivity, high quality educational
content, and appropriate teacher preparation that will be necessary if informa-
tion technologies are to be eftectively utilized to enhance learning. This initia-
tive serves as an umbrella for a number of distinct, but interrelated programs

aimed at achieving these four goals within a relatively ambitious time frame.

One Administration program that has alrcady shown considerable promise is
the Technology Learning Challenge, which awards five-year matching grants
averaging $1 million each to help local consortia (typically consisting of private
and publie sector partners) to apply technology within schools in their respec-
tive areas. Although the overall impact of this program will be limited by fund-
ing constraints, these grants would appear to represent an excellent example of
the effective leveraging of federal dollars in support of high-quality, locally-
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initiated efforts to improve education through the use of computing and com-
munications technologies.

In February 1996, President Clinton also proposed a program called the Tech-
nology Literacy Challenge, which would create a $2 billion Technology Literacy
Fund that would be used to “catalyze and leverage state, local, and private sec-
tor efforts” to meet the four goals outlined above. Federal funds would be allo-
cated to the states (or under certain circumstances, local communities), which
would be given considerable flexibility in deciding how to achieve the goals of
the President’s Educational Technology Initiative. If enabling legislation is in
fact enacted, the Panel believes that this program is indeed likely to significantly
advance the objectives outlined by the President, particularly during an initial
period in which wide-ranging, exploratory experimentation with a number of
different technological and pedagogic approaches is likely to prove most pro-
ductive.

The Panel also believes, however, that a large-scale, rigorously controlled, fed-
erally sponsored program of research and evaluation will ultimately be neces-
sary if the full potential of educational technology is to be realized in a cost-
effective manner. Data gathered systematically by individual states, localities,
school districts, and schools during an initial phase of federally supported edu-
cational technology efforts could prove invaluable in determining which ap-
proaches are in fact maost effective and economically efficient, thus helping to
maximize the ratio of benefits to costs in later phases. Federal funding will ul-
timately also be required for research aimed at analyzing and interpreting this
data.

The effort to incorporate technology within America's K-12 schools has also
been directly or indirectly advanced by a number of other programs that have
been initiated, supported, or promoted by the White House, including the
Commerce Department’s Telecommunications and Information Infrastructure
Assistance Program, which provides federal matching funds to develop the in-
formation infrastructure available to schools; the Telecommunications Act of
1996, which requires the Federal Communications Commission to revise the
universal service system in such a way that elementary and secondary schools
are provided with affordable access to advanced telecommunications services;
and the Department of Education’s Regional Technology Consortia Program,
which was designed to help educators (among others) to utilize technology
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through various forms of professional development, technical assistance, and
information dissemination.

Responding to current pressures for fiscal restraint, the Clinton Administration
has also made effective use of extra-budgetary tools, relying on the purposeful
coordination of already-funded programs, the encouragement of extra-
governmental efforts based largely on voluntarism, and the personal persuasive
powers of the President and Vice President to leverage as extensively as possible
those aspects of the President’s Educational Technology Initiative that will re-
quire the appropriation or redeployment of federal funding. One example in
the first category is provided by the activities of the Committee on Education
and Training of the National Science and Technology Council to promote the
use of technology for education and training, and to coordinate the programs of
the various federal agencies that currently engage in education-related research
and development.

The second category of extra-budgetary leadership is exemplified by Presiden-
tial and Vice Presidential support for the Tech Corps, a private sector organiza-
tion organized to coordinate the provision of volunteer technical assistance to
the schools, and for NetDay96, a “high-tech barn-raising” event in which pri-
vate companies and individual volunteers helped to wire a significant fraction
of California’s elementary and secondary schools to the Internet. While the
Panel believes that it would be urrealistic to expect such purely voluntary ef-
forts to dramatically reduce the dollar cost of effectively utilizing educational
technologies on an ongoing basis, it seems clear that such efforts can play an
important supporting role, net only directly, but also by calling public attention
to the pressing technological (and other) needs of our nation’s K-12 schools.

Both President Clinton and Vice President Gore have assumed !eadership roles
in promoting the use of the Internet by educational institutions, calling for the
connection of all American classrooms to the Internet by the year 2000, with
special emphasis on economically distressed areas. The President and Vice
President have also made effective use of their respective offices to acknowl-
edge (and thus direct attention toward) the efforts of those who have made
particularly effective use of educational technology. While some of the objec-
tives outlined in this report cannot be achieved by the President alone, and will
require the appropriation or redeployment hy Congress of substantial funds,
the Panel believes that the Clinton Administration has thus far done an excel-
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lent job of addressing such needs as can be satisfied in the absence of such
funding.

10.2 Principal Recommendations

The body of this report includes a number of relatively specific recommenda-
tions related to various aspects of the use of technology within America’s ele-
mentary and secondary schools. In order to focus attention on a limited num-
ber of high-level strategic (as opposed to tactical) issues which the Panel be-
lieves to be most important, however, much of this detail is omitted from the
summary of selected recommendations that follows.

Focus on learning with technology, not about technology. Although both
are worthy of attention, it is important to distinguish between technology as
a subject area and the use of technology to facilitate learning about any
subject area. While computer-related skills will unquestionably be quite
importantin the twenty-first century, and while such skills are clearly best
taught through the actual use of computers, it is important that technology
be integrated throughout the K-12 curriculum, and not simply used to im-
part technology-related knowledge and skills. Although universal techno-
logical literacy is a laudable national goal, the Panel believes the Admini-
stration should work toward the use of computing and networking tech-
nologies to improve the quality of cducation in «lf subject areas.

Emphasize content and pedagogy, and not just hardware. The widespread
availability of modern computing and networking hardware will be neces-
sary for technology to realize its promise, but will not be sufficient. Al-
though the purchase of computers and the provision of Internet connec-
tivity are perhaps the most visible and most easily understood manifesta-
tions of progress, a less obvious (and in some ways, more formidable) chal-
lenge will be the development and utilization of demonstrably useful edu-
cational software and information resources, and the adaptation of curric-
ula to make effective use of technology. Particular attention should be given
to exploring the potential role of technology in achieving the goals of cur-
rent educational reform efforts through the use of new pedagogic methods
hased on a more active, student-centered approach to learning that empha-

sizes the development of higher-order reasoning and problem-solving «kills.
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While obsolete and inaccessible computer systems, suboptimal stu-
dent/computer ratios, and a lack of appropriate building infrastructure and
network connectivity will all need to be addressed, it is important that we
not allow these problems to divert attention from the ways in which tech-
nology will actually be used within an educational context.

Give special attention to professional development. The substantial in-
vestment in hardware, infrastructure, software and content that is recom-
mended in this report will be largely wasted if K-12 teachers are not pro-
vided with the preparation and support they will need to effectively inte-
grate information technologies into their teaching. At least 30 percent of all
federal expenditures for educational technology should be allocated to
professional development and to ongoing mentoring and consultative sup-
port for teachers. Schools and school districts should be encouraged to
provide time for teachers to familiarize themselves with available software
and content, to incorporate technology into their lesson plans, and to dis-
cuss technology use with other teachers. Finally, both presidential leader-
ship and federal funding should be mobilized to help our nation’s schools of
education to incorporate technology within their curricula so they are ca-

pable of preparing the next generation of American teachers to make effec-
tive use of technology.

Engage in realistic budgeting. The Panel believes that at least five percent
of all K-12 educational spending in the United States, or approximately $13
billion annually (in constant 1996 dollars), should be earmarked for tech-
nology-related expenditures. Because the amortization of initial acquisition
costs will account for only a minority of these recommended expenditures,
schools should be encouraged to incorporate technology within their on-
going operating budgets rather than relying solely on one-time bond issues
and capital campaigns. While voluntarism and corporate equipment dona-
tions may also be of both direct and indirect benefit under certain circum-
stances, White House policy should be based on a realistic assessment of the
relatively limited direct economic contribution such efforts can be expected
to make overall. The President should continue to make the case for educa-
tional techinology as an investment in America’s future, while secking to en-
hance the return on that investment by promoting federally sponsored re-
search aimed at improving the cost-clfectiveness of technology usage within
our hation’s elementary and secondary schools.
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5.

Ensure equitable, universal access. The Panel fecls strongly that access to
knowledge-building and communication tools based on computing and
networking technologies should be made available to all of the nation’s stu-
dents, regardless ol socioeconomic status, race, ethnicity, gender, or geo-
graphical factors, and that special attention should be given to the use of
technology by students with special needs. Equity should be a central con-
sideration in all federal programs dealing with the use of technology in edu-
cation. In particular, Title I spending for technology-related investments on
behalf of economically disadvantaged students should be maintained at no
less than its current level, with ongoing adjustments for inflation, expanding
U.S. school enrollment, and projected increases in overall national spending
for K-12 educational technology. Because much of the educational use of
computers now takes place within the home, and because the rate of home
computer ownership diverges alarmingly for students of different race, eth-
nicity, and socioeconomie status, consideration should also be given to
public policy measures designed to reduce disparities in student access to
information technologies outside of school.

Initiate a major program of experimental research. In view of both the
critical importance of and massive expenditures associated with K-12 edu-
cation in the United States, the Panel recommends that an amount equal to
at least 0.5 percent of the nation’s aggregate spending for elementary and
secondary education (about $1.5 billion at current expenditure levels) be in-
vested on an ongoing basis in federally sponsored research aimed at im-
proving the efficacy and cost-cffectiveness of K-12 education. Because no
one state, municipality, or private tinm could hope to capture nore than a
small fraction of the benefits associated with a significant advance in our
understanding of how best to educate K-12 students, this funding will have
to be provided largely at the federal level in order to avoid a systematic un-
derinvestment (attributable to a classical form of economic externality)
relative to the level that would be optimal for the nation as a whole.

To ensure high standards of scientific excellenee. intellectual integ-
rity, and independence from political influence, this rescarch program
should be planned and overseen by a distinguished independent board of
outside experts appointed by the President, and should encomipass (a) basic
research in various learning-related disciplines and on various education-

ally relevant technologies; (h) carly-stage rescarch aimed at developing new
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forms of educational software, content, and technology-enabled pedagogy:
and (c) rigorous, well-controlled, peer-reviewed, large-scale empirical
studies designed to determine which educational approaches are in fact
most eftective in practice. The Panel does not, however, recommend that
the deployment of technology within America’s schools be deferred pend-
ing the completion of such research.
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