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T he need for reporting on

the state of school
technology is more
important than ever.

Billions of dollars are being spent
each year in an effort to prepare
schools and students for tomorrow’s
technological demands and
challenges. Policies are being
developed at every level of
government as well as in districts
and schools to incorporate more
technology into the daily lives of
students.

Parents and corporate America
are clamoring for schools to move
more quickly to embrace a high-tech
vision for education. And the fast-
changing landscape of educational
technology only complicates the task
for policymakers and administrators
who seek to make “smart” decisions
about how to proceed.

It’s against this backdrop that we
set out late last spring to map the
state of educational technology. To
guide us in our mapmaking, we
decided to survey the terrain
through the perspectives of five
“clients” of educational technology:
students, teachers, administrators,
the public, and policymakers.

What we found is a landscape
replete with unexplored and
uncharted territory.

The problem is basically twofold.
First, policymakers and educators
are vexed by a lack of data—
particularly, comparable state-by-
state data—on even the most basic
questions of the amount of
technology already in the schools
and the way it is used. Second, and
perhaps more important, research
on whether technology improves
student achievement has produced
little hard evidence.

In the absence of such data and
research, teachers, administrators,
and policymakers are making
decisions based primarily on
anecdotal evidence and intuition.

Nonetheless, consensus is growing
that an increase in educational
technology is not only inevitable but
could serve as a powerful tool in the
quest to improve the nation’s
schools. Technology holds great
promise to foster exploratory
learning, empower teachers, and
better equip administrators.

The task of illuminating complex
issues, informing the public debate,
and undergirding the policymaking
process with hard, reliable
information is a crucial one, we
believe. The bottom line is that
lasting school change will only come
about when policymakers,
practitioners, and parents are
armed with the information they
need to push for reform.

Technology Counts, then, will
serve as the foundation for a series
of annual reports that will continue
to chart the state of school
technology across the 50 states.

—THE EDITORS



Education Week • November 10, 1997

6 T E C H N O L O G Y C O U N T S

Technology’s stock is flying
as high in the nation’s
schools as it is on Wall Street.

In poll after poll, parents
say technology is essential to
a child’s education. Many ed-
ucators believe it’s the miss-

ing linchpin of school reform. Business leaders con-
sider it a mandatory part of a student’s preparation
for the workplace. And policymakers at every level of
government are spending more money on it each
year.

With support for technology so strong, people might
assume its value for schools has been proven beyond
question. In fact, the dividends that educators can ex-
pect from this investment are not yet clear.

There is no guarantee that technology improves
student achievement. Research in this area has pro-
duced little hard evidence, and few studies have yet
examined the kinds of technology use that experts
believe are most valuable to learning.

Nor is there assurance that policymakers have
spent enough time on questions of how the new tech-
nology will be used or maintained. Although all the
states and many school districts have technology
plans, the quality of those plans varies widely. And
precious few resources have been spent on ensuring
that teachers make effective use of the new tools.

Many states and districts can’t even say with con-
fidence how much technology they already own.
Some state officials have no other source for this
data than commercial firms whose surveying meth-
ods are flawed.

Nevertheless, spending on educational technology
this school year could top $5 billion.

Proponents of technology acknowledge the many
questions that surround its use in schools. But they
say technology offers so many potential benefits that
it would be even riskier not to invest in it.

“It is impossible for me to imagine how school
leaders who are focused on more authentic ways of
doing math and science, who are developing rich en-
vironments for learning, can achieve that without
technology,” says Linda Roberts, the adviser on tech-
nology to Secretary of Education Richard W. Riley.

“The data may not be perfect,” adds Mary Fulton,
an analyst at the Education Commission of the States.
“But if we don’t start somewhere and have something
to build on, we’re never going to get anywhere.”

In this report, the staff of Education Week has
compiled the best data available about the level of
technology in the nation’s schools and the latest
thinking about how technology should be imple-
mented. Because both are in a state of flux, Technol-
ogy Counts will serve as the foundation for a series
of annual reports in the years to come.

The growing amount of money spent on school
technology is not the only factor warranting a closer

look at its effectiveness. Technology is also a hot
topic in the policy arena.

President Clinton, Vice President Al Gore, and a
procession of state governors from both political par-
ties have recently endorsed technology as a necessary
tool for education. At last year’s national education
summit in Palisades, N.Y., the governors and business
leaders who attended made improving education
technology one of two main goals for school change.

Among the most important pending federal initia-
tives are the discounts for telecommunications ser-
vices that are scheduled to go into effect in January
under the Telecommunications Act of 1996. The “E-
rate” discounts, which will be administered by the
Federal Communications Commission, will be worth
$10 billion to schools over the next four years.

Political support for technology has grown, in part,
because many policymakers view it as a critical part
of broad-based education reform, says Barbara
Means, an education researcher at SRI International
in Menlo Park, Calif.

“Over the course of five years, a lot of states have
come around to seeing technology as an important
part of trying to support teachers, trying to get
across the new standards,” Means says.

Means and other experts list several ways tech-
nology can bolster reform:
• In the classroom, technologies that support explo-

ration, such as the Internet and desktop presenta-
tion tools, can create a synergy with “constructivist”
teaching methods.
• Providing teachers with high-tech training, per-

sonal computers, telephones, and Internet connec-
tions is a step toward increasing their professional-
ism. Technology also can reduce their isolation and
lead to professional communities of educators in cy-
berspace.
• Technology can help measure academic achieve-

ment as assessments of student performance grow
more complex.
• The movement to restructure schools—to decen-

tralize decisionmaking and share it with teachers or
school-level councils—can be aided by networks that
collect and distribute information. Databases of stu-
dent information can help teachers target resources
and appropriate teaching methods toward individual
children.
• Computer tools that streamline administrative

tasks can improve school accountability and free up
more resources for the classroom.

“We’re not as effective in our reform efforts as we
could be if we don’t harness the power of technology,”
says Means. “We don’t spend our technology money
as well as we could if we don’t implement school 
reform.”

But reform has many currents—sometimes hard
to distinguish as they swirl and eddy, separate and
rejoin—and many education reformers consider
technology a side issue.

“In school reform, there are so many challenges,”
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Means says. “It is so difficult and complex, technol-
ogy seems another layer of complexity and expense.”

Henry Levin, the director of the Accelerated
Schools Project, a reform network that seeks to bring
at-risk children into the educational mainstream,
agrees. “It’s very, very expensive to maintain a [high-
tech] facility and someone to watch over it. So that
competes with other possibilities.”

Yet, he calls technology “a wonderful tool” when in-
tegrated into the instructional program.

“My concern is that the technology ought to basi-
cally be the servant of a very strong program that
challenges students and gets them involved, as op-
posed to simply being an entity in itself which some-
how is going to have an impact because it exists,”
says Levin, an education professor at Stanford Uni-
versity who is on a teaching sabbatical at Teachers
College, Columbia University.

Other educators worry that schools are spending
money on technology without a clear plan.

“I’m very concerned over the rush to purchase
hardware when we do not have enough evidence on
how best to use computers to help youngsters achieve
in reading, mathematics, writing, et cetera,” Samuel
G. Sava, the executive director of the National Asso-
ciation of Elementary School Principals, says.

“My second concern is that a number of school sys-
tems, in order to purchase the hardware, have begun
to eliminate such key programs as the arts,” he adds.

No one admits to sacrificing other programs to
technology purchases, Sava says. “But when you talk
to music educators, or when you talk to our princi-
pals, you begin to get a feel that within the limits of
the resources, computers are getting a higher prior-
ity. Computers are supposed to support the curricu-
lum, not write the curriculum.”

Strong evidence of technology’s effectiveness un-
doubtedly would further strengthen public and polit-
ical support for it. But research is slow in coming.

One difficulty in assembling evidence is that tech-
nology’s capabilities have changed faster than edu-
cation researchers can complete the large-scale, con-
trolled studies that lead to firm conclusions.

Studies of that sort were done on computer-assisted
instruction by the early 1990s, and showed that “drill
and practice” can effectively reinforce basic skills. But
by then, many computer-using teachers were using
technology in completely different ways. Other ap-
proaches are supported only by small studies or by
studies limited to a narrow range of technology.

Some say no one should be surprised. “In most
areas of society, we’ve gone ahead on the basis of in-
stinct, not on evidence,” notes Donald M. Feuerstein,
a senior adviser in the U.S. Department of Education.

Where proponents of technology lack scientific
proof about its benefits, they cite common sense and
educators’ classroom observations.

It is often forgotten that the use of technology in
the schools has evolved partly through the grass-
roots efforts of a handful of teachers and adminis-
trators who were dissatisfied with traditional teach-
ing methods and who experimented with their
classes and schools, sometimes exchanging their own
time and money for training.

They gradually won over more colleagues and
formed idea-sharing networks and then coalitions
of educators—prodded by technology vendors, to be
sure—who toiled to win political support and fund-
ing for technology.

Because of that history, many educators believe
policymakers are playing catch-up.

Yet, most in education’s own ranks are still more
comfortable with chalkboards than with a computer
mouse. Only one out of five teachers uses a computer
regularly for teaching, according to the National Cen-
ter for Education Statistics.

Educators and policymakers agree that it is folly to
introduce technology without adequate teacher train-
ing—both at the university and professional levels.

But budgets and funding often don’t reflect that belief.
“Technology is a special case. It isn’t something

teachers got in their preparation,” says Kathleen Ful-
ton, the associate director of the University of Mary-
land’s Center for Learning and Educational Technol-
ogy. “We assume teachers know about content and
pedagogy, and we expect them to stay up to date in
those areas. But they have not been prepared to think
about how technology can enhance their teaching.”

In addition to a lack of research, the nation also
has a dim picture of the amount of technology that is
already in the schools and the ways it is used.

Solid data can make a real difference in public

perceptions and in policymaking, experts say. For ex-
ample, a 1995 NCES survey showed the nation that
only 9 percent of school classrooms were wired to the
Internet. Coming at a time when the public was be-
coming intrigued by the World Wide Web, the figure
provided a rallying point for the NetDay movement
to wire classrooms. The number of wired classrooms
rose to 14 percent in the 1996 NCES survey and is ex-
pected to jump again this year.

As the states exert more leadership in technology
and school reform efforts, they have become espe-
cially hungry for data that compare their schools
with those in other states.

“Legislators ask that question; also, communities
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Continued on Page 8

Money Matters
Percentage of 3- to 17-year-olds with access to computers in their homes, by household income.

Household Income

SOURCE: Current Population Survey, Education and Social Stratification Branch, U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1993.
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Gauging the Speed
Generally speaking, would you say that the
introduction of computers and up-to-date technology
into public schools is happening too fast, at the right
speed, or not fast enough?

SOURCE: Peter D. Hart Research Associates Inc. for the
Milken Exchange on Education Technology, 1997.

Note: 1,012 voters polled by telephone.
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Ranking Local Schools
When it comes to the public schools in your
community, do you think these schools are ahead of
the curve or behind the curve in using computers and
up-to-date technology to teach students?

SOURCE: Peter D. Hart Research Associates Inc. for the
Milken Exchange on Education Technology, 1997.

Note: 506 voters polled by telephone.
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and business interests do,” says John Cradler, a tech-
nology consultant and a former technology director
of the Council of Chief State School Officers in Wash-
ington. “It’s like how your state compares on SAT
scores.”

Two of the main sources for state data are Quality
Education Data and Market Data Retrieval, com-
mercial marketing firms that collect information on

technology and sell it to technology manufacturers.
QED, which has its headquarters in Denver, is a divi-
sion of Peterson’s Guides Inc. MDR, based in Shelton,
Conn., is owned by Dun & Bradstreet Corp.

Both companies conduct mail and telephone sur-
veys of schools throughout the nation, asking for
laundry lists of their high-tech equipment and pur-
chasing plans. Their results are supplemented by in-
formation from the Education Department and other
surveys.

The two companies try to collect data for every
school—a method called a “census survey”—because
their main business is assembling marketing lists and
reports to help other companies target sales efforts.

By default, the companies’ data have generally
come to be treated as an unofficial state-by-state
scorecard on technology. That is especially true of data
provided by QED, which is better known than MDR.

The problem, say many experts, is that the data
are flawed.

Henry Jay Becker, a University of California-
Irvine education researcher, notes that a census sur-
vey is prone to undercounting. He estimates that
QED consistently low-balls school technology counts
by about 25 percent.

A census survey is “just not a good way of gather-
ing representative information,” he says. “Sample
surveys are much better.”

A number of state technology directors and re-
searchers have pointed out other problems with
QED’s survey.

Schools generally are under no compulsion to sub-
mit data to the company, and in any given year,
many don’t bother.

For example, just 6 percent of schools in Rhode Is-
land responded to a survey conducted by QED last
spring. The company supplements these data with
data collected from Rhode Island schools in earlier
surveys, but this practice raises another issue.

As recently as this past summer, QED was still
using some data collected in 1994 or earlier—a long
time ago, given the fast pace of change in technology.
The company tries to minimize this problem, how-
ever, by giving more weight to recent data.

For the nation as a whole, QED says it receives
data for 67 percent of schools annually, but the re-
sponse rate varies greatly from state to state.

One way the company boosts response rates is by
accepting school data provided by states or districts—
even though that practice runs a risk of lowering ac-
curacy.

“A lot of times, districts don’t take [the surveys] se-
riously,” Cradler says. The wrong person might com-
plete the survey; he might count computers in the
warehouse rather than in schools; or he might mis-
interpret the questions, Cradler says.

In addition, some district technology coordinators
say they receive questionnaires at a point in the bud-
get cycle when their estimate of the year’s purchases
is hazy at best.

These problems make QED’s state-by-state rank-
ings unreliable, say some state directors.

In its 1997-98 catalog, for example, QED reports
Ohio’s student-to-computer ratio as 14-to-1, for a
ranking of 46th in the nation. The ratio of students
to multimedia computers is reported at 50-to-1, for a
ranking of 49th.

But the data are plain wrong, according to Tim
Best, a consultant who serves as Ohio’s technology di-
rector. He says that QED did not account for 87,664
multimedia computers purchased by the state over
the past two years. The multimedia-computer ratio
should be close to 14-to-1, he says.

“Whenever QED figures are released, we get ham-
mered in the press,” Best says. “We spend our time in
firefights rather than doing the work we’re supposed
to be doing.”

MDR, which heard from 63 percent of Ohio’s
schools in its 1997 survey, reports the state’s ratio in

8 T E C H N O L O G Y C O U N T S

“The data may not be perfect. But if we don’t start somewhere and have something to build

on, we’re never going to get anywhere.”

Mary Fulton, Policy Analyst, Education Commission of the States

Continued from Page 7

Assessing the Impact of Computers

SOURCE: National Computing Survey, Microsoft/Intelliquest, 1995.

Note: 2,802 people polled by telephone.

SOURCE: Global Strategy Group for Jostens Learning Corp., 1997.

Note: 582 teachers and 419 superintendents polled by telephone.
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The Race Factor
Percentage of 3- to 17-year-olds with home or school
computer access, by race and ethnicity.

SOURCE: Current Population Survey, Education and Social
Stratification Branch, U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1993.
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The following are among the most informative
recent reports on educational technology:

■ “Advanced Telecommunications in U.S. Public Elementary
and Secondary Schools, Fall 1996,’’ National Center for
Education Statistics, U.S. Department of Education,1997.
See www.nces.ed.gov/NCES/pubs/.

■ “Beyond Bells and Whistles: How to Use Technology to
Improve Student Learning,’’ American Association of School
Administrators, 1996. (301) 617-7802.

■ “Computers and Classrooms: The Status of Technology in
U.S. Schools,’’ Policy Information Center, Educational
Testing Service, 1997. (609) 734-5694.

■ “Fostering the Use of Educational Technology: Elements of a
National Strategy,’’ RAND, 1996. (310) 393-0411. See
www.rand.org/publications/MR/MR682/
contents.html.

■ “Getting America’s Students Ready for the 21st Century:
Meeting the Technology Literacy Challenge,’’ U.S.
Department of Education, 1996. See www.ed.gov/pubs/
pubdb.html.

■ “Report to the President on the Use of Technology to
Strengthen K-12 Education in the United States,’’
President’s Committee of Advisors on Science and
Technology, Panel on Educational Technology, 1997. (212)
478-0608. See www.whitehouse.gov/WH/EOP/
OSTP/NSTC/PCAST/k-12ed.html.

■ “The School Technology and Readiness Report: From Pillars
to Progress,’’ CEO Forum on Education and Technology,
1997. (202) 393-2260. See www.ceoforum.org.

■ “State Strategies for Incorporating Technology Into
Education,’’ National Governors’ Association, 1997. (301)
498-3738.

■ “Teachers & Technology: Making the Connection,’’ Office of
Technology Assessment, Congress of the United States,
1995. See www.wws.princeton.edu/~ota.

■ “Technology and the New Professional Teacher: Preparing
for the 21st Century Classroom,’’ National Council for
Accreditation of Teacher Education, 1997. (202) 466-7496.
See www.ncate.org/specfoc.
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multimedia computers as 19-to-1, or 34th in its list
of states.

(Education Week is relying primarily on MDR’s
1997 survey for state-by-state information in this re-
port because the company accepted data only from
individual schools; it disclosed the response rates for
every state; and those response rates were compara-
tively high—averaging 64 percent, with no state
below 48 percent.)

Jeanne Hayes, the president of QED, acknowledges
the validity of states’ concerns. “It’s not an acceptable
situation,” she says.

But she also points out that state-collected data
often have similar flaws. And she says the company
recently retooled itself to work with states to im-

prove data collection.
QED has been trying to enlist states to adopt a

common survey of current-year technology use and
inventories in their schools. To date, 23 states have
joined QED’s Project EdTech and lent their clout to
encourage schools to return QED’s surveys.

Seventeen more states have shared data they
have collected with QED, Hayes says, although she is
dissatisfied with the timeliness and consistency of
some of it. The company is planning to release the
first compilation of EdTech data later this month.

Response rates from the first year of Project
EdTech are relatively high, ranging from 41 percent
of schools in Arizona to 100 percent in Louisiana, a
state that required schools to complete the survey to
qualify for a grant.

Some state technology directors wonder why they

need to rely on a for-profit company when the states
have data-gathering mechanisms in place. They want
the states to develop jointly their own national sur-
vey without the intervention of data marketing
firms.

“Districts tend to take it more seriously if it’s a
government survey,” Cradler says.

But Hayes suggests that an independent company
is more likely to have fair and consistent survey
methodology than 50 different states.

Some researchers, including Becker, downplay the
importance of state-by-state comparisons at all. He
thinks researchers need to be asking more sophisti-
cated questions that do not lend themselves to the
bureaucratic collection procedures of a school census
survey—no matter who conducts it.

Data on the numbers of computers, videodisc play-

What gets measured, gets money, some policy
analysts say. The flip side—what gets money,
gets measured—may be equally true.

Perhaps for both reasons, state policymakers
are showing greater interest in getting
accurate, up-to-date data on technology in
public schools.

Many states conduct at least limited surveys
of the hardware, software, and infrastructure in
their schools, or they glean those data from the
surveys of market-data firms.

But state officials say they need comparable
data from all the states, so leaders can make
comparisons and highlight the policies and
practices that prove most effective.

Currently, data on school technology are “very
fragmented, very scattered, not compiled, not
standardized,” says Mary Fulton, a policy
analyst at the Education Commission of the
States in Denver.

She notes that data collected by states are
often inconsistent with those collected by other
states. “It’s often comparing apples and oranges,
cranberries and peanuts,” Fulton says.

One problem is that surveys by different states
often don’t use common definitions—such as
what constitutes a “modern” computer.

A number of states define it as a multimedia
computer, meaning it has a sound card and a
CD-ROM drive. But Tennessee, for example,
defines a modern computer as one with a 386
processor or better and certain networking
capabilities.

The market-research firms Quality Education
Data and Market Data Retrieval seek to
overcome that problem by surveying schools
nationwide and breaking out statistics for each
state. But many state officials aren’t happy
with the quality of these surveys.

At the same time, state legislators and
education leaders are demanding richer data on
the ways in which students, teachers, and
administrators are using technology and on the
related needs for teacher training and technical
support.

Technology experts say that the numbers of
computers or wired classrooms don’t necessarily
indicate how well teachers and students are
using them.

“There is so much equipment in schools that is
so underutilized,” says Barbara Means, an

education researcher at Stanford Research
Institute International. “And there’s some very
old equipment in schools that is used
creatively.”

Education Week asked state technology
directors and various other experts about what
school technology information they would like
to see collected from all the states. Here are
some of their responses:

Students

■ What percentage of students use technology to
communicate with people beyond their own school
for classroom activities?

■ What percentage of students use electronic
networks, including the Internet, to collaborate on
class projects with students at other schools?

■ What modes of distance learning are available to
students, such as cable television, satellite, or
computer?

Teachers

■ What percentage of teachers are at various
technology proficiency levels, such as novice,
intermediate, advanced, and expert?

■ What percentage of a state’s preservice teachers are
at various proficiency levels when they are certified?

■ What percentage of school media centers have a
full-time media specialist who is trained to assist
teachers or students in using technology?

■ What percentage of teachers use technology
regularly for various activities related to instruction,
such as writing, collecting, and analyzing data, and
gathering information? 

■ Do districts or schools maintain ongoing programs of
staff development that include technology? What
percentage of teachers take part in this type of
professional development? How frequently do they
participate in them? How many hours do they spend in
such programs? How useful do teachers regard them?

■ What methods do districts or schools use to
encourage teachers to participate in technology
training—mandates, incentives, or teacher initiative?

Administrators

■ What percentages of principals and superintendents
have taken part in professional development on how
to integrate technology into the curriculum or to use
technology to support school reforms?

■ What percentage of official school or district

correspondence is distributed via e-mail or Web
resources?

■ What percentage of teachers use an electronic
network for administrative tasks, such as submitting
grades, recording attendance, and sending
correspondence?

■ Is technical support for on going maintenance of
school technology provided by full- or part-time
school or district staff, by outside contractors or
vendors, or by students? 

■ What is the ratio of technical support staff to users?
■ What percentages of districts and schools have a

specific revenue stream to support and sustain
technology initiatives?

Outreach

■ What percentage of schools facilitate
communication with homes by having telephones in
every classroom, a homework hotline, voice
bulletins, e-mail accounts for teachers, or a Web
site?

■ What percentage of schools give students access to
technology and/or networks during non-class
hours?

■ What percentage of schools give community
members access to technology?

Inventories

■ What are the ratios of students to equipment
available for instruction, including computers,
multimedia computers, CD-ROM players, networked
computers, and computers with Internet access?

■ What percentages of schools and classrooms have
access to cable television, satellite broadcasts,
schoolwide local-area networks, and the Internet?
What types of Internet connections are they (e.g.,
dial-up, dedicated line, high-speed modem)?

■ What percentage of instructional computers are
linked to a local-area network?

■ What percentage of district buildings are linked to a
wide-area network?

■ What percentage of computers are located in
computer labs, media centers, administration
offices, classrooms, and other locations?

■ What percentage of classrooms have telephones?
■ What percentage of administrative workstations

have LAN or WAN access to the Internet?
■ What percentage of schools have access to current

word processing, spreadsheet, database, and
graphic software? —ANDREW TROTTER
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ers, satellite dishes, or wired classrooms in schools
can obscure crucial questions—including whether
they’re actually being used, experts say.

Momentum is building, meanwhile, for a national
research and data-gathering effort on technology.

A report released last spring by the President’s
Committee of Advisers on Science and Technology
calls for spending at least $1.5 billion on educational
technology research. The CEO Forum, a group of cor-
porate and education leaders, endorsed improved col-
lection of data on schools’ use of technology in a re-
port released last month.

The federal government is already developing indi-
cators to track how schools are using grants from the
Technology Literacy Challenge Fund, a program that
distributed $200 million to the states to award to dis-
trict technology projects in the 1997-98 school year.
And some officials are proposing that the FCC require
schools, as a condition of their E-rate discounts, to sub-
mit a technology inventory, their equipment purchase
plans, and an assessment of their needs.

The Education Department’s Feuerstein says the
government wants to create a database of the nation’s
school technology that could be collected over time and
analyzed. Feuerstein says the FCC inventory could be
joined to a massive NCES effort—in concert with the
data efforts of the states—to settle on standards for in-
formation collected about school inventories.

Once the indicators are established, states could in-
corporate them in their technology surveys to produce
one set of standardized data.

“It has to be a very inclusive effort,” Feuerstein
says.

Sen. Jeff Bingaman, D-N.M., has proposed the cre-
ation of a national organization that would connect ef-
forts to study content, software development, and In-
ternet use, in light of academic standards and
curriculum. He suggests that a consortium of higher
education, business concerns, research institutes, and
government would fund and direct the group.

“We’re talking about leveraging new research
across agencies, and other [private] agencies where
they’re doing cutting-edge research,” says Cradler,
who has contributed ideas to the proposal. “The idea
is to pull together all data sources, to elevate this to
a national initiative.”

Some of the demand for national data is driven by
the need to persuade legislators in Congress and the
statehouses that their investments in technology
have been worth the money.

Jonathan Sallet, the chief policy counsel at MCI
Communications Corp., warned a group of educators
in Los Angeles last spring that the public will want
to see the payback.

“Now, there’s goodwill and optimism,” he said.
“Three years from now, we’ll need to show results—
or in the future [the E-rate] will be seen as a good
idea that failed.”

The sections that follow in this report will look at
school technology from a variety of perspectives.

The first section, on technology in the classroom,
discusses what research has revealed about the effec-
tiveness of technology in raising student achievement.

The second section, on teacher training, examines
how well teachers are prepared to apply technology
in their classrooms and their professional lives.

The next section, on administrators, addresses
school leaders’ readiness to make decisions that take
advantage of the full capabilities of technology.

The fourth section looks at the ways in which tech-
nology has changed the relationship between schools
and the public—from parents to corporations.

The final section examines how federal and state
policies are driving or hindering the use of school
technology.

The report concludes with a summary of technol-
ogy efforts in all 50 states. ■


