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Low-Hype High-Tech Learning Environments -- Abstract
Appelman, R.L, & Wong, S.M.

Technology is seen as being special, and many of our attitudes are influenced by the hype that spirals around the information about technology.  The hyperbole used to describe expectations of technology slant our views and attitudes of its use.  Special classroom technology used to be a movie projector, while consumers became familiar with television at home.  Now a computer and video projector are special items in the classroom, while consumers are familiar with high-def video, wireless LANs, and mobile telecommunication technology. This gap is an implicit goal by academicians to see technology as something special and thus apart from the primary focus of teaching and the resulting student learning. An example of an after school technology literacy program is presented that illustrates a “Low-Hype” strategy of technology integration focusing on student achievement.  The coupling of detailed lesson plans, teacher preparedness, and technology readiness makes the learning challenging, fun, and engaging for the students. This puts forward the premise that if we acknowledge that technology is not something special, but just using different tools to accomplish the same goals we have always strived for, then our students can help us close this technology literacy gap.

Low-Hype High-Tech Learning Environments
 Robert L. Appelman, PhD   &  Stephanie Michelle Wong, Doctoral Student
Introduction

Technology is seen as being special, and many of our attitudes are influenced by the hype that spirals around the information about technology.  The hyperbole used to describe expectations of technology slant our views and attitudes of its use, and many of our decisions for implementation in learning environments are driven by hype.  These attitudes are largely social-culturally based and have been developed over many generations.  For instance, in educational environments we used to think of technology as being the overhead projectors, motion picture projectors, or even dry-marker white-boards.  There was a day when these were the top technologies and “those in the know” were using them to “optimize” instruction.  These were tools used by the teacher, and students rarely had opportunities to “touch” these devices which gave even these “low level technologies” the status of being very special.  These students are the teachers of today, and have grown up with the idea that technology is mainly for teacher use and their own professional development.  This is evidenced by the fact that in the US, 99% of teachers have access to internet somewhere in school.(Rowand, 2000), and that. students, on the average, have between 1 to 5hrs/wk access (Molenda & Sullivan, 2002).
Attitude is an HCI issue

One’s attitude toward technology can drive decisions about how it is used and for what purpose.  These attitudes toward technology are often reflected in their expectations toward it, and correspondingly will place demands on the interface and its functionality. Take, for instance, the Apple commercial where a businessman is sitting on the beach doing complex graphics and connecting effortlessly to the internet.  A wonderful mix of two types of technology use, formal and informal, make this vision of technology seductive. In other words, wouldn’t it be wonderful if complex technology could be treated so casually that it would not be so special.  The truth is that it is often treated special and the tasks to perform can be extremely complex. To examine these expectations more closely, let us look at formal and informal use of technology.
At least in the commercial, technology for informal use had expectations of high functionality, low time impact , plus an easy to use interface.  This is certainly the HCI image conveyed in any Star Treck like representation of idealized use of technology.  Conversely, technology for formal use is envisioned to have high expectations for task processing, a hard to use interface and an acceptance of high time impact.  This latter description could describe many school environments which are mostly formal environments, where technology has less functionality, and where the students are often bored. Even though this technology is viewed as having high impact for learning which justifies the high time impact, it is given less time during the day (Molenda & Sullivan, 2002).  Even more amazing to the students is the contrast between this school learning environment and their video game environments.  In these informal settings student expectations for this technology is for high functionality, accommodation of difficult to use interfaces, requiring a high time impact, but with high levels of focus and engagement.  This seems to be a dichotomy.  We have high functionality and high complexity of interface in both formal and informal settings yet in one students are bored, in the other they are highly engaged.  Think back to what makes the commercial above so seductive?  Possibly it is the “Star Treckian” viewpoint toward technology in the commercial where technology is not special and actually “Low Hype” that allows for the acceptance and engagement.  This informal viewpoint brings technology off of the pedestal and places functionality and productivity in its place, and it is the goal of this paper to help define the instructional functionality that could be placed on our technology use descriptions that could eventually lead to more productivity in learning for the student.
Stakeholder’s Viewpoints
The Manufacturer/Vendor View

Manufacturers and vendors are driving what technologies are available instead of it being driven by user’s needs. They build hardware and software solutions to questions not even posed yet.  For instance, on many hand-held PDAs it is much easier to beam a file across the room to someone than it is to create a graphic or even type the input.  However, there is no thought given to the learning curve necessary for this technology to enter the mainstream of educational contexts, nor do they consider where it would fit into a teacher’s methodology.  Engineers create technology with the tools and skills that are available and what they are familiar with, and it is this match that determines more of what appears on the market than what a user needs for a specific task.  This causes an imbalance between what vendors must “hype” in order to sell, and what a buyer might be looking for.  As administrators, teachers, and end-users attempt to shop for new technologies, they must wade through volumes of capabilities that seem productive, but don’t appear on their wish list of productive features.
Administrator’s view 

Imbalances are also evident in most schools, and even universities, due to the seductive hyping of technology that looks simple to use, but is not, and administrators are lured into thinking that productivity of their faculty and students would improve if they but make these hyped features more available.  Often the opposite is true, where teachers and students must be “forced” to use it and where guilt becomes the strongest motivator.  Also, if one looks at how this technology is made available, it is usually through the construction of a formal technology setting of a cluster.
Often the driving motivation for the formal cluster is that high tech spaces are easier to point to, and this reflects the image that the institution is using advanced technology.  Also, seeing the technology all in one place looks like one is getting more for the investment, which often is considerable. It is true that it is easier to find “pockets” of space for technology within a building, and it is also easier to build infrastructures to support a cluster. However, because teachers and students must make special efforts to gain access to some cluster spaces, the attitude of it being special is fostered.  This viewpoint fosters a “High Hype” attitude toward technology use and is counter to integrating technology into the mainstream of the curriculum.  Whenever time must be allocated during a class to accommodate technology, that activity is then segregated into its own focus spotlight.  Technology then becomes the content focus, separate from whatever content was being dealt with prior to going to the cluster, and the entire collaborative dynamic elements between students and the teacher can be lost.  Unless teachers complain about this effect of high hype on the learning experience, it will continue to be fostered by administrators since the hype-driven belief that these technologies “ought to be” productive just through their accessibility somewhere within a school environment will prevail.
Teacher’s view 

Teacher’s viewpoints on technology are nearly as mixed as those of the students.  The only probable difference between teachers and students is that the students typically will know more about technology than the teacher does.  This in itself causes a “hype” problem, because students are very aware of the advertising hype that glamorizes technology use and their expectations of it often exceeds what is available, or even what is appropriate.  The teacher can not even respond to most of these expectations, and as a result may categorically “trash” technology options as a viable learning tool.  The frightful vision of totally losing control of the classroom in a technology rich environment, combined with pressure from administrators to use it, can create tremendous dissonance with some teachers. In their frustration, teachers will use technology simply as a reward after the student has completed the “real” learning task.  This technology exposure will most likely be an “approved” educational game which will cause no negative reactions from administrators or parents, but which the students find boring compared to the games they play at home. The students are still more engaged with these games, but the learning from them is minimal in relation to what happens in their classrooms.
More and more teachers are becoming acquainted with technology in their own homes.  The level of sophistication of these teachers is slowly beginning to rise with low hype technologies like Webtv and Instant Messenger.  Interestingly, there is still a gap in many of their minds between something that would be of value at home and something of value at school (Cuban, 2001; Jeremy & Norah, 2004). This may be because technology exists mostly apart from their classrooms (a la cluster-based technology), and then it can not be incorporated into day to day instruction of the classroom easily.  A class day is already broken up with a multitude of events and teachers resist loosing any more continuity.  Even though a trend is rising for computers to appear in the classroom, a scheduling hurtle then must be faced for students to gain access.  For instance, if two computers move into a classroom, even a 3 member group would only have 15 minutes access each hour for a class of 24.  This still leaves technology hyped as being special and segregates it from the instructional continuity.
Student’s view 

Students today are as comfortable with interactive 3D modeled virtual environments as TV was to the teacher’s student years.  A big difference is that today’s students are interacting with their hot technologies, compared to the passive television experience.  Keyboards, mice, controllers, and even kinesthetic sensors are “normal” inputting devices to many students, and the game interfaces are extremely complex.  Thus, students want to use technology in its most complex form, while instructors are unfamiliar with even the basics.  So, ironically as a teacher wishes to maintain the respect of his or her students by not venturing into the use of technology, they actually loose some respect by not being up to date on what is technically possible.
In school environments, high-tech clusters “reek” of specialized use and not “normal” day to day function to the student.  There is some excitement associated with going to the “lab” since it involves access to technology, but what is done there usually is much more formal than the games and chatting that would happen if they could do whatever they wanted.  Just like a library, talking is normally not allowed between students in a cluster environment.  This makes the use of technology a solo event unless collaboration software is available and networked.  Chat, Instant Messenger, and other synchronous forms of communication could be excellent tools for learning, but often they are not loaded on these machines since inappropriate use by the student would be possible.  Since the computer access to the internet is hyped by the media as conduits to dangerous information, then the school’s decision not to incorporate access to it looses credibility points with the students.
Bridging the Hype
As is positioned above, the teacher’s generation views technology as special, but the current generation accepts it as the norm.  What can be done to bridge this gap?  It is the position of the authors that if technology is viewed as a “low-hype” tool through which learning can be achieved, then students, teachers, and administrators can work together to make technology use a more normative event.  Using technology should not be special, instead it should be as matter of fact as bathrooms and drinking fountains. A student should be able to automatically reach for technology during problem solving, or at least not find its availability special.  This “bridge” can be envisioned as having three main support columns --  access, ease of use, and integration into the instructional flow.
Transparent Access 

Students who are familiar with hooking up and playing an Xbox, Playstation2, or GameCube console will have no problem with booting up a computer and plugging in digital cameras, scanners, and other peripherals.  Rolling a cart of laptops into any grade from 3rd on up, fitted with wireless technology, will cause very little anxiety on the part of the students compared to the teachers.  As a matter of fact, there is more chance that you would hear some excitement about the students gaining access and at the same time hear grief from the teacher about more stuff to coordinate that might fail in the long run.  What actually might cause the most frustration may be the HCI issues of poor interface design with the software on these laptops in comparison to the fluid access students find in game interfaces.  Since familiarity with interfaces correlates the highest with productivity with any technology (Appelman, 2005; Bransford, 1999; Sasha Barab, 2004), providing students with personal laptops that they may become used to on a regular basis would help counter this effect. 
For instance,  a 20 computer cluster could cost $26,700 while the cost to provide internet access to 20 laptops via a computer cart could be as little as $18,000 . Providing such access for each student does have an initial cost, but individual access would allow for the normalization of technology which would in turn lower the hype surrounding it.  Depending upon what functions the technology would need to perform, even cheaper student computer solutions and PDA technologies could be an option; however, one must be careful to not limit functional capabilities of the devices since doing so could extinguish the dependence on technology you wish to create. Specific software resources can be fed to laptops from servers and databases.  “Standard” software tools could be licensed for an entire school system so that the cost of mounting on each laptop would be minimal.  Site licenses from vendors may be negotiated such that there is unlimited use by anyone associated with the academic unit, and although the cost may be considerable, the intent to make technology more common-place and available can be achieved through negotiations such as this.  The proliferation of mobile PDA technologies can mix with “larger” technology resources like laptops making access a minimal issue.  Instead, the issue becomes scaling the learning task to match the available tools.

There may still be a need for cluster arrangements where technology itself is the focus of the lesson, or where processing information through technology requires specific resources.  High-end computers that deliver CAD or video capabilities used to be out of reach for most schools, but with the consumer market demanding capabilities for, video editing, advanced graphic imaging and manipulation, and even GPS technology, access to these high-level tools are becoming more affordable.
Ease of Use
By allowing students to move through different classes with the same technology allows them to develop strategies of when and how to address the task or learning objective at hand.   It is conceivable that as a student moves from classroom to classroom, they also access different virtual spaces created by the instructor.  These virtual spaces could be web based environments or even CD based.  Just as traditional students carry around backpacks full of text books, the laptop equipped student would only need to access a different virtual space for each subject.  Web supported instructional materials are currently growing in use, as are course management systems that allow for students to upload assignments to their own space and simply send URLs to each appropriate teacher.  A cluster based strategy limits the ubiquitous use of a systemic computing environment that would make such course management systems work.
Low Hype Learning Environments: 
an Instance at IU/Bloomington
Low hype learning environments are characterized by the full availability of technology access in informal as well as formal instructional settings. The “instance” presented in this paper grew out of a grant award from an Indiana 21st Century Fund Community Learning Program, and is a collaborative venture between the School of Education and the local School Corporation.  The goal of the grant was to implement and expand opportunities for targeted students to improve their academic, personal, health and social needs through a seamless delivery of services.  It is not just about students passing tests, but providing the environment where learning is fun and engaging.  The program offers a four prong strategy: After school program for grades 3-6, Parent Education, Family celebrations and summer programs, K-5.  The specific objectives to be measured will be increased attendance, thus fostering higher math, language arts, and science scores as well as other behavior measures.  The School of Education was just one of 4 partners who created 6-week curriculum units for this after-school experience called “To the Bell and Beyond”, and the Education Technology Program for pre-service teachers was the area within the School of Education that created, managed, and maintained their daily unit rotating through 3 different schools each semester. The focus for the Technology Education team was to provide technology exposure through practical problem-solving and game-like experiences.  To do this successfully required creating a delicate balance between providing just enough instruction on the technology to allow the students to complete the task, while making the task challenging enough to assure engagement.  Also we wanted to expose them to the latest technology without it being the focus.

Deciding which High-Tech Technology

To meet our “practical software” criteria, we selected Word, PowerPoint, and Excel from the Microsoft Office Suite to be the primary software to use since we were certain they would need to encounter these in subsequent classes if not to solve their own day to day tasks.  We also added Inspiration, Microsoft Paint and Microsoft Internet Explorer to solve ancillary tasks.  These software choices also conformed to applications that were already available at all of the schools as well.

The hardware decisions were less easy, but we started with technology we thought the students would be most familiar with.  Digital cameras and cell phones have captured the imagination and attention of children across the world and although much of this technology has not reached the school curriculum, it certainly is available in homes and among groups of students.  Memory modules are being carried around by kids for the X Box and Play Stations, Sim Chips are purchased for more minutes on cell phone talk, and digital cameras always record on something, even though the student may not know what it is called.  The point is that this technology is no big deal and would be considered “low hype” to them.  So we based the entire file management of all of our curriculum on flash drives and SD Chips.  We bought readers for all the PC’s and depended on XP’s ability to read any USB device without having to load software.  This bought us the ability to be free of the local school’s network functionality and to transport files from cameras to computers to printers very seamlessly.  We also supplied printers that had slots to receive these memory devices so that file management was in most cases automatic.  That is, when the card was plugged into the computer or printer, it automatically appeared on the screen.  For 3rd and 4th graders this was very important given the little instruction about technology that was provided.
Although yet to be fully integrated, we are slowly moving into wireless Bluetooth connectivity between the HP iPAQ, that also read the SD chip from the camera, and the printer which has a Bluetooth receiver attached to the input port.  The advantage of this is that it allowes the students to work in groups, select the image they want to print from the many images shot, and submit it to the printer.  By standardizing pre-sets and equipment partnerships ahead of time, this strategy for classroom management would allow 30 students in each unit to shoot, select, crop, and print their results within the 50 minutes we available each day.  Refer to the figure below for the schematic of this equipment configuration. After six months we had yet to integrate the PDA into the lesson plans because of the dependency on more predictable printing from the available computers, but the future lesson plans will begin to incorporate the full system. Such a plan acknowledges the teacher readiness combined with a dependable technology level created by the technology support within each school context.
FIGURE 1(A High-Tech Environment)
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Low Hype Strategies for Pedagogy
Very little literature is available that describes any use of complex technologies by elementary students other than some innovative video and digital use from adventuresome teachers but mostly in middle school contexts (Fromme, 2003; Zettl, 1999) along with those reported in Edutopia ( http://www.edutopia.org ).  So, this entailed considerable “guessing” on our part as we constructed the curriculum.  This was also more complex in that the instructor leadership needed to meet the university course learning goals of having our pre-service teachers be the ones who actually designed the curriculum they were ultimately going to deliver.  This meant that we had to allow for some trial and error and establish a development pattern that would review the results from each day’s interactions and revise the instructional strategies to compensate for deficiencies for meeting our objectives.

focus on learning objectives and less on technology solution
Pre-service teachers were given guidance in creating their lesson plans and told to focus the objectives of the lesson more on integrating technology and the concepts behind the particular project. We established “mantra’s” of “keep it fun”, “don’t focus on the technology”, and “let the students fail and try again with another strategy”. We also had pre-service teachers focus on incorporating learner-centered principles into their lesson plans and teaching. The general thrust was to be as informal as possible, to establish a group challenge, to reward ANY progress with successful solutions, and to listen to student suggestions for how they may want to complete a specific project. 
technology as a tool for engagement
Because lesson plans were centered around a project idea instead of simply learning how to operate a particular software, academic skills such as writing could be reinforced in a fun way, but without the emphasis on using technology. Integrating technology into the task appeared to help students become more engaged in class activities and also provided them with a way for self-expression. For example, the objective of one lesson plan was to reinforce the writing skills of the students by providing them with an activity where they could use PowerPoint to create a story about themselves complete with animated pictures and words. The students could choose any topic they wanted, and many chose topics that exaggerated their real life. The emphasis on this particular lesson was not on the technology itself but instead focused on giving the students an outlet to express themselves in a creative manner. 
The idea of writing a story about themselves completely engaged the students in the activity as they set off writing. Students who appeared to have a difficult time coming up with an idea were guided by pre-service teachers in finding out what their interests were and how these interests could be translated into a story. Topics from the stories ranged from a student who had a “big mouth”, a student who won the football game, and a student who helped fly a plane because the pilot had been injured. As soon as the foundation for their stories had been laid, we observed that the students began exploring the software on their own to see what they could add to their story to make it even better. One student discovered a way to record himself narrating the story, and the idea of creating a story while hearing himself speak during playback completely engaged this student who normally was easily distracted while doing work-related activities. 
freedom to use whatever technology tool desired
During another session, students were told to create a vision of what they believed the future would look like 100 years from now. They were told that they could use any software they desired to make their creations. Some students chose to use Inspiration, and some chose to use Microsoft PowerPoint to create their image. One of the students who used PowerPoint began to create a story with animated images. She believed that individuals would no longer need to go to school to learn and instead could learn from their home. Another student believed that the world would still look the same except that animals would be allowed to freely roam more. The student had photos of monkeys hanging from trees that lined “Main Street”. For this particular student, writing was a challenge however by narrating to the pre-service teacher staff what he believed the world would look like 100 years from now, the lesson still provided a way for the student to reinforce his language art skills.

peer sharing & tutoring with technology
By not having instructors focus on teaching technology specifically, this also allowed students a chance to teach technology to and learn from their peers. What resulted was a learning community that extended beyond the walls of the after-school program. During the same lesson plan where students were to create a story about themselves, one student in particular went from being a student trying to distract others from doing their work to helping students do their work. This particular student appeared to be having a bad day that day and was uncooperative in participating in the class activity. Pre-service teachers  demonstrated to the student how he could supplement his work with procedures he was not familiar with on PowerPoint, such as adding sound effects. The student was suddenly engaged and began exploring the software in more depth to see what else he could add. The same student also began to play the role of teacher and helped the students he had been distracting earlier, learn how to add sound effects. The students were actively engaged in the task and were sharing with one another where they could find particular sounds effects or teaching one another how to coordinate the sound effects with the  animations they were including in their stories. Instances of peer teaching were also observed outside of the after-school program hours. While waiting for a classroom to finish using the computer lab during school hours, instructors observed one of the students from the after-school program teaching a peer who was not in the program, how to change the background of her PowerPoint slides to have two blended colors.
PBL with technology in authentic contexts

Students were also able to experience learning through the simulation of real-life situations and problem-solving opportunities as they saw how technology could be used as a tool in a simulated real-world context. For one three-week project, students experienced what it might be like to have their own storefront. While introducing the concept to a 3rd and 4th grade class and explaining that they would be using Excel to begin to track the “sales” from their store, one student asked why they needed to use Excel. Instead of telling the student that they “had” to do the activity and use Excel, the instructor began to talk to the students about the different stores that were in their community and how they used something similar to Excel to track their own sales. When the student realized that stores in his community were using the technology in a similar way, he appeared eager to learn more about the activity. The instructor began to ask students what type of stores they frequented in the city and what type of stores they wanted to own. Ideas ranged from selling new & used video games to selling different types of animal foods. Students were told that they had to sell five different products set at prices of $5, $10, $25, $50, $100, and they would draw numbered chips later on to see how their business had performed in sales throughout the week. The students who decided to sell new & used video games were observed talking about their products and how much they could sell certain products for. One group of students mentioned a specific video game that would be sold used, but then quickly realized that setting the price at $50 was too high. They then began discussions with one another about what to put in the $50 slot and where they could put the aforementioned video game. This type of problem-solving was observed all throughout the classroom. For students who were struggling with setting the prices of certain products, staff provided hints and guidance to the students to help them continue to create their storefronts. Students were also observed forming business partnerships and selling products from different departments of the same store. It was observed that the shift from “Why do we have to use Excel” to “Oh! Look what we can do with our store!” engaged the students in an activity that on the surface, before implementation, was thought by some to be a huge conceptual challenge for 3rd and 4th graders to grasp.
Modeling classroom technology use for pre-service teachers
For pre-service technology teachers, the idea of teaching technology became much more than simply telling students where to click. It was noted that many of the pre-service teachers had not had prior classroom teaching experience before. Some were anxious about what to expect, while others were nervous about working with elementary school aged children when they were planning to work with secondary students in the future. They also expressed anxiety over being the lead teacher and implementing the lesson plan they created. To help alleviate these anxieties and to model teaching strategies, pre-service teachers observed supervisors while teaching and assisted during class sessions. Modeling how to teach with technology was an important factor in helping pre-service teachers with their training. In one session, a pre-service teacher was observed helping a student who did not know how to perform a particular procedure on Microsoft PowerPoint to “Click here, now click here and click here” while pointing at the screen. The student appeared to be bored with the activity and just did as he was told. When a supervisor observed this interaction, she walked over to the pre-service teacher, began to model how to teach a student to perform a particular procedure through guidance rather than direct instruction. The supervisor and pre-service teacher worked with a student who could not remember how to open Microsoft PowerPoint. The supervisor asked, “Do you remember how to open up Microsoft Word? The way you open up Microsoft PowerPoint is very similar to how you open up Word.” After this prompt, the student explored his choices in the menu and quickly was able to open up Microsoft PowerPoint. His excitement at having done it “all by himself” was evident and the pre-service teacher and the supervisor later compared engagement and motivation levels between using directed instruction on the first student with using prompts and cues with the second student. Later on in the classroom session, the supervisor observed the same pre-service teacher working with two students saying, “Ok, so you want to put in a picture of the cow now. Do you remember how you did that in Microsoft Word?” Immediately after this prompt, one of the students was quickly able to work his way down the menus to find what he was looking for and became very happy at having solved the dilemma before him. The student then taught his peer how to insert ClipArt. Whenever the two students were stumped on how to do something, they turned finding the right software command into a playful competition and when one “beat” the other, he would teach his peer how to do the procedure.
Teaching strategies with technology a key focus

Having pre-service teachers reflect upon their experiences while working with technology was believed by supervisory staff to be a key component to their field experience. Although all pre-service teachers were trained in the basics of technology operation, it became clear to them that teaching technology wasn’t necessarily about the technology itself but instead was more about choosing the most effective instructional strategies for using technology while teaching. Immediately after every class, supervisors and pre-service teachers meet to discuss what everyone believes they can do to improve their teaching techniques and what teaching techniques worked well. This is shared in a safe community space where everyone is free to provide comments and suggestions to anyone in the group. During these sessions, conversation rarely focuses on technology specifically unless there were technical problems with specific computers. Supervisors believed that although they could have taught instructional strategies to pre-service teachers before they began teaching, they believed it was more powerful for pre-service teachers to have a real-life experience when teaching and for supervisors to guide and coach them while teaching. In this way, pre-service teachers would be able to compare teaching strategies and to observe the effects of the strategies in how their students reacted differently to the styles. 

The opportunity to learn while on the job was discovered to be a valuable experience with staff. Students are required to complete this field experience as a lab component for fulfilling requirements for an introductory technology integration course. In end of course evaluations, many students noted that the most valuable aspect of the course was the ability to get the experience working with students and working with the technology. Many felt more prepared to integrate technology into their future classrooms than they had when first starting. Students also noted that they felt they had learned “how to be a more effective teacher”. 
Conclusions

In this paper we have attempted to highlight the gap in attitude between all stakeholders using technology in academic settings.  In this gap is an implicit goal by many to see technology as something special and thus apart from the primary focus of teaching and the resulting student learning. Also evident in this gap is the explicit technology literacy difference between students and adults resulting in the digital divide that appears in school settings. This gap is widened whenever technology is “hyped” through marketing or through justification of cost instead of through resulting engagement and learner-centered control to complete instructional tasks.
Through the example of an after school technology literacy program, we have attempted to illustrate a “Low-Hype” strategy of technology integration that focuses on student achievement.  These strategies treat technology more as a common utility to employ in problem solving than anything apart from the instructional goal desired. The coupling of detailed lesson plans, teacher preparedness, and technology readiness makes the learning challenging, fun, and engaging for the students. Our example also underscores the need to continually reflect upon the success and failures in reaching desired learning goals so that revisions to teaching strategies, better classroom management with the technology, or just technology readiness can be implemented the next time.
The good news is that High-Tech solutions are becoming more and more available, due largely to cost reductions and better more easily used interfaces. The bad news is that High-Tech solutions are becoming more and more available, which widens the gap between adults and students technology literacy since students do not hesitate to engage and learn how to use this technology. We as teachers and administrators can possibly never catch up with our students in this race, but if we acknowledge that technology is not something special, but just using different tools to accomplish the same goals we have always strived for, then our students can help us close the technology literacy gap.
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