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1. Introduction  

Digital equity is a social concern. As emphasized at EDUsummIT 2011,  
 

“Technology has transformed all aspects of society, including the teaching-learning process. It 
is critical that specific groups within our society not be excluded from the benefits of these 
new developments. Not only must digital equity continue as a priority goal of all nations, but 
efforts to move toward digital equity also must be mobilized, focused, and coordinated to 
prevent the development of a permanent underclass in global society.” (Resta, 2011) 

 
Digital equity involves more than access to a device and connectivity to the Internet. It also involves access to 
meaningful, high quality culturally relevant content in local languages and educators who know how to use 
digital tools and resources.   
 

2. Background: Setting up the stage 

In 2001, OECD defined the digital divide as differences between individuals, households, companies, or regions 
related to the access to and usage of ICT. Digital divides exist between countries, including between women and 
men, rural and urban areas (NTIA, 1995), young and old people (Becker, 2000; Fox & Madden, 2005), poor and 
rich people (Eamon, 2004), persons with or without disabilities, indigenous and “foreign” people, and ‘haves’ and 
‘have nots’ (Resta, 2011; Warschauer, 2003; Warschauer, Knobel, & Stone, 2004), etc.  
 
Although a very promising trend has been the rapid growth of mobile subscriptions in the developing world 
within the past decade (see Figure 1), there remain stark differences in use of the Internet between developed 
and developing countries (see Figure 2). 
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Figure 1: Mobile-cellular subscriptions, 2001-2011,  
   world and by level of development 

 
                Source: ITU World Telecommunication/ICT Indicators database 

 
Figure 2:  Percentage of individuals using the Internet, 2001-2011,  

   world and by level of development, penetration 

 

                                   Source: ITU World Telecommunication/ICT Indicators database. 

 
As stressed by van Dijk, Hacker and Strover (2003), the digital divide is a complex and dynamic phenomenon, one 
that is multifaceted. DiMaggio and Hargittai (2001) suggested five dimensions along which inequalities may 
exist: 1) inequality in technical apparatus; 2) inequality in autonomy of use; 3) inequality in skill; 4) inequality in 
the availability of social support; and 5) variation in the purposes for which people use the technology. 
Researchers have inquired into these dimensions, but the task is cumbersome. Regarding dimension three, for 
instance, Reilly (2011) remarked that  

“the ability to use digital media without grasping how it works contributes to its apparent ease 
of use as Dilger (2008) explains, this knowledge deficit deskills users, widening the divide 
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between the experts who have technological know–how and mere users who passively receive 
media as served, but cannot customize, troubleshoot, or participate in creating it” (p. 1).  

As for dimension five, Wei and Zhang (2008) found out that network knowledge has an influence on the user’s 
intentions when using the Internet.  

We suggest adding a sixth dimension: Variation in the patterns of effective adoption. Effective adoption 
depends on skills and also on socio-cultural reorganization stressed van Dijk (2005) when pointing to a widening 
digital divide as he analyzed diverging trajectories of adoption.  

Such observations have led to an emerging consensus among scholars says Hilbert (2011): The key question is 
not access to technology or connectivity but “how to extend the expected gains from new ICTs”. Examples of 
recent international research/policy/practice initiatives that felt short of the initial promises are the One Laptop 
per Child (OLPC) initiatives in Peru (Trucano, 2010), Uruguay (Trucano, 2011) (See also Kraemer, Dedrick and 
Sharma, 2009; Nugroho, & Lonsdale, 2010; Severin & Capota (2011) and Gabon (Bibang-Assoumou, 2013). In the 
latter case, while electricity was a problem at times, it was the teachers’ perception of the little margin the 
official curriculum was leaving them for letting students “experiment” with the XO that was the key obstacle.  

What may ultimately have the greatest impact is the development of national policy which considers these 
factors and recognizes that the investments in these resources are essential for the nation’s educational and 
economic development.  
 

3.  Issues/unresolved questions/concerns   
 
It is likely that digital equity will be a concern for a very long term to come.  Hilbert (2011) argues that the digital 
divide is best defined in terms of a desired impact. He adds: “Since the impacts of ICT are diverse, the definitions 
of the digital divide are as well. Therefore, questions like “what is the best definition of the digital divide?” or 
“when is the digital divide closed?” do not make sense by themselves, but have to be formulated on the basis of 
a conditioning variable: 
 

 Given the desired impact, who, with which characteristics, connects how to what? 
Or, normatively speaking: 

 Given the desired impact, who, with which characteristics, should best be connected how to what?” 

If there is one ICT impact that policy makers and educational researchers are looking for, it is learning outcomes. 
In our own conceptualization (Resta & Laferrière, 2008) the issue of access must be addressed in the following 
five different areas for optimizing the use of ICTs: 
 

1. Access to hardware, software and connectivity to the Internet  
2. Access to meaningful, high quality, culturally relevant content in local languages  
3. Access to creating, sharing, and exchanging digital content  
4. Access to educators who know how to use digital tools and resources  

5. Access to high-quality research on the application of digital technologies to enhance learning  
  
Intercultural education is viewed here as an avenue (see also Gorski, 2004) for, on the one hand, affirming local 
learning cultures and, on the other hand, crossing their boundaries. To provide incentives for local teacher 
educators to participate, for instance, in online communities of practice or knowledge building communities and 
create content (Hargittai & Walejko, 2008) could be an important step to take. 
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4. Recommendations 
 
As Working Group 4 considered the issues, unresolved questions and concerns similar to those mentioned 
above, it came to retain the four following actions: 
 

I. To develop a conceptual framework and lexicons for digital equity and intercultural education  

II. To create a knowledge database of research results and best practices from specific cases concerning 

digital equity and intercultural education, and prepare digests of most relevant research findings   

III. To evaluate pilot implementations using frameworks available on the database 

IV. To train educators in developing a habit of mind in use of the database 

 
5. Action Plans 
 

I. To develop a conceptual framework and lexicons for digital equity and intercultural education  

 Socio-cognitive dimension. Digital equity (DE) and intercultural education (IE) lack a conceptual 

framework capable of identifying common terms, and link their respective principles and particular 

circumstances. A first action is to put together a paper that would integrate both components and a 

common lexicon, to be placed on the collaborative platform that the design group would retain.  

 Technology dimension. Although there is a broad array of social media tools available, it would be 

important to identify social media tools whose affordances may best support inter-cultural 

collaboration. Tools to support the translation and development of multilingual culturally responsive 

and digital equity content by local and international groups is also a critical requirement. 

 

II. To create a knowledge database of research results and best practices from specific cases concerning 

digital equity and intercultural education, and prepare digests of most relevant research findings  

 Socio-cognitive dimension. Such a database does not exist. Neither do we have digests of research 

findings and best practices. It is recommended that a process be established to gather research results 

and integrate them into a digest. The digests would be modeled after those developed in the medical 

profession that point practitioners to the best known practices and the underlying research that affirm 

the use of these practices. See 

http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?authtype=uid&user=s4866916trial&password=trial&group=tria

l&profile=dynamed.  

 The Digital Opportunity Consortium, for example, has an agreement with EBSCO to host such a digest on 

digital equity and multicultural education strategies and resources and eventually other digests on best 

practices in important dimensions of educational practice, at no cost at 

www.digitalopportunityforall.org/library.html (password = EBSCO) 

 The development of the database would include research vignettes, and different values would be 

ascribed to methodological approaches. This action would require work with ministries of education to 

co-create curriculum that integrates technology-supported intercultural communications and 

collaborations. Another need would be to develop local, national and international partnerships, linking 

this effort, for instance, with UNESCO’s initiatives to support indigenous knowledge, languages and 

cultures. 

http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?authtype=uid&user=s4866916trial&password=trial&group=trial&profile=dynamed
http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?authtype=uid&user=s4866916trial&password=trial&group=trial&profile=dynamed
http://www.digitalopportunityforall.org/library.html
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 Technology dimension. UNESCO and/or Organization of American States (OAS) could promote use of 

and contributions to the platform. Both organizations have the visibility, and capacity to facilitate 

sustained access to the platform. In the immediate future, there is a need for a planning team to draft a 

concept paper for the development of the DEIP platform. 

 

III. To evaluate pilot implementations using frameworks available on the database 

 Socio-cognitive dimension.  To achieve this goal requires the implementation of aspects of the concept 

paper by participating sites. This may include a social network for teacher educators and K-12 educators 

to locate cross-cultural partners to collaborate, co-design and co-teach on topics of shared interest, as 

well as to seek support for the collaborations. Concrete cases from teacher educators working in the 

areas of digital equity and inter-cultural education could also be made available. Of particular interest 

would be professional development that helps prepare teachers with an array of pedagogical strategies 

and tools to foster digital inclusion (e.g., strategies for reaching a mix of students with digital access and 

backgrounds) during class time and afterschool (e.g., community centers). Such implementations would 

be evaluated using the common conceptual framework, to assist teachers in development of 

pedagogical strategies and resources to support the integration of intercultural education into their own 

teaching. 

 Technology dimension.  Resources would be made available by mobile devices.  

 

IV. To train educators in developing a habit of mind in use of the database 

 Although medical doctors are trained to develop a “habit of mind” to seek the best and most current 

research related to a medical problem they are attempting to solve, educators, similarly need to develop 

a habit of mind to seek the best research related to their educational problems.  It is recommended that 

an international “habit of mind” initiative be established to equip future and current educators with the 

understanding of why and how to use online research databases to rapidly locate best practices key to 

their student learning priorities.  

 

 

 

 

Participants TWG4 

Paul Resta, USA 
Thérèse Laferrière, Canada 

Marcus Childress, USA 
Gwang-Jo Kim, UNESCO (Bangkok) 

Maite Smet, OAS 
Chad Ratliff, USA  

Miri  Shonfeld, Israel 
Wai Man Tang, Cambodia 

 



  

 6 

References 
 

Attewell, P. (2001). Comment: The First and Second Digital Divides. Sociology of Education, 74(3), 252–259. 
doi:10.2307/2673277 

Banerjee, A., Cole, S., Duflo, E., & Linden, L. (2007). Remedying education: Evidence from two randomized 
experiments in India. Quarterly Journal of Economics, 122(3), 1235–1264. 

Becker, H. J. (2000). Who's wired and who's not: Children's access to and use of computer technology. Future of Children: 
Children and Computer Technology, 10(2), 44-75. 

Bibang-Assoumou, B. (2013). L’activité d’intégration du XO dans les environnements d’apprentissage.  Doctoral 
dissertation, Université Laval, Quebec City, QC, Canada. 

Dilger, B. (2008). Easy and electracy. In Jeff Rice and Marcel O’Gorman (editors). New media/new methods: The 
academic turn from literacy to electracy (pp. 109-137). West Lafayette, Ind.: Parlor Press. 

DiMaggio, P., & Hargittai, E. (2001). From the 'digital divide' to 'digital inequality': Studying Internet use as 
penetration increases. Princeton University Center for Arts and Cultural Policy Studies, Working Paper 
Series number 15. 

Eamon, M. K. (2004). Digital divide in computer access and use between poor and non-poor youth. Journal of Sociology and 
Social Welfare, 31(2), 91-112. 

Fox, S., & Madden, M. (2005). Generations online: Pew Internet & American Life Project. Retrieved from 
http://www.pewinternet.org/Reports/2006/Generations-Online.aspx   

Gorski, P. (2004). Multicultural education and the Internet: Intersections and integrations. New York: McGraw-
Hill, Inc. 

Grimes, D., & Warschauer, M. (2008). Learning with laptop: A multi- method case study. Journal of Educational 
Computing Research, 38(3), 305–332. 

Hargittai, E. (2002). Second-Level Digital Divide: Differences in People's Online Skills. First Monday. Retrieved 
from http://firstmonday.org/ojs/index.php/fm/issue/view/144     
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.5210%2Ffm.v7i4.942 

Hargittai, E., & Walejko, G. (2008). The Participation Divide: Content Creation and Sharing in the Digital Age. 
Information, Communication & Society, 11(2), 239-256.  

Hilbert, M. (2011). The end justifies the definition: The manifold outlooks on the digital divide and their practical 
usefulness for policy-making. Telecommunications Policy, 35(8), 715-736. Retrieved from 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.telpol.2011.06.012 

International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE). (2009). Essential conditions: Necessary conditions to 
effectively leverage technology for learning. Retrieved from 
http://www.iste.org/docs/pdfs/netsessentialconditions.pdf  

Kraemer, K. L., Dedrick, J., & Sharma, P. (2009). One laptop per child: Vision vs. reality. Communications of the 
ACM, 52(6), 62–73.   

Métivier, J. et al. (2013). Projet @ctif, Accès en classe aux technologies de l’information pour la formation. 
Rapport de l’an III. Québec City, QC : CEFRIO. Retrieved from 
http://www.cefrio.qc.ca/media/uploader/Rapport_ctif_juin_2013_final.pdf  

http://www.pewinternet.org/Reports/2006/Generations-Online.aspx
http://firstmonday.org/ojs/index.php/fm/issue/view/144
http://dx.doi.org/10.5210%2Ffm.v7i4.942
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.telpol.2011.06.012
http://www.iste.org/docs/pdfs/netsessentialconditions.pdf
http://www.cefrio.qc.ca/media/uploader/Rapport_ctif_juin_2013_final.pdf


  

 7 

Mo, D., Swinnen, J., Zhang, L., Yi, H., Qu, Q., Boswell, M., & Rozelle, S. (2013). Can One-to-One Computing 
Narrow the Digital Divide and the Educational Gap in China? The Case of Beijing Migrant Schools. World 
Development, 46, June, 14-29. 

National Telecommunications and Information Administration (NTIA) (1995). "Falling Through the Net: A Survey 
of the "Have Nots" in Rural and Urban America". Retrieved from 
http://www.ntia.doc.gov/ntiahome/fallingthru.html 

Natriello, G. (2001). Bridging the second digital divide: What can sociologists of education contribute? Sociology of 
Education, 74(3), 260-269. 

Norris, P. (2001). Digital divide civic engagement, information poverty, and the Internet worldwide. Cambridge, UK: 
Cambridge University Press. 

Nugroho, D., & Lonsdale, M. (2010). Evaluation of OLPC Programs globally: a literature review.  Camberwell, VIC, Australia: 
Australian Council for Educational Research. Retrieved from 
http://wiki.laptop.org/images/a/a5/OLPC_Lit_Review_v4_Aug2010.pdf  

OECD (2001). Understanding the digital divide. Paris: OECD. Retrieved from  
www.oecd.org/dataoecd/38/57/1888451.pdf  

Reilly, C. A. (2011). Teaching Wikipedia as a mirrored technology. First Monday, 16 (1-3). Retrieved from 
http://firstmonday.org/ojs/index.php/fm/article/view/2824/2746  

Resta, P. (2011).  ICTs and Indigenous Peoples.  UNESCO Institute for Information Technologies in Education.  
Retrieved from  http://iite.unesco.org/files/policy_briefs/pdf/en/indigenous_people.pdf  

Resta, P. (2011). Global awareness. EDUSummIT 2011. Retrieved from 
http://www.edusummit.nl/fileadmin/contentelementen/kennisnet/EDUSummIT/Documenten/2011/4_E
DUsummIT_2011_global_awareness_expanded_brief_paper.pdf  

Resta, P., & Laferrière, T. (2008). Issues and challenges related to digital equity. In J. Voogt & G. Knezek (dir.), 
International handbook of information technology in primary and secondary education (pp. 765-778). New 
York: Springer. 

Selwyn, N. (2004). Reconsidering political and popular understandings of the digital divide. New Media & Society, 6(3), 341-
362. 

Severin, E., & Capota, C. (2011). One-to-One Laptop Programs in Latin America and the Caribbean: Panorama and 
Perspectives. Washington D.C.: Inter-American Development Bank. 

Trucano, M. (2010). Learning from a randomized evaluation of OLPC in Peru. World Bank Blogs (EduTech). Retrieved from 
http://blogs.worldbank.org/edutech/OLPC-peru 

Trucano, M. (2011). What’s next for plan Ceibal in Uruguay? Retrieved from 
http://blogs.worldbank.org/edutech/planceibal2  

UNESCO (2013). Policy guidelines for mobile learning. Paris: Author.  Retrieved from 
http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0021/002196/219641E.pdf  

van Dijk, J. (2002). A framework for digital divide research. Electronic Journal of Communication, 12. Retrieved 
from http://shadow.cios.org:7979=journals=EJC=012=1=01211.html  

van Dijk, J. (2005). The deepening divide inequality in the information society. Thousand Oaks: Sage. 

van Dijk, J., Hacker, K., & Strover, S. (2003). The digital divide as a complex and dynamic phenomenon: Remapping the 
digital divide. The Information Society, 19(4), 315-326. 

http://www.ntia.doc.gov/ntiahome/fallingthru.html
http://wiki.laptop.org/images/a/a5/OLPC_Lit_Review_v4_Aug2010.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/38/57/1888451.pdf
http://firstmonday.org/ojs/index.php/fm/article/view/2824/2746
http://iite.unesco.org/files/policy_briefs/pdf/en/indigenous_people.pdf
http://www.edusummit.nl/fileadmin/contentelementen/kennisnet/EDUSummIT/Documenten/2011/4_EDUsummIT_2011_global_awareness_expanded_brief_paper.pdf
http://www.edusummit.nl/fileadmin/contentelementen/kennisnet/EDUSummIT/Documenten/2011/4_EDUsummIT_2011_global_awareness_expanded_brief_paper.pdf
http://blogs.worldbank.org/edutech/OLPC-peru
http://blogs.worldbank.org/edutech/planceibal2
http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0021/002196/219641E.pdf
http://shadow.cios.org:7979=journals=EJC=012=1=01211.html


  

 8 

Warschauer, M. (2002). “Reconceptualizing the Digital Divide”. First Monday, 7(7). [Retrieved from 
http://firstmonday.org/issues/issue7_7/warschauer/ index.html 

Warschauer, M. (2003). Technology and social inclusion: rethinking the digital divide. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 

Warschauer, M. (2008). Laptops and literacy: A multi-site case study. Technology and Literacy, 3(1), 52–67.   

Warschauer, M., Knobel, M., & Stone, L. (2004). Technology and equity in schooling: Deconstructing the digital divide. 
Educational Policy, 18(4), 562-588. 

Wei, L., & Zhang, M. (2008). The impact of Internet knowledge on college students’ intention to continue to use 
the Internet. Information Research, 13(3), paper 348. Retrieved from http://InformationR.net/ir/13-
3/paper348.html  

  

 

http://firstmonday.org/issues/issue7_7/warschauer/%20index.html
http://informationr.net/ir/13-3/paper348.html
http://informationr.net/ir/13-3/paper348.html

