The N4L Technology in Schools Survey asked schools throughout New Zealand about their
experiences with, and plans for, technology in the classroom. The aim of the survey was to
assess the state of technology in schools, patterns in technology use, and to predict potential
issues that may arise over the next 12-18 months.
The survey was carried out during August and September 2015. All principals of primary and
secondary schools around NZ were invited to participate; of those 701 responded. The survey
focused on the following forms of technology and technology use at schools:
●

●
●

Mobile devices and programmes for managing and providing access to devices in
the classroom, including:
- Bring Your Own Device (BYOD) programmes, where students use their own
devices in the classroom
- One-to-One Device (OTOD) programmes, where schools provide students with
access to devices
- Mobile Device Management (MDM) services, which offer schools the ability to
control the types of information accessible through devices within boundaries
that can be determined by individual schools
Network management and monitoring, which ensures the reliability and
performance of school computer networks by providing external technical support.
Phone services, which are an essential part of school infrastructure for contacting
parents and other external communication. Survey questions about phones aimed
to assess schools’ experiences in transitioning from old traditional copper phone
services to new broadband, or fibre, voice over IP (VOIP) services.

The key findings from the survey are:

Technology / Technology adoption
The adoption of technology services by New Zealand schools is spreading and appears
largely unaffected by characteristics such as school decile or student ethnicity. However,
the responses indicate that larger schools, and schools with older students, pursued
technology solutions more often than smaller schools and school with younger students.
This pattern varied somewhat depending on the types of technology being discussed, but
the general principle remained constant.

Devices
Younger students are less likely to have their own device than older students. Students in
primary schools had on average 0.6 devices per student, but this increased to an average
of 1 device per student at secondary schools.
The location of students, their ethnicity or socio-economic status, and the decile rating of
their school had little effect on whether students had access to a device or not. However,
the ways in which students gained access to devices (e.g. whether they owned their own
devices or leased a device from school) does appear to differ across deciles.
Third party contractors and ICT departments are the most common methods used to
manage devices. However, in cases where students or teachers managed devices, students
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were far more likely to do so at large schools and schools with older students, while at
smaller schools teachers did the managing.
Students, teachers, and parents are all adjusting well to the use of devices in the
classroom. Where there are reports of difficulties, parents were the most commonly
identified as having difficulties, either with the cost of technology or understanding the
need for it in the classroom.
Overall, respondents saw a number of benefits from the use of devices at schools,
including improved student learning and engagement, improved access to information and
learning material, and a more seamless approach to learning between classes and home.

Programmes to Improve Access to Devices (BYOD / OTOD)
A majority of schools (61.5%) reported either using or thinking about using a device
programme. Of these, 87.9% stated that they either already had a programme in place or
planned to have one within the next 12-18 months.
School-owned OTOD programmes were popular at primary schools, while student-owned
BYOD programmes were popular at secondary schools (75.1% of primary schools reported
having the former, and 69% secondary schools reported having the latter).
Lower decile schools (1-3) were much less likely to have a student-owned BYOD
programme (37.8% of decile 1-3 schools had one) compared to higher decile schools
(65.7% of decile 8-10 had one). Overall, only 50.9% of decile 1-3 schools reported that they
were using, or thinking about using, a device programme.
Some schools have adopted a range of programmes such as school-owned devices,
lending devices and rent-to-own in order to ensure equity of device access, although
open-question commentary from schools indicates that this puts a significant financial
burden on them.

Mobile Device Management (MDM)
There was a very low response rate to questions about MDM overall. Of those who did
respond, 32.4% were either using, or thinking about using, MDM - a much lower rate of use
compared to other technologies.
With regard to the level of activity in the act of managing devices, 20.2% of primary schools
reported extreme activity compared to 4.3% of schools with older students, with more
than half of secondary schools (52.2%) recording their activity as moderate. In general
primary schools reported more activity than secondary schools.The reported reception of
MDM by the school community was generally positive. Very few schools reported poor
reception, although staff and students at secondary schools were slightly more likely to
receive the technology poorly.
Respondents stated that MDM was a benefit by helping with student engagement and
teacher control in the classroom. These benefits were contrasted by the fact that MDM,
and the software it required, was time consuming for staff, especially when they lacked the
technical expertise to fix problems.
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Network Management and Monitoring
A majority of schools (56.5%) reported that they were using, or thinking about using,
network management and monitoring. Of these, 84.6% were using or planning to use it in
the next 12-18 months. For those schools not planning to use it, the primary reasons given
were budget constraints, lack of time, or lack of technical knowledge.
A number of schools also stated that they believed network management and monitoring
was not something they need focus on internally and instead external organisations, such
as N4L, would take responsibility for network management and monitoring. Almost half of
all schools identified N4L as their network management and monitoring provider. About a
third identified another provider, and just over 10% stated that they did it themselves.
The overwhelming expectation for a network management and monitoring solution was
improvement of network performance. Over two-thirds also expected proactive
notification.
In a similar vein, respondents ranked training to improve ability in the diagnosing and
resolving technical problems as the biggest issue facing schools when it came to the
reliability of their computer systems.
When asked about the biggest challenges and benefits they had with network
management and monitoring, a large number of schools stated that they had experienced
no problems and, in fact, they noted appreciation for having technical support and
expertise from an external source.

Phones services
A large proportion of respondents (78.3%) reported that phone services remain either
absolutely critical or critical to the running of their schools. Only 2.6% stated that phones
services were not at all critical.
The cost of phone services was related to the size and location of a school. Special schools
tended to pay more per month for phones than other school types ($1,172 per month
versus $642 per month for secondary schools and $312 per month for primary schools).
Secondary schools paid more than primary schools because they tended to be larger,
however when costs were split by number of teachers, larger schools were found to pay
less per phone user ($19.63 per teacher versus $30.52 per teacher for primary schools).
Rural schools tended to pay more per teacher per month for phones ($45.05 versus $24.82
for main urban area schools), and spent more minutes on local, national, and mobile calls
than urban schools. The most desired change in schools’ phone services is cost reduction
(56.4%), followed by greater softphone support (31.2%). 29.2% were happy with their
current solution, and could think of no specific change they would want to make.

Estimated cost of technology, and how schools pay for it
The most common way schools fund technology is through Operations Grants (76.2%) and
locally-raised funds (57.7%) - secondary schools were more likely to use the Operations
Page 3
of 4

Grants while primary schools relied far more on locally-raised funds: 62.4% of primary
schools stated that they used this method, versus only 29.8% of secondary schools.
The annual estimated costs for different technologies at schools that responded to the
relevant survey questions were:
●
●
●

●

$576 per device
$35 per student per year for a BYOD / OTOD programme
$14 per student per year for MDM services (although the response rate for
estimated costs of device management was very low, meaning the estimate is very
rough)
$26 per student per year for network management and monitoring.

Main technology problems faced by schools
The most prominent difficulties with technology identified were:
● Cost
The cost of technology was the primary concern reported by schools for all types of
technology programme, and was mentioned repeatedly throughout the survey. In the
case of BYOD/OTOD programmes, schools noted funding as a major issue in ensuring
every student had access to a device. Schools also recognised that not all families
possessed the resources to provide their children with devices, and they struggled with
the best method of ensuring equitable access to devices for all children.
● Lack of technical knowledge or expertise
A lack of technical expertise was often stated as a limitation on adoption of technology.
Respondents identified greater professional development and learning as a means of
streamlining the transition to new technology and reducing the time needed to resolve
technical problems at school.
●

Time
Teachers generally lacked the time to establish and maintain complex technology
services, such as mobile device management. In smaller schools and rural schools, there
was also less ability to bring in outside technical expertise, leaving more responsibility on
teachers and staff.

●

Pedagogy
The place of technology in teaching methods was a specific thread in responses from
schools. Respondents wanted access to ways of integrating technology into the art of
teaching. Without more time and professional training to allow ideas to be shared across
schools, individual teachers at times could only guess at how best to turn devices into
effective teaching tools rather than distractions.
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