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Is there an ideal type? Developing planning and
evaluation models for a digital social inclusion
project: Digital Doorways, South Africa

Larry Stillman

Centre for Community Networking Research, Monasivéssity, Australia

This paper describes a consultation with the Metakttute (African Advanced Institute for
Information and Communications Technology, CoufailScientific and Industrial Research)
South Africa. The purpose of the consultation teadevelop an evaluation plan for the Digital
Doorway project. The Digital Doorway is a major je of the South African government to
promote digital inclusion in remote townships iattkountry that can be compared to the One
Lap Top Per Child (OLPC) initiative of western tachphilanthropists. An evaluation plan for
the Digital Doorway project has been developedhadirst step in a proposed research
partnership between Meraka and Monash University.

Introduction

As a leading developing country, South Africa naag lexamples of autochthonous ICTs
for Development working to alleviate the DigitaiMitie ((Wertlen 2007).This paper reviews
how an evaluation plan was developed for one projée ‘Digital Doorway™, a Community
Informatics project of the Meraka Institute. Thejpct, which is now in its%5year, is
supported by the Department of Science and Techgaod the Council for Scientific and
Industrial Research, is part of the governmentaft® Africa’s strategic mandate for ICT
development in country that faces enormous problefisscial development and inclusfon

The Digital Divide is one of greatest challengésat the greatest challenge to the
equitable distribution and use of Information &@wmmunication Technologies (ICTs) in
developing countries, as well as disadvantagechuamities in developed countries (Loader,
Keeble et al. 2004; Steyn 2007) However, theeetendency for externally-derived,
simplistic, neo-colonialist (Bishop 2005) and testdeterminist ‘cargo cult’ approaches to
bridging the divide, in the South (Heeks 2002).dtidnally, a lack of skills, weak social-
technical infrastructure (Simpson 2004), cost,stasice to what is seen as cultural
imperialism and intrusion (Niven and Russell 2088liman and Craig 2006), and pervasive
issues such as poverty are factors that serventbgarticipation in digital opportunities.

* http://www.digitaldoorway.org.za

2 "The Meraka Institute derives its mandate as @malk strategic initiative from President Mbeki802 State of the Nation
Address, where the concept of an ICT University fiest announced. A large-scale intervention in I8& space to address
challenges in both the first economy (well devetb@nd integrated with the global economy) and tbeosd economy
(characterised by informal economic activity anagrty). As such, human and intellectual capitatiméntions are required that
address both advanced technical research chall¢ivgeslth creation”) and urgent developmental @rees ("quality of life")."
http://www.meraka.org.za/about.htm. For a highlyical view of the political and economic challesghat South Africa faces,
see Bond, P. (2000). Elite transition : from apeidho neoliberalism in South Africkondon ; Sterling, Va., Pluto Press.
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The desire for an evaluation is part of plans byd®a to establish an inter-disciplinary
base and institutionally, to obtain a better un@decing about how to research and
communicate to key stakeholders the social effefcits technological innovation. Of
particular concern is the fact that they wish thechnology to be grounded in community
knowledge and needs, and that participation of conities and individuals in Open Source
ICT development with spin offs for local social aatbnomic development be an integral part
of their strategic directioh

What is the Digital Doorway?

As one of many initiatives at Meraka involving commities and technology (for example,
other areas include community wireless, accestsibdnd e-health), as well as high-
performance computing, from a mechanical perspecthe Digital Doorway is a robust
digital kiosk with 4 screens, and keyboards witlcto pads, built to withstand the rigours of
the African climate, enthusiastic use, as welllagsral or technical vandalism. Its prime
intended audience has been young people in poopantidularly remote South African
townships, who have not had computer or interne¢s& A strong philosophical and design
influence on the project appears to be the HotbaérnWall project in India which has
demonstrated learning outcomes though non-invasfeemal learning (Sugata 2003).

Kiosk terminals are connected to a server with Cpemrce Xubuntu (a South African
version of Linux), and have connected video came@scealed speakers and uninterruptible
power supplies (important in Africa). Terminalsidze bolted to the ground and watched if
necessary, by video surveillance.

Other kiosk versions are being developed, includinge for small children and disabled
users. A local person (such as a teacher oreWwopr) has the responsibility of turning the
main power on or off, and can also unlock the kimskeboot the system manually if
necessary. Otherwise, the terminals are rematalyaged from Pretoria, software installed,
caching conducted, and log files checked or videwesllance conducted. It will also be
possible, for example, to connect by wireless almmore fragile piece of equipment such as
a printer, that can be located in a local shops throviding a local business opportunity.
Other computers, such as laptops, can also be nedslorked. Subject to resource and
technological possibilities, direct internet access also be offered.

As the project has developed, emphasis has been gvchildren having a computer
experience through informal means, based uportHbke‘in the Wall’ principles of informal
learning developed by Mitra though his initiativedndia (Mitra, Dangwal et al. 2005;
Inamdar and Kulkarni 2007).

Currently, the kiosk provides a computer and fing experience’'—that is, through
cached pages, including Wikipedia, and interactipen source games software that appeals
to young people, offering the chance to informabperience computer applications and
some internet experience. While the focus has bpen the production of interfaces in
English, materials in South Africa’s other officianguages (Afrikaans, Ndebele Northern
Sotho, Sotho Swati, Tsonga, Tswana, Venda, Xhfida,can be installed). Additionally,
the project has produced an appealing portabls-ctasm that can be transported on a truck
and easily erected. This too, is built to withstafichate and usage rigours. The aim is to use
the roofs of these rooms for solar power.

From anecdotal evidence and email feedback iesrdhat where Digital Doorway
terminals have been installed, children and teacher incredibly enthusiastic about the

% See the paper by Shela Boshomane and others|ly€latalnnovation, The Promise of the Living Labpkpach in South
Africa’ being presented at this conference.
4 Also see the paper by Kim Gush on the Digital Dy for this conference for technical details.
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opportunity for a 'free' computer and internet eigee. However, while the project is
advanced technically, (and much log data has bekected), the project realizes that it needs
to work with others in getting a broader sociaht@cal understanding of how the Digital
Doorway is used, or might be used, in communit@sestions about how to ensure the
sustainability of the kiosk in term of local suppand ownership, its use by other groups
(such as adults), or adaptation for local smakgprise had arisen, but Meraka staff have
been unsure about how to plan for and then evakuatie proposed developments.

From the preliminary discussions prior to the cdtagions | have also able to surmise that
Meraka staff are of the view that:

group social interaction by a group is critical foformal learning as distinct from
the more individualized approach that underlies OLRand this approach is
supported by scholarly research from New Zealanth wlie Maori and Pacific
Islander communities where the adoption of indigenframeworks of knowing are
critical to adoption or research on ICTs, in thateat of socially-situated learning,
whether within a family or in school (Stillman a@daig 2006)

in remote areas, technical support for individc@hputers as distinct from one
installation built for robust usage is highly umii; it is also less likely that there will
be adequate power for multiple PCs as distinct faocommunity access point in
some communities

there are real and present dangers of inadvertatdliberate damage, theft, to
portable computer equipment, particularly if chiéldrdo not have ‘safe’ homes, or
homes at all

there are also strong concerns about access tography or the exploitation of local
and indigenous knowledge (Niven and Russell 20@5)yell as the exposure of
young people to cyberbullying and other inapprdprtzehaviours.

This is rich material for further research and aatibn.

Fg 1. Digital Doorway Terminal in use (source: httpww.digitaldoorway.org.za/index_main.php?do=rjult
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Comparison to One Laptop per Child (OLPC)

The technical and philosophical approach of thgegtacan compared to the highly-
publicized One Laptop Per Child (OLPC) initiativieveestern entrepreneurs such as
Negroponte (www.olpc.org). The aim of this projeas been to provide individual children
in a developing country a robust laptop that cangkample, be mesh networked.

The OLPC has been subject to some research titgdérs and the receipt of
considerable press discussion, but its actual tobss is disputed, given the social and
economic conditions in which it is meant to be yseldere power and technical support are
in short supply, and problems of theft and desibnotannot be ignored. ‘One Slate Per
Child’ might be more a more appropriate responsgich conditions, in the opinion of one
critic. There are also concerns that the OLPC ptagemore or a corporate toy than a tool for
development on the grouhd

Developing the Consultation Brief

On the basis of prior discussions between MerakiaManash University South Africa, it
emerged that a workshop on evaluation and strapggiming for ICT projects in early April
2008 could be used as a means of skills transfejeqi clarification, and relationship
building with Monash University South Africa, aslhes Monash Australia. The author was
invited to work with staff to developing an evalioat plan adapted to their needs. An
additional set of face-to-face meetings was heldten May 2008 with Meraka staff, Monash
researchers and administrators, and other acades@archers in South Africa. The focus of
this article is on the first consultation

Participants in the consultation included two tecéal specialists with direct
responsibility for designing, building, and insitad the kiosks; two staff (male and female)
attached to the Living Labs project of Merakaerested in integrating the learnings from the
consultation into their wider project activity ahdGT capacity building; two project
managers (one male, one female), and an equaberusfiMonash University South Africa
academic staff ranging from the head of the scbbbl and other academic staff and one
research officer. Monash staff took on the rolentdrested and enthusiastic participants.

Not everyone was able to be in attendance all dayeryday for a week, but there was
enough information sharing and cross-fertilizatithdt the outcome was regarded as highly
reflective of shared and clarified needs. Thekigeeonsultation was also a way for people
from Meraka and Monash to get to know each other.

While it was originally suggested that | meet wathff individually, and provide a group
introduction to principles of Community Informaticommunity-based or participatory
research and Program Evaluation and design usengrtfject as the focus of discussions and
activity. | also developed a number of documeat<irculation on relevant topics and also
brought a number of handouts with me. Howeveras Wexible as how the week would be
conducted, and in fact, in practice, upon arriiddecame a group workshop, rather than set
of individual consultations.

In the period leading up to the workshop in Pretaitiere were a number of emails and
phone calls to further clarify what was expectethefconsultation visit. It quickly became
clear that there was a desire for enlightenmentighow to develop an evaluation that looked
at the total effects of the technology interventio community, including social and

® See http://www.iconnectdots.com/ctd/2008/01/rgalitone.html
% The author thanks colleagues at the Meraka Istftr the invitation to work with them, and MonaSbuth Africa for their
support.
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technical effects. Meraka staff were also intrij@about the possibilities of qualitative and
mixed-methods research. The following quote by Bleraka staff member, from the paper
written for this conference about the Living Lalncept, is a very honest statement of the
conceptual dilemma in which they have found thewesel

Technologists are ill-equipped to deal with reséatttat involves people and cannot be
expected to be able to have the expertise or esqpezito deal with it, hence leading to
the need to partner with social experts in doingeaach projects.

In fact, the desire to move beyond their professitioundaries is commendable, given
their commitment to ICTs for development. In ealigcussions, it also became clear that
there was a need to a shared inter-disciplinarguage: engineers (as they called themselves)
do not understand the social very well, and theas aszconcern that that in working with
social researchers there would be a language ameptual divide that could not be
breached.

BACKGROUND THEORIES AND FRAMEWORKS

Underpinning the week's work (and the directiofubdire planning activity), were several
bodies of theory that were raised at different fgoéturing the strategic consultation process..

1. Community Informatics as a multidisciplinary approach to the social-technical development
of communities.

Most recently, Mike Gurstein has developed his akatbwn definition of Community
Informatics to suggest that ‘what characterizes a Communftymatics approach to public
computing is a commitment to universality of teclmgy-enabled opportunity including to
the disadvantaged; a recognition that the “livegspdal community” is at the very centre of
individual and family well-being — economic, patil, and cultural; a belief that this can be
enhanced through the judicious use of ICT; a stighited user-focused understanding of
Information technology; and applied social leadigr,sbntrepreneurship and creativity’
(Gurstein 2007).

2. Community Development theory.

The practice of Community Development (also knowre@mmunity organization) is a
key principle of Community Informatics, though ikeory is not often articulated in the
literature. In 1968, Rothman and Tropman presetiiteid now classic typology of (Rothman
and Tropman 1970; Rothman 19%2)This detailed typology provides a tri-partitarhework
from which to consider different stakeholder inttse assumptions, and expectations in the
community development process, ranging from grasssrand activist expectations, to
significantly, the point of view of those with ingghentation and accountability
responsibilities, such as Meraka.

For an organisation like Meraka, concerned todostaff capacity and awareness of other
perspectives and needs with ICTs (such as beytachaical-management or social planning
approach), discussion using the Rothman and Tropymology was used to heighten their

" Community Informatics pays attention to physiaaienunities and the design and implementation dfrtelgies and
applications, which enhance and promote their dbjes Cl begins with ICT, as providing resourced tools that communities
and their members can use for local economic, lland civic development, and community health emdronmental
initiatives among others {Gurstein, 2000 #184: 2}.

® The use of Rothman and Tropman should not hirfdeuse of other insights in Community Developmerawn from
feminism, ethnic and cultural studies etc.
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awareness of the language and assumptions of coitynaievelopment with ICTs, beyond
decisions about technical design features.

3. Interpretive research and ICTs

In recent times, a body of knowledge has risen Wwhiges an interpretive approach—that
is, the acknowledgement that people’s realtieseakand meaningful and need to be taken
into account in social research--to investigate hOWs and people interact, in contrast to the
‘scientfic rational’ paradigm that has come to doaté research and policy development
(Walsham 1995; Kling 2000; Orlikowski and BarleyodQ Lamb and Kling 2003). Bringing
this more open perspective to understanding stetdinical issues in a new way proved to
be an eye-opener Meraka staff, but it also helpatetelop a shared language around social-
technical issues.

4. Program Evaluation

Program Evaluation contributes a well-documentetiybaf theory and practice
methodologies that can enormously benefit Communityrmatics and Development
Informatics. Given the interest in Community Infa@ties in using qualitative research
creatively, the body of knowledge that Programl&ation has developed in this area is
extremely valuable (Patton 1990).

Program Evaluation is often thought of as a tealmiipr knowledge exploration used
during (formative evaluation) or after a particy@ogram or initiative is concluded
(summative evaluation). However, what is not weltagnised is that evaluation is a tool to
be used for decision-making at all phases of aptpjncluding critically, at the planning
stage as a strategic planning instrument. Evalnasi thus not just about final impacts but
can be used as a clarifying tool for project depeient. The work of Owen and others
(Owen 2006), including Simonelli in internationavélopment (Simonelli 1996) in Australia
has been particularly pertinent to the discusswaitis Meraka.

Such a multi-stage viewpoint is summarised in tilewing figure as three ideal (and
potential) stages taken throughout the life of@m project, with some key ICT variables
inserted. However, the practical reality is, of is®) that often the evaluation only begins in
the second or third stage, and accordingly, mariie@tjuestions that could be asked during
the planning stage have to posed and answerechwtitlilimitations of being stuck with what
is, and not what might be.

The framework, in a less developed form was algadl tig guide my consultation exercise
with Meraka staff, where we developed an evalugpian for the project. Another insight
from evaluation literature is useful. It is clehat that Meraka felt that the presence of an
‘outsider’ (and in fact, other ‘outsider’ visitofimom Monash) in developing an evaluation
plan would expand their horizons: the ‘insider’ &eipy to conduct this form of organisational
development was, due to the technical focus obtganisation, not adequate to conduct this
form of knowledge (Owen 2006: Chapter 7), ands@itat credit, Meraka recognized the
need for outside assistance.
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Stages of evaluation relevant to community and
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Figure 2: A total framework for evaluation

The Consultative Process

As already noted, the consultation plan was sugptisstart with individual interviews,
but instead, as an open process of day-by-day iaigat(Owen 2006), developed into
something of an open round table, with people cgraimd going according to the reality of
their work commitments. Rather than throwing tlaisge of theory at the participants, it was
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important to see ‘where the participants wereaatd at strategic points, introduce ideas and
techniques to them, and the ongoing negotiaticwbrking agenda reflected this.

DAY 1

As the outsider to all the South Africans, it wasessary for me to explain my own
orientation and view of the world, and as well simot everyone in the room knew each other
(coming from Meraka and Monash), there was a needdnventional introductions.
Somewhat amusingly, our different dialects and atscin English led to some initial
misunderstandings. Despite this, minor hiccup, Dayas an exciting event that set the scene
for the rest of the week, and hence, most detaileasofrom what eventuated up on that day.

Sharing Concepts

The first part of the process was devoted to ggerticipants to develop a set of brief
statements about what they thought the Digital Bagrgoals were how this would be
achieved and key outcomes or impacts. They wereadked to describe any key issues,
goals, or outcomes that they were concerned abbig.was easier said than done, given the
fact that people were new to interpretive reflettiand thought that they in fact, had little to
contribute. There were some moments of silence.

Because it was so hard to open up, so a risk Wwas taFortunately, the strategy worked,
with an emphasis on keeping the process as sirsessible. | asked people to start writing
down their viewpoints, how they thought things cbiok done, and the impacts of their work
on large index cards so that they could be stuck white board, for further consideration as
a group. This proved to be an extremely produaikercise, as it got the participants to
generate about 60 cards in all. Additionally, ¢heds, as a written object, became a visual
documentary of what happened.

Cards were then read aloud, and put on the boaetyEoncept or word that was not
understood was highlighted, and also discussednresietail—this resulted in a very fruitful
exchange between those of an engineering backgrmuhthose who came from other,
interpretive, and sociologically oriented underdiags of the project. Different world views
about the meeting of technology with what is catlegl ‘rainbow’ of cultures that constitute
contemporary South Africa were beginning to emerge.
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Figure 3: Getting key ideas shared on paper

The vigorous discussion which emerged once grougindeas on the board occurred
made it clear that despite the initial scepticisraame of the participants, that there was a
complex agenda to work upon, about both technirdlsacial issues, and the mix of both,
and that some goals quite indeterminate, for examplaking a difference’, and this could
mean many different things for example, it couldaméuilding a better computer terminal,
but it could also be poverty alleviation.

An ideal type

By the end of the day in fact, it was clear thatweild be able to come up with some
group statement of what the Digital Doorway repnése. | was struck, though | had not
planned for it, that the metaphor of an ‘idealetypould be introduced, drawing upon Max
Weber (Weber, Shils et al. 1949: 90). | explaitteat an ideal type was not meant to be a
perfect representation of the Digital Doorway a&®eial-technical network, but rather, an
ideal representation for modelling and discussidhis struck a strong chord with people, and
one of the participants came up with a statememtiwivas used to introduce the proceedings
for the next day.

That statement (see the picture) was both aspiratand inspirational and expressed a
long term outcome for the Digital Doorway projecit. certainly brought to the fore the idea
that the Digital Doorway device was something ntben a device, but something located in
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a living and developing community. The communityswifae focus, and Meraka’s role was
about supporting the community.

Figure: The Ideal Type

Understanding Community Development

| also brought to the group's attention the kewasdef Rothman and Tropman about the
different forms and stages of Community Developmé8iritis proved to be a real eye opener
for them it was the first time that a formal concepCommunity Development was put to
them, though the term was used a lot in discouf$ey considered their own place within
the bureaucratic framework, but at the same tim@adential change agents in the
community-at-large as part of the Community Devedept continuum outlined by Rothman
and Tropman. They also began to be able to plecepportunities and constraints in which
they found their work with the community and otp&ayers as part of larger administrative,
cultural, and political dynamics in a developingiotyy. They were also beginning to adopt a
shared language in the discussion and were stddiagstract about their situation. They
had not seen a holistic overview of their workagents of the government working for the
betterment of the community before but the Rotharah Tropman framework gave them a
tool to consider their place in the world.

What we called ‘Theory Theory’

Another idea that was introduced was to distingbistween the overarching, espoused,
or implied theory of a project or program--what evadely, but usefully called a ‘theory
theory’--as well as the treatment, implementatind autcome theories. This was a gross
useful oversimplification of the work of Chen amithers such as Bickman, but as a
metaphor, it went a long way to helping peoplehiaok about how often assumptions are

10



Prato CIRN 2008 Community Informatics Conferen€gtd for Social Inclusion: What is the Reality? Reé=l
Paper

made but not made explicit in both planning andlémgntation of ICT initiatives (Bickman
1987; Chen 1990).

Figure: Working out program theory.

DAYS 2-3

The group had decided that unpacking the ‘idead’'tgp Digital Doorway as a project
‘being built by each community and maintained by tommunity, that are sustainable and
contributing to the development of that communayuld be the focus of further exploration.
Thus, we had moved beyond the split between teaho@nsiderations and social
considerations into a study of how to look at the in tandem. | proposed that by developing
a detailed plan for the stages and tasks of auatrah that we could examine all aspects of
what an evaluation. We worked for the whole dayilling out what an impact evaluation—
that is, measuring the social and technical impadtoutcomes might be for such an
inspirational statement—an exhausting processgirkiwg through all the major tasks of a
go-to-woe planning or evaluation cycle.

This was achieved by using a series of’ Why? Who®MWith What?' questions about
clarifying key questions, types of information neédo solve them, how the information
would be managed, based on an adapted set ofapnsedeveloped by Owen. The
understanding of the social and political contéxhe Digital Doorway that had been gained
through a discussion of different models of ComruBievelopment also helped deepen the
understanding of the many different elements ingdlin study a project as complex as the
Digital Doorway.

Details of the plan were written down on many segee pages of butcher’s paper, which
now covered the walls of the workshop room. Whibé¢ every single question was answered
in detail (and by the end, all were tired out) réheas an increasing degree of consciousness

11
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about issues such as internal skills, the neegdddner relationships with researchers, the
nature of community based research, and the impzetaf reporting that was used by key
stakeholders for positive decision-making. Addigly, the difficult issue of data collection
and particularly the management of data was hiptdidy There was a realization that not
everything has to be collected and that differemink of sampling can be strategically useful.
There was also a realization that overall, thishmetof knowledge exploration and
structuring could be applied to almost any staggroblem in this ICT initiative.

Additionally, there was quite a lot of discussidioat how to conduct qualitative research,
and examples of work with young people and in depielg countries were provided, to show
that rigorous and rich findings could result frontls work. In particular, the work of Hart
and Rajbhandary in Nepal was used to highlighptitential of games for social and social
mapping effects of ICTs, as well as self and grasgessment of outcomes (Hart and
Rajbhandary 2003). This kind of work is familiarrimore formal methods of constructing
matrixes for managing and assessing data, anéadydsuited for participatory, on the
ground research where only the simplest of meanddia recording may be available (Miles
and Huberman 1994; Stillman 2005). This exampg@gaheo further convince the skeptics of
the value of qualitative research and the poss#slof community-based, participatory
research (Stoecker 2005), even though they keptried) to such work as ‘surveys’.

The key insight that emerged was a desire to desigevaluation that would be able to
evaluate the effectiveness, outcomes, failuresshndcomings, surprises, sustainability,
accountability, of the Digital Doorway as locathaintained enterprise. Space limitations
preclude a detailed account, but the following ésswere dealt with in how to find answers to
these questions:

- Focuses of the research/evaluation strategy
Audiences (government, research, community) angitbsentation and utilization of
findings
The resources available for the research and action
What data was needed, and how to manage it.

Some of this was developed by breaking up into lemgtoups and then sharing findings,
but the key emphasis was upon documentation asoadréor further use. Fortunately, a
number of people volunteered to develop Open Offixeuments on the spot.

DAYS 4-5

People were beginning to tire, and not everyonddche in attendance all the time.
However, it was suggested that we work on an ovérialal Statement’ for this form of
research and its applicability to the Digital Doagwbased on a second iteration of the Owen
typology, which became an additional row of papette walls of the room. The Day 4
session set the scene for a kind of plenary offitaé shorter day and resulted in a detailed
plan for a future research agenda that with teerse visit to South Africa, and much
additional work by email has become a major reseapplication which will be submitted
for funding in late 2008.

THE MOVIE

In addition, | made a short film in which | captdrall the sheets of data on the wall,
described what happened, and | added some nareatdbmore detail. This has been used in
presentations as a teaching tool and as an awareaissg tool with funders.
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Outcomes

The week of work has had several significant ougsim
Immediate outcomes

The workshop developed awareness amongst Merdkalstaut different ways of
understanding how knowledge about a social-techpicgect is obtained. Additionally,
through the workshop documentation and Final Statgrit has set in place considerable
groundwork for the development of quite detaileskgrch applications to various
organisations for future activity by and with Mesalkt also helped Meraka and Monash staff
to build a realistic shared vision for future rashaactivity.

Training Outcomes

The week tested out how a number of different cptuzd and theoretical frameworks
could be brought together in a structured way teetbp a holistic overview of a social-
technical project, beyond the more narrow formeesearch that had been conducted about it
in the past (e.g. educational measurement). kagthat this was successful, as evidenced
by the outcomes noted in the previous paragraph.

Conceptual outcomes.

The workshop managed to merge a lot of complexdisaiete theory into a manageable
recipe. Rather than taking a prescriptive appr@achight be found in a technical manual,
the process was more interpretive, as a kind @Sidend practice rather than a prescriptive
manual, it's a kind of cookbook, open to interptietaand flavouring, based in the enormous
skills and knowledge base of participants.

Research outcomes

The consultation outlined a conceptual roadmagpmlications to fund joint evaluation
research of the Digital Doorway. Not only has ittsme a meaningful framework for
evaluation research by Digital Doorway staff, bas lattracted the attention of senior Monash
researcher academics.

IMPLICATIONS FOR COMMUNITY AND DEVELOPMENT
INFORMATICS

The evaluation exercise took up the challenge ity proposed by Odasz and others in
the early 1990s (Odasz 1995), about the needfeffective evaluation tools and
methodologies in Community Informatics. A deliberattempt was made to bring
Community Informatics, Program Evaluation, and otieéevant concepts together

For those not familiar with Program Evaluationlizing the many ideas and tools in a
productive way may demand some humility and (rejlieg. However, because so many
evaluation frameworks are logical and intuitive—tlais case study in planning has shown—
the problems may be less difficult than anticipagad the time invested in learning
something new will lead to greater and more praslaaecision-making and action in both
research and the field.

Furthermore, there are Program Evaluation assonmtn many western countries, and
evaluators are thick on the grown in assessingldpweent projects, so that personal
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connections will not be difficult to make. Additialty, there are listservs and many websites
to use, and many leading evaluators are happyat® ¢heir knowledge in their professional
forums.

Ultimately, to adapt what has been suggested bsipen Institute in its overview of the
necessity of open and multi-disciplinary comprelenstudies of community change
(Kubisch 1997), the recipes, ideas and technigjhese suggested can help to create a
culture of ‘systemic connection’ between the maleynents that make up social-technical
relationships that are of interest in Communityomfatics and Development Informatics.
The result may well be better knowledge and adtioact better on issues such as bridging
the Digital Divide.
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