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This dissertation was conducted with a mixed methods approach to learn about the 

attitudes and perceptions of identified innovative school leaders and their respective 

professional staff in a ubiquitous learning environment where all students are provided 

access to learning devices. While school districts, communities, and students are prepared 

for the use of technology in classrooms, principals remain largely untrained in preservice 

and in-service with respect to innovation and technology use. However, a link exists 

between the use of technology by school leadership and teacher practice. The research 

showcased the similarities between identified innovative school leaders and self-reported 

measures of teachers using devices in the classroom to help build 21st century skills 

among their collective students, regardless of the programmatic level.
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Chapter One 

 

Many school districts are implementing technology in classrooms at greater 

lengths than ever before with the expectation and belief that instructional technology will 

benefit students and ready them for college or the workforce (Cuban, 2018; Picus, 2017). 

Innovative school leaders who understand and expect the use and employment of 

instructional technology devices and theories may empower teachers to undertake 

innovative practices for 21st century learning (Grady, 2011; McLeod & Shareski, 2018). 

However, studies have shown that simply putting more computers into the hands of 

students and teachers is not enough to change classroom practices or produce better 

learning outcomes in students (Cuban, 2018; Grady, 2011; Levin & Schrum, 2012). 

Leadership expectations and modeling strategies would better help teachers to integrate 

technology (Thannimalai & Raman, 2018). While it is widely acknowledged that 

leadership practice can influence school culture, there is a lack of literature concerning 

how leadership practice can influence the use of instructional technology in the classroom 

or the growing Digital Divide (Henry, 2019; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2006; McLeod & 

Richardson, 2011). School leadership has been shown to be influential in promoting 

school reform (Seashore et al., 2010). Therefore, scholars should explore the connection 

between school culture and vision and innovative classroom practice as it pertains to the 

attitudes and beliefs of the school principal.  
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Instructional technology use is rooted in the work of educational theorists such as 

Vygotsky (1978) and Dewey (1938), who urge instructors to allow for exploration, 

experience, and meaningful play as a means of learning, rather than rote memorization as 

Thorndike (1989) would advocate. While it is clear that there are national and 

international expectations of technology use in the classroom (ISTE, 2019), and that 

students are more likely to succeed academically when technology is constantly used in 

the classroom, there are perspectives against implementing such devices in schools. 

School leaders, who are expected to hold teachers accountable, are not provided with 

professional development in innovation or technology integration (Dikkers et al., 2005); 

however, there are principals who rise to the challenge (Levin & Schrum, 2012). This 

study attempted to show how principal attitudes affect school culture and vision in terms 

of technology integration.  

To add to the literature, this dissertation will discuss the definition of instructional 

technology, the national and international expectations for technology use in schools, and 

school leadership. This chapter concludes by presenting research questions explored 

throughout this dissertation. 

Instructional Technology Definition 

Instructional technology can be more deeply defined than by simply claiming that 

it refers to the use of devices in classroom settings. Quite the opposite, historically, 

instructional technology has been defined as a “theory of instruction rather than a 

technology of instruction...with reference to principles providing guidelines for the use of 

these devices” (Saettler, 1990, p. 6). In 1963, Ely proposed that instructional technology 
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should be defined “as systematic knowledge derived from scientific research,” not solely 

as the use of devices or the integration of equipment (as cited in Saettler, 1990, p. 5). 

Likewise, the Commission on Instructional Technology in 1970 recognized that 

instructional technology is not simply a device, but a method of instruction (Saettler, 

1990). This idea remains even now for the Association for Educational Communications 

and Technology (AECT), as the group examined soft and hard technologies. In this 

context, AECT considered the soft technologies to be learning design systems based on 

educational theory, while the hard technologies referred to the actual pieces of equipment 

(Lakhana, 2014).  

In addition to soft and hard technologies, student-centered theory is focused on 

student experience rather than rote memorization or traditional educational practice. This 

theory is categorized as a form of constructivism, wherein the teacher is but a learning 

guide, not the master of all knowledge, and the students construct their own knowledge 

through self-determination and teacher scaffolding (Doolittle, 2014; Pink, 2009). Dewey, 

Vygotsky, Piaget, and Eisner all believe that experiences and imaginative play allow 

students to learn organically and simultaneously promote innovative practice in the post-

secondary workplace or institution.  

For the purposes of this dissertation, “instructional technology” refers to the 

combination of methodologies in teaching as defined by student-centered theories, in 

addition to the procurement and intentional use of hardware and software in the 

classroom to fulfill carefully and thoughtfully designed real-world learning objectives 

(Bruner, 1996; Vygotsky, 1978). There are expectations for technology use in the 
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classroom that have been established on the national and international level, however 

(ISTE, 2019: Wagner, 2008). Before discussing the integration process, these 

expectations must first be addressed.  

National and International Expectations 

The National Education Technology Plan provides a national vision and guide for 

instruction to be designed with technology in mind (Office of Instructional Technology, 

2017). The organization’s officials recognize that  

Technology can be a powerful tool for transforming learning. It can help affirm 

and advance relationships between educators and students, our approaches to 

learning and collaboration, shrink long standing equity and accessibility gaps, and 

adapt learning experiences to meet the needs of all learners. (Office of 

Instructional technology, 2017, para. 1)  

Additionally, the officials look to school leaders to set and cultivate a vision for the 

thoughtful integration of technology into classrooms. 

Globally, the International Society of Technology in Education (ISTE, 2019) has 

outlined standards for students, instructional coaches, teachers, and school leaders to 

uphold. While the national plan and international standards should help guide school 

leaders to create a shared vision that will influence teacher practice, most administrative 

pre-service programs do not offer explicit instruction of skills and promotion of 

instructional technology (Fletcher, 2009; Metcalf & LaFrance, 2013; Yu & Prince, 2016). 

Despite the expectations, Wagner (2008) warned of the growing global achievement gap 

facing the U.S. public school system today, and other researchers have written about the 
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growing amount of money spent for a promise unkept from instructional technology 

integration goals (Cuban, 2018). Because this gap is not being realized in the U.S., the 

nation continues to experience a digital divide in the areas of access and skillset 

development within our schools (McLeod & Shareski, 2018). Due to the digital divide, 

students are faced with inequality and disparity.  

School Leadership 

As within every institution, leadership fuels change or perpetuates the status quo. 

Leaders are one of the most important players in an organization when it comes to 

making changes or decisions that lead to success or failure (Seashore et al., 2010). 

Despite the instructional role of the principal, school leaders do not directly influence 

student achievement (Bruggencate et al., 2012; Leithwood, & Jantzi, 2006; Mulford, 

2013; Sun & Leithwood, 2012). However, principals do impact the school culture, overall 

vision, work environment, motivation, and teacher capacity (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2006; 

Mulford, 2013). School leadership can influence what occurs in the classroom by 

providing feedback to the teacher based on the overall vision, and build the school’s 

capacity and positively affect student outcomes (Mulford, 2013).  

School reform is a complex issue that requires leaders and members to be inspired 

and intentional. Fullan (2001) believed that moral purpose, understanding change, 

relationship building, coherence making, knowledge creation and sharing nestled in 

enthusiasm, hope, and energy would provide the fuel for members to make a commitment 

for better results. He stated, “Their [leaders] enthusiasm and confidence (not certainty) 

are, in a word, infectious, and they are infectiously effective, provided that they 
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incorporate all five leadership capacities in their day-to-day behavior” (Fullan, 2001, p. 

7). In other words, leaders transform classrooms and school culture; therefore, to position 

schools to meet the demands of 21st century students, schools need to recruit, hire, and 

retain transformative leaders who invest time in vision and school culture for meaningful 

change. 

Lack of Leadership Preparedness 

 Despite the ever-changing nature of technology and the roles of instructional 

leaders in today’s schools, there is a lack of literature focused on the school leader in the 

role of a technology leader (Cibulka, 2017; Fisher, 2013; McLeod & Richardson, 2011). 

In addition, school leaders report that they do not feel they have enough experience in 

integrating technology nor are they provided with enough professional development 

experiences (Machado & Chung, 2015; Pautz & Sadera, 2015; Stanhope et al., 2010). 

The lack of post-graduate coursework expectations indicates that higher institutions are 

not recognizing the need for professional development; nevertheless, the use of 

technology continues to rise in U.S. society and workforce (McLeod & Richardson, 

2013).  

Additionally, the literature shows that while principals must create a vision, they 

largely rely on others to help them learn new technologies. Principals believe that 

technology coaches, or those who are supportive of continual technological change and 

improvement at the administrative and curricular level, tend to help administrators when 

integrating technology effectively (Langran, 2006). Technology coaches are regarded as 

important, yet not affordable, in many areas (Machado & Chung, 2015). Therefore, 
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where the schools do not have a technology coach, principals must step in and act as 

“knowledge brokers” (Machado & Chung, 2015, p. 46). Thus, the vision and the ongoing 

use of technology by the administrator will help promote the use of technology within the 

classroom (Charalambous et al., 2011). In other words, in terms of technology integration 

preparation in administrative leadership programs, post-graduate programs do not 

adequately prepare those entering into principal positions unless technology integration 

was a designated pathway of an individual. 

Digital Divide 

 This lack of knowledge is causing a digital divide amongst those who have the 

access and ability to use technology and those who do not (Norris, 2001). Many times, 

this divide is amplified within rural areas of the U.S. (Attewell, 2001; Norris, 2001). As 

schools begin to invest in more technology to allow for more real-world learning and 

skill-building, leaders must have the ability to create an environment where teachers and 

students feel comfortable using the tools provided to access their curriculum (McLeod & 

Shareski, 2018). 

Problem Statement 

Currently, there is a disparity and inequality, as demonstrated by the digital 

divide, between and among school use of instructional technology (Attewell, 2001; 

Norris, 2001). To promote change, strong leadership is needed for sustainable and 

purposeful reform (Fullan, 2001; Levin & Schrum, 2012). However, there is an overall 

lack of scholarship on principal leadership and technology integration in schools 

(McLeod & Richardson, 2011). McLeod and Richardson (2011) completed a content 
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analysis on national conference presentations and articles; however, they found very little 

that focused on school leaders and technology leadership, and thus called for more 

investigation in this area.  

 While student outcomes can be positively influenced with consistent technology 

integration, vision and culture are paramount to enabling reform to take place (ISTE, 

2018). Therefore, it is important to learn from others who are already creating a 21st 

century culture and learning environment in schools today.  

Research Questions 

 Because technology integration is expected in schools today, it is beneficial to 

learn about the attitudes, beliefs, and goals of leaders whose vision it is to promote digital 

integration in communities (Cuban, 2018; McLeod & Shareski, 2018). Therefore, there 

are researchable questions to help researchers and practitioners learn more about the 

practice, which include: (a) What are the beliefs toward innovation of principals who 

display qualities of change agency and knowledge of integrating technology? (b) How do 

school principals navigate and adapt school cultures in a ubiquitous learning 

environment, where each student has access to a device, to promote teacher practice 

change? (c) How do teachers report their experience of technology integration in schools 

led by innovative leaders within a ubiquitous learning environment? Answering these 

questions will provide further insight into the area of technology integration in schools 

today. 
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Significance of Research 

 School leaders are investing in instructional technology devices, and there is 

evidence of a divide between procurement and instructional practices (Cuban, 2018; 

Zheng et al., 2016). While parents and the community expect students to possess 

workplace and college readiness skills, administrators are typically not provided with 

professional development in instructional technology, yet they are expected to evaluate 

and ensure current instructional practices (Machado & Chung, 2015; Pautz & Sadera, 

2015; Stanhope et al., 2010). Even though it is an expectation of principals to include 

technology in their budgets and classroom, there is little research on this area (McLeod & 

Richardson, 2011). 

 Thus, the principals’ individual attitudes and leadership styles impact teacher 

practice in the classroom, which has a direct impact on student outcome. To further 

establish a connection between principal attitudes and classroom technology integration, 

this dissertation will offer insight by way of principal interviews and subsequent surveys 

provided to the staff. These interviews will help account for how the principals navigate 

the desire for and expectation of innovative technology integration.  
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Definition of Terms 

• Barrier: Barriers refer to statements that slow down progress of innovation or 

adoption of instructional technologies. These barriers could include resources, 

mindset, or technological failure. 

• Community relationships: Community relationships refer to the school’s ability 

to create ties with members of the community, including families and guardians.  

• Digital divide: The disparity between those who have access and developed skills 

with respect to technologies and those who do not (Norris, 2001). 

• Digital equity: All students have the access, knowledge, and developed skill sets 

needed to operate and create on technological devices with internet capabilities. 

• Instructional technology: “Instructional technology” refers to the devices and 

philosophies of student-centered learning practices. 

• Leader as change agent: “Leader as a change agent refers” to instances where 

the leader is helping others, including staff or community members, move toward 

innovative practices. 

• Leader knowledge: Leader knowledge refers to quotations demonstrating 

leadership knowledge of instructional technologies and appropriate use of those 

tools. 

• School culture: “School culture” refers to a sustained feeling that could result in 

an environment conducive to innovation.  

• Social awareness: “Social awareness” refers to the leader’s ability to be in tune 

with student needs and common technological pitfalls. 
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• Student engagement: “Student engagement” refers to the desire for students to 

be attentive in their work because they are excited to complete their given tasks. 

• Student outcomes: “Student outcomes” refer to any end result from the use of 

instructional technologies designed to promote skill acquisition, including 21st 

century skills, and increased scores.  

• Teacher attitudes: “Teacher attitudes” are perceived teacher beliefs about the use 

of instructional technology in their practice and school culture.  

• Teacher motivation: “Teacher motivation” refers to the reasons teachers use 

instructional technology or engage in the tenets of instructional technology. 

• Teacher practice change: “Teacher practice change” occurs when teachers 

deviate from complete traditional forms of schooling through leadership action 

and focus on innovation. 

• Technology integration: Designing instruction with the intention of using digital 

devices and components. 

• Ubiquitous learning environments: Educational environments where 

technology and internet capability are available and all students have access.  

• Vision: “Vision” reveals the intentions, goals, and communication efforts of the 

school leader to help lead teachers, students, and the overall community toward 

innovative practices. 
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Chapter Two 

This chapter provides an overview of literature pertaining to instructional 

technology. The chapter first begins with a cursory history of instructional technology 

theories from the 19th century to modern day. Then, the chapter reviews the international 

scope of expectations for the use of instructional technology in the classroom and 21st 

century skills. Even though these skills are seen as essential to the educational process, 

there is a lack of instructional technology use in U.S. schools today, which causes a 

further digital divide between those who have access to it and those who do not. This lack 

of use can be partially traced back to school leaders’ attitudes and priorities, despite 

barriers. There are two types of leadership to act as change agents for more instructional 

technology use in schools identified in the existing literature: distributive and 

transformational. 

A Brief History of Educational Theories 

Real-world practices, or instructional methods that feature life-building skills like 

those featured in 21st century skills today, can be traced to Socrates and Plato’s use of the 

Socratic Method in the 5th century BC and Comenius’s Principles of Instruction in the 6th 

century (Saettler, 1990). The Socratic Method enabled students to ask questions, 

formulate opinions based on life experiences, and share their reasonings. Likewise, 

Comenius’s work aimed to create formalized grade levels and developmentally 

appropriate materials to enact real-world activities rather than memorize facts. These 
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philosophers laid the foundation for the learner-centered practices valued in instructional 

technology tenets. 

19th Century 

In the 19th century, Frobel, author of The Education of Man, wrote that there were 

four areas of importance for education: “(1) free self-activity, (2) creativity, (3) social 

participation, (4) motor expression” (Frobel, 1826 as cited in Saettler, 1990, p. 42). 

Frobel wanted students to learn by creating experiences. This is much like Herbart, who 

expanded Frobel’s theories, and focused on the moral educational pieces in instruction, 

along with an idea of teaching in systems where materials are interrelated (Saettler, 

1990). 

Early 20th Century 

With the foundation of inquiry learning in place, Thorndike and Dewey further set 

the stage to integrate technology tools in modern day schools in the early 20th century. 

While Thorndike believed three areas are most important in learning—readiness, 

exercise, and effect (Januszewski & Pearson, 1998)—Dewey, father of the Progressive 

Education Movement, was well-known for his work on project-based learning principles 

and publicly disagreed with Thorndike’s conclusions suggesting that education should be 

a scientific and measured approach to student learning (Januszewski & Pearson, 1998; 

Lagemann, 1989 Saettler, 1990). Their progressive ideals differed from Thorndike's 

belief in “habit, repression, and systemic practice,” which could be interpreted as 

synonymous to the current practitioner mantra “teach to the test” (Saettler, 1990). Dewey 

believed in collaborative problem-solving, experiential learning, and learner-centered 
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theory (Williams, 2017). Despite the difference in opinions, both Thorndike and Dewey 

greatly influenced educators in social development learning theories. 

Mid- to Late 20th Century 

In the mid- to late 20th century, both Piaget and Vygotsky based their 

understanding of child development on stages of developmental, mental, and emotional 

growth (Matthews, 2003). Within those stages, children learn by experiencing or doing in 

a learner-centered classroom, a process otherwise known as “constructionism” 

(Matthews, 2003; Saettler, 1990; Vygotsky, 1978). Vygotsky, in particular, encouraged 

engaging children in role play and imagined scenarios to learn how adults interact with 

their world (Vygotsky, 1978). Pulling from Piaget and Vygotsky, Bruner (1996) 

theorized that constructivism, rather than constructionism, enables students to learn at a 

deeper intellectual level. Constructivism means students construct their own unique 

meanings based on past and current personal experiences (Bruner, 1996). Bruner 

suggested that teachers must scaffold learning for students to reach their zone of proximal 

development, which is defined as a productive struggle where students must make 

meaning out of learning material to master a skill or concept (Bruner, 1996).  

Late 20th Century to Modern Day 

In the 1980s, Papert used the constructivist theory to pioneer the use of computers 

in education. He believed students could use technology to better inform their education, 

as evidenced by his creation of LOGO, a children’s coding language (Rifkin, 2016). He 

envisioned every child having access to a device and teachers assisting students in 
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making their own meaning for learning; however, he did point out that there are many 

skeptics amongst educators (Papert, 1981).  

Technology Enthusiasts vs. Technology Skeptics 

This section will describe the current debate between those who believe 

technology should be included in the landscape of school culture and those who do not. 

First labeled by Collins and Halverson (2009), the distinction between technology 

enthusiasts and technology skeptics focuses attention on the differences between the two 

perspectives. Technology enthusiasts believe technology can help students become better 

thinkers and doers; technology skeptics believe the opposite, stating there is no proof of 

student achievement gains tied to access to technology, even if there seems to be promise 

in the investment (Cibulka & Cooper, 2017).  

This debate could also be seen as a difference between Progressives and 

Traditionalists. Progressives believe project-based learning and inquiry can help students 

cultivate skills needed for the workforce, while Traditionalists urge teachers to use 

explicit instruction so students can understand material in a direct manner. While 

Progressives tend to measure student achievement in completing tasks within 

collaborative teams, Traditionalists measure achievement through standardized tests and 

regurgitation (Lenihan, 2017).  

Technology Enthusiasts 

 Technology enthusiasts generally point to 21st century learning as evidence of the 

need for technology integration. Those who are in favor of placing technology in schools 

believe in real-world learning and in building contextual knowledge. For instance, 
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teachers who engaged with students were more likely to have a positive learning 

experience when using one-to-one iPads (Ditzler et al., 2016).  

Wagner (2008) touched on the seven survival skills students need to close the 

global achievement gap, which stems partly from both levels of the digital divide 

(Attewell, 2001). These skills were derived from Wagner’s qualitative analysis of 

interviews with industry leaders about what they found lacking in U.S. employees. The 

seven skills include: (a) critical thinking and problem solving; (b) collaboration across 

networks and leading by influence; (c) agility and adaptability; (d) effective oral and 

written communication; (e) accessing and analyzing information; and (f) curiosity and 

imagination. These skills can be realized through the use of instructional technology in 

schools.  

Student Outcomes. Through the use of technology in schools, student success 

can be enhanced in the areas of positive academic outcomes, attendance, and 

engagement. Additionally, in their evaluation of ubiquitous learning environments, 

Clarke et al. (2013) found four specific reasons to buy devices for schools: (a) to prepare 

students for the real world, as well as to (b) support self-led student research, (c) digital 

equity, and (d) cost savings. Despite such findings, however, many schools are not 

implementing a technology plan or collaborating with instructional leaders for full 

integration. Schools that implemented a technology plan found increased technology use, 

increased student engagement, and positive student outcomes (Bebell & O’Dwyer, 2010). 

Therefore, there is a connection between technology integration and academic success 

(Zheng et al., 2013).  
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Academic Success.  Academic success is especially likely to occur in student 

writing because when using a computer, students have access to writing and editing tools 

that they do not have with paper and pencil. For instance, Bebell and O’Dwyer (2010) 

found that students in a 1:1 computing environment exhibited greater gains on English 

Language Learning assessments when compared to those who were not in such an 

environment. Students who use devices in the classroom spend more time writing to 

communicate or fixing writing errors in response to individualized feedback through the 

use of technology on a daily basis, making writing a key component to everyday 

learning; therefore, writing scores naturally become higher and students become more 

proficient (Bebell & Pedulla, 2015).  

In statewide testing, students who had access to devices scored higher than those 

who did not. Shapley et al. (2010) reviewed three cohorts of students over four years in 

regards to technology immersion and its relationship to student achievement scores as 

defined by the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS). Their research 

showed that consistent technology use in the classroom and at-home computer use 

positively predicted students' reading and math scores.  

While these two studies showcase specific instances of positive student outcomes, 

Zheng et al. (2013) completed a meta-analysis and research synthesis on ubiquitous 

learning environments and found 96 studies discussing the integration process. Out of 

those studies, 70 discussed the learning process, which was characterized by an increase 

in student computer use, student-centered practices, increased writing, and improved 

teacher-student and home-to-school relationships. Forty-five of the 70 studies focused on 
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student and teacher perceptions of the integration of technology, which included positive 

attitudes toward laptop programs and 21st century practices. In sum, there are many 

studies that show that technology integration leads to positive experiences for both the 

student and the teacher. 

 Increase in Student Attendance. Student attendance is also very important for 

student achievement, and technology use in classrooms tended to have a positive 

influence on student attendance (Lambdin, 1996; Oliver & Holocomb, 2008). This may 

be due to increased student communication with teachers, more student-centered 

classroom lessons, and project-based learning initiatives that develop from learning with 

technology (Oliver & Holocomb, 2008; Zheng et al.). Kotok and Kryst (2017) echoed 

Oliver and Holcomb in their case study conducted almost a decade later, which focused 

on leadership and technology integration. Attendance rates were found to be higher when 

students had access to devices and supplying technology in this way also brought back 

students who had left the school for a cyber school. 

 Student Engagement. Currently, primary and secondary schools have not 

changed a great deal, even though our work industry has. Students do not see the purpose 

in lessons and how the information could impact their lives, and as a result, they become 

disengaged with the current US curriculum. Using instructional technology practices can 

help bridge the gap between yesterday’s practices and today’s growing need for 21st 

century skills. McLeod and Shareksi (2018) made the case that students are not engaged 

in their learning because educators are not designing real-world experiences. The lack of 
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student engagement they describe can be mitigated by the integration of technology, as 

discussed in the literature. 

For instance, Oliver and Holocomb (2008) found that student attitudes and 

behaviors were positively impacted when student learning was integrated into a 

ubiquitous learning environment. Similarly, Cavanaugh et al. (2008) concluded that 

student gains were made in assessment areas such as collaboration, technology 

integration, and knowledge creation due to laptop integration into the curriculum. 

Karsenti et al. (2013) also found that, within an engaging project-based environment, 

students achieved greater gains on achievement and real-world learning.  

A Call for School Reform. To teach and uphold ISTE standards, technology 

enthusiasts call for school reform to focus on more student-centered pedagogies. To 

accomplish this, McLeod and Shareski (2018) outlined six reasons for changing school 

culture to meet the demands of the 21st century learner: (a) information literacy, (b) job 

market (STEM positions), (c) anywhere/anytime learning methodologies, (d) student 

engagement, (e) the possibility of innovation, and (f) equity. While technology is not the 

main focus of this research, McLeod and Shareski (2012) claimed that technology 

integration would be the only way to enable change to fully take place, in that it provides 

a more real-world and personalized learning experience for students.  

Personalized Learning. A personalized learning approach focuses on the 

individual student’s needs, providing opportunity for student voice and the chance to 

showcase their skills, as defined by established standards (Richardson, 2012). 

Personalization differs from differentiation in that teachers use information to provide 
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instruction to the individual student, not groups of students (DeMink-Carthew & Netcoh, 

2019). Technology can aid in this type of approach because it can help generate pathways 

for students based on software algorithms and creation tools (Nagle & Taylor, 2017; 

Richardson, 2012). Nagle and Taylor (2017) conducted research that reviewed the 

outcomes of Personalized Learning Plans (PLP) for middle school students in Vermont, 

where their graduation or advancement is determined by the proficiency of their skills 

instead of seat time. They found the PLPs enabled teachers to become more constructivist 

in nature, promoted a growth mindset, and encouraged literacies within and among 

different media. The personalized learning approach allows for technology to promote 

sound educational practices for enhanced student choice in the classroom. 

Technology Skeptics 

 While enthusiasts believe that technology can help students learn authentically, 

there is little empirical data that technology does improve student learning (Cuban & 

Jandrić, 2015; Zheng et al., 2016). Overall, schools that try to integrate technologies are 

observed to have no change in practice, even after several years of implementation 

(Clarke et al., 2015; Cuban, 2018). School leaders who invest heavily in digital resources, 

in turn, become disappointed with non-results (Cuban & Jandrić, 2015). Moreover, the 

divide between integration and instructional benefit is not isolated to the United States; 

even other countries that fund more technology do not see a change in student 

achievement (Cibulka & Cooper, 2017; Wagner, 2008). 

 Studies show that teachers are met with a wide variety of barriers, including 

access, technology problems, and teacher capacity (Blackey & Walker, 2015; Voet & De 
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Wever, 2017). In addition, areas of student measurement derived from state and federal 

mandates do not measure 21st century skills in terms of standardized tests. Because 

student achievement is not fully based on creation and alternative assessments, teachers 

may find more value in the skill-and-drill practice found through non-technological 

means. 

Cuban and Jandrić (2015) cautioned schools against implementing technologies, 

arguing that devices can hurt student outcomes instead of boosting achievement. Lei and 

Zhao (2007) found this to be true, as they stated that students who had participated in 

electronic learning more than three hours a day regressed in achievement scores. 

Technology-use is generally left to teacher comfort and teacher knowledge, meaning that 

all students may not be exposed to the same tools due to teacher-created environments 

and personal feelings or philosophies (Bebell & O’Dwyer, 2010; Ditzler et al., 2016). 

Points of Agreement 

 Technology enthusiasts and technology skeptics both “believe education should 

promote other educational goals for students such as critical thinking and analysis and 

strong oral and written communication skills” (Cibulka & Cooper, 2017, p. xviii). They 

also agree, though, that schools are not using devices for that specific purpose. Instead, 

student devices are used as a reference tool instead of a means of creation, and thus not 

yielding the desired results (Lei & Zhao, 2007). If educators are to use digital tools for 

purposeful, collaborative learning, all students must have access to physical devices and 

knowledge of how to use various tools to fulfill the requirements of 21st century 

practices.  
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History tells us that access is quickly becoming a barrier of yesterday, but the 

question of meaningful use of technology remains. Within progressive ideals, technology 

enthusiasts believe that students, when given the opportunity, will learn by making 

meaning. For instance, with use of emerging technologies, the science classroom has 

experienced a paradigm shift in that these technologies allow students to “conduct real-

world investigations, learn new concepts, manipulate and analyze data sets, virtually 

explore phenomena, and visualize abstract theoretical constructs” (Craven & Hogan, 

2017, p. 93). This trend has permeated to other subject matters, as well.  

Some believe leaders can develop a school culture that welcomes technology and 

innovation to bridge the divide (Drayton et al., 2010). Others suggest looking at four 

areas of teacher change in order to close the technology gap: (a) knowledge, (b) self-

efficacy, (c) pedagogical beliefs, and (d) school culture (Ertmer & Ottenbreit-Leftwich, 

2010). All accounts claim that visionary leadership provides insight to both (Topper & 

Lancaster, 2013). The history of educational theory as it pertains to technology 

integration and mindset offers a contextualized  understanding of why computers exist in 

education today. While this research is situated in America, instructional technology has 

global implications. 

International Scope 

 This section considers the international scope and expectations of instructional 

technology use. Instructional technology use is important for students across the globe. In 

fact, Wagner (2008) explored how young students are in direct competition with those in 

different economic groups and countries, and coined this dissonance the “global 
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achievement gap.” He revealed that U.S. students are missing the mark, and urged 

educators to focus on seven survival skills, which include: (a) critical thinking and 

problem solving; (b) collaboration across networks and leading by influence; (c) agility 

and adaptability; (d) initiative and entrepreneurialism; (e) effective oral and written 

communication; (f) accessing and analyzing information, and (g) curiosity and 

imagination (Wagner, 2008). Wagner developed these skills in response to interviews he 

conducted, which asked industry leaders what they need from effective post-secondary 

workers and college graduates. 

Similarly, the International Society of Technology in Education (ISTE) is an 

organization that sets standards in instructional technology for the world. All U.S. states 

have adopted the ISTE standards; however, not all have adopted the most updated 

versions. Standards are based on roles taken on by the student, teacher, education leaders, 

and coaches (ISTE, 2019).  

Students, teachers, educational leaders, and coaches must work together to ensure 

instructional technology positively impacts the classroom. Students’ standards include 

roles focusing on learner independence: (a) empowered learner, (b) digital citizen, (c) 

knowledge constructor, (d) innovative designer, (e) computational thinker, (f) creative 

communicator, and (g) global thinker. Educators’ standards focus on becoming a 

facilitator in the classroom. Educator roles include: (a) learner, (b) leader, (c) citizen, (d) 

collaborator, (e) designer, (f) facilitator, and (g) analyst. Additionally, the standards for 

educational leaders are comprised of five roles that focus on vision, planning, and 

advocating: (a) equity and citizenship advocate, (b) visionary planner, (c) empowering 
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leader, (d) systems designer, and (e) connected learner. Lastly, coaches have six 

standards that call them to lead, as well: visionary leadership; (a) teaching, (b) learning, 

and assessments; (c) digital age learning environments; (d) professional development and 

program evaluation; (e) digital citizenship; and (f) content knowledge and professional 

growth (see Table 1). The hope is, that within these roles, all students and educators will 

ensure 21st century practices. 

Table 1  

 

ISTE Standards by Role 

 

Students Teachers Educational Leaders Coaches 

Empowered 

Learner 

Learner Equity and 

Citizenship 

Advocate 

Visionary Leadership 

Digital Citizen Leader Visionary Planner Teaching, Learning, and 

Assessments 

Knowledge 

Constructor 

Citizen Empowering Leader Digital Age Learning 

Environments 

Innovative 

Designer 

Collaborator Systems Designer Professional Development 

and Program Evaluation 

Computational 

Thinker 

Designer Connected Learner Digital Citizenship 

Creative 

Communicator 

Facilitator 
 

Content Knowledge and 

Professional Growth 

Global Thinker Analyst 
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Twenty-First Century Skills 

According to the Partnership for 21st Century Learning, A Network for Battelle for Kids, 

is a “national not-for-profit organization committed to collaborating with school systems 

and communities to realize the power and promise of 21st century learning for every 

student” (Battelle for Kids, 2019, n.p.). The organization’s framework builds from a 

foundation of standards & assessment, curriculum & instruction, professional 

development, and learning environment (see Figure 1). From that foundation, students 

should be educated in the key subjects, which include: (a) reading, (b) writing, (c) world 

languages, (d) arts, (e) mathematics, (f) economics, (g) science, (h) geography, (i) 

history, (j) government, and (k) civics. When these subject areas are connected with 21st 

century themes, students will engage and practice skills, such as: (a) learning and 

innovation skills; (b) information, media and technology skills; and (c) life and career 

skills. Within the learning and innovation skills, specifically, there is a focus is on the 

four C’s: (a) creativity and innovation, (b) critical thinking and problem solving, (c) 

communication, and (d) collaboration. The four C’s were developed by the National 

Education Association (NEA, 2019) in 2002 after completing a two-year qualitative study 

on what leaders wanted to see in workers. Researchers found the four C areas to be of 

utmost importance for the study participants, effectively setting the stage for Wagner’s 

(2008) study years later. 
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Figure 1  

P21’s Frameworks for 21st Century Learning 

 

In summary, 21st century skills are tied to the international standards for 

instructional technology use. According to ISTE and the NEA, educators can build from 

their skills and may assume the various roles necessary to provide students with a world-

class education. However, technology integration is not always recognized as important 

in schools, and wide-scale change needs to take place in order to change teacher and 

leader mindsets during preservice and inservice. The need to integrate 21st century skills 

is therefore inciting a paradigm shift in education today. 

Technology Integration as a Paradigm Shift 

In Rethinking Education in the Age of Technology: The Digital Revolution and 

Schooling in America, Collins and Halverson (2009) pointed out that the U.S. is currently 

in a state of flux, as it is in the process of discarding remnants of the Industrial 

Revolution. Now, in lieu of material production, the focus is on a knowledge revolution, 

due to the growth of technology and the boom of information (Collins & Halverson, 
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2009). To put this idea into a clearer perspective, currently, the number of global internet 

devices totals more than 30 billion, and “a week’s worth of the New York Times contains 

more information than a person was likely to come across in a lifetime in the 18th 

century” (Fisch & McLeod, 2010, 1:09). The amount of information available is doubling 

every two years, which means that workplaces are changing dramatically to account for 

feedback or inventions (Fisch & McLeod, 2010). Students need the resources to help 

them learn the skills necessary to adapt to any workplace.  

In another shift, at the advent of the internet, users were more likely to be 

consumers of knowledge; now, though, users can create and interact with each other on 

Web 2.0 applications, such as social media (Gardner & Davis, 2010). Social media 

allows users to communicate in asynchronous and synchronous manners through a 

variety of applications. Both modes of communication enable self-promotion and affect 

global and local conversations in terms of advocacy, civility, and relationships (Gardner 

& Davis 2014; Richardson, 2010; Tapscott, 2009). 

The examination of the development of instructional technology is akin to Kuhn’s 

(2012) idea of a paradigm shift in the scientific revolution. Cibulka (2017) claimed that 

the push for students to acquire 21st century skills indicates a shift toward developing 

real-world skills. For teachers, this shift does alter classroom expectations regarding the 

organization of learning, engagement in materials, and classroom environment (Cibulka, 

2017).  

In fact, Voogt et al. (2013) asked the question, “Under which conditions does ICT 

have a positive effect on teaching and learning?” and subsequently developed a call to 
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action with ISTE and International EDUsummIT participants (p. 1). Over 70 instructional 

technology professionals and researchers gathered to declare that, based on the literature, 

there are several key areas that educators should focus on to build a successful program 

devoted to teachers: (a) definitions of 21st century learning, (b) understanding the 

potential of technologies to address the needs of students individually, (c) clearly defined 

formal and informal ways of learning, (d) the implementation of technology and student 

assessment, (e) leadership in schools and teacher professional development, (f) digital 

equity, and a (g) locally defined list of benefits from technology (Voogt et al., 2011). The 

international group recognized the need for 21st century skills to be implemented into 

classrooms, and thus outlined ways to create best practices for the use of educational 

technologies in their call to action. This cry for reform further indicates a paradigm shift 

from traditional methods to more progressive ones. 

Although social media platforms are widely used in individuals’ personal lives, 

there is little evidence of their use in educational practices with students (Ertmer & 

Ottenbreit-Leftwich, 2010). Currently, there is concern that students are unable to 

appropriately engage in electronic communications because schools rarely include this 

type of learning in their lessons (Cuban, 2018; Ribble, 2011). Because of this lack of 

balance between social media and electronic connectedness, there is concern that 

students, and general members of society, risk addiction to these devices, and ironically, 

are becoming more disconnected from one another (Turkle, 2011). However, one cannot 

deny the great impact technology has had on relationships, access to services, crime, and 

daily life (Standage, 1998; Standage 2013). Hence, today, educators are part of an 
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ongoing societal paradigm shift that influences school structure. That said, deeply 

engrained systemic forces, along with skeptics, may prevent constructivist methods from 

taking hold, consequently widening the digital divide even further. 

Digital Divide 

In 1999, the digital divide was defined as driving an intellectual and inequitable 

wedge between those who have technology and those who do not (Hoffman & Novak, 

1999). Just two years later, Norris (2001) identified three dimensions of the digital 

divide: (a) global, (b) social, and (c) demographic. The global dimension noted that 

technology use differed in various countries. Among first-world countries, it became a 

race to see who could get more people connected. The social dimension viewed the 

divide as the inequitable access to knowledge; those who could and operated technology 

seamlessly would have more social capital in which to grow. Demographically, those 

who live in rural or low-income areas, or those who were a minority, were less likely to 

be connected; thus, having less social and global capacity (Attewell, 2001; Norris, 2001).  

Attewell (2001) claimed that access needs are being fulfilled, and proceeded to 

describe different levels of the divide: access and computer literacy. As schools increased 

their computer use, the way teachers used them with particular student groups shifted. 

Those with lower academic scores generally use computers for skill-and-drill practice, 

while other students with higher achievement outcomes either did not use the devices or 

were given harder or morecreative tasks to complete (Attewell, 2001; Judge et al., 2006).  

In 2005, the One Laptop for Every Child initiative, founded by Nicholas 

Negroponte, was created to help underprivileged communities gain access to technology 
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through low-cost measures. The devices were to be powered by a crank, so even those 

without electricity would have power to use them. However, at the World Summit on the 

Information Society, Negroponte’s promise fell short, as his demonstration failed when 

he broke the powering crank on the laptop, causing investors and innovators to back 

away from his optimistic ideals (Warschauer & Ames, 2010).  

   When computers and other digital devices debuted on the education scene, the 

question of access became one of contention. Schools with the lowest poverty rates were 

among the first to afford devices in their classes designed to prepare students for the 

workforce, while those with fewer resources became more and more divided from their 

wealthier counterparts (Rowsell et al., 2017). This sense of inequity inspired schools and 

industries to try to find means to provide access for all (Warschauer & Ames, 2010). 

While often seen as a way to level the academic playing field, technology has not been 

fully implemented within the average classroom, even when access became ubiquitous 

(Cuban, 2018). Therefore, even when students have access, there is a divide between 

those who have learned the appropriate skills and those who have not been similarly 

exposed. Technology, once touted as a silver bullet for creating equality, has made little 

or no difference to student achievement, yet scholars continue to push for access to teach 

21st century skills (Cuban, 2018; McLeod & Shareski, 2018). 

Despite the failure of the first one-to-one initiative, computer use has vastly increased. 

Wagner (2008) stated that the divide was closing in terms of access, but not in terms of 

use. He found that other first-world countries were investing more in infrastructure, 

accessible use, and technology knowledge, while America continued to fall behind. Even 
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in classrooms, there is an inequity of exposure and use, as is evident in Reinhart et al.’s 

(2011) research on the second level divide, which showcases how teachers invite lower-

poverty students to engage in critical thinking activities, while high-poverty students are 

not given projects to inspire higher-order thinking. In 2013, ubiquitous learning programs 

became more prevalent as technology prices continued to fall. With the debut of the 

Google Chromebook in 2014, schools were able to afford technology for most students 

(Reichenberg, 2018; Taylor, 2015).  

Additionally, an important part of the digital divide in schools exists between 

teachers who adopt school technologies and those who do not; thus, student exposure to 

technology is influenced by teacher perspective, attitude, and use (Rowsell et al., 2017). 

Cuban (2018) found that schools and teachers with access to technologies are using a 

teacher-centric model, if they are using technology at all. While this allows for teachers 

to efficiently grade, change instruction in the moment to address student misconceptions, 

and have more time to plan, it does necessarily offer the more student-based 21st century 

education  promised by the instructional technology boom. 

Growth of Ubiquitous Educational Environments 

Despite not being prepared, leaders are given access to devices, and are expected 

to purchase devices to be used by teachers and students, in hopes to engage and increase 

outcomes. Therefore, ubiquitous learning is becoming a trend, as the digital divide 

narrows with regard to access (Norris, 2001). Ubiquitous learning can be defined as each 

student operating a device for the purpose of learning. For example, each student could 

use a mobile device to access information, create videos, or work on a school project. Liu 
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et al. (2009) theorized nine characteristics of ubiquitous learning: (a) permanency, (b) 

accessibility, (c) immediacy, (d) interactivity, (e) situation, (f) calmness, (g) adaptability, 

(h) seamlessness, and (i) immersion. Devices are also purchased to function as an 

equalizer to child education and promote 21st century skills (Cuban, 2018; Selwyn, 

2013).  

 In fact, Tan et al. (2012) found that, when students had access to devices, they 

were given educational affordances that otherwise would not be present. The researchers 

surveyed and interviewed students and teachers in a natural science course. The students 

and teachers  were given devices that allowed participants to have search capabilities, 

collaborative deliverables, and augmented reality experiences (Tan et al., 2012). They 

found that the students had eight actual education affordances that they would not have 

had without access to a device: (a) unconstrained knowledge accession, (b) real-time 

evaluation, (c) individuality, (d) diverse interaction, (e) arbitrary data collection, (f) 

ubiquitous game play, (g) authentic context awareness, and (h) vivid immersion (Tan et 

al., 2012). By placing devices in the hands of every student, students reported stronger 

understanding of the materials, which translated to tests, solving assigned problems, and 

their own individuality (Tan et al., 2012). Ding et al. (2015) also found that ubiquitous 

learning within a cloud-based environment was conducive to rich and diverse learning 

resources with learner preferences, collaborative opportunities, and additional learning 

support.  

However, enrolling technology in classrooms may not change teacher practice 

(Cuban, 2018). For instance, Selwyn (2013) believed that leaders and policymakers need 
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to adopt a more critical approach when purchasing technology and deciding how it will 

be used in education, because it may not be used as intended. Each purchased device 

should be for the benefit of student learning. Nevertheless, in his ethnographic study of 

technology-rich school systems, Cuban (2018) alerted researchers and practitioners to 

fact that technology is not being used as a learner-centered tool. Instead, teachers are 

using formative measures to provide faster feedback for remediation and clarification of 

misconceptions, rather than to provide rich real-world experiences and facilitate 

community impact—an ideal at the core of many instructional technology philosophies 

(Cuban, 2018). 

Leadership styles can determine how a change is put in place and sustained by all 

members of the team (Fullan, 2001). Fullan (2001) outlines five components of 

leadership integral to engendering positive change: (a) moral purpose, (b) understanding 

change, (c) relationship building, (d) coherence making, and (e) knowledge creation and 

sharing. These five components are furthermore encased with enthusiasm, energy, and 

hope to provide members with a sense of commitment to the overall goal and the desire 

for positive results. There are two types of leadership styles that are closely aligned with 

Fullan’s idea of leadership in positive change: distributive and transformative. These 

styles’ connection to innovative practice will be examined in depth  in the next section. 

Principal Attitudes 

 While principals are responsible for management, they are also responsible for 

instructional vision, which includes the use of technology in the classroom to enhance 

instruction (Bektas, 2014; Serhan, 2002). Principals with negative attitudes or anxiety 
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toward technology tend to have less success with teachers who integrate technology than 

those principals with positive attitudes (Bektas, 2014).  

Serhan (2002) discovered that principals who identify positively with technology 

integration found it helpful to attend a full-day workshop to hone their skills. He 

identified three top advantages associated with the new technologies: “adding two 

elements of excitement and motivation for students to learn in an interesting manner,” 

“keeping pace with the era of progress in education and learning,” and collecting 

“information from different sources and relating them to a present situation, also getting 

the information easily using the internet” (Serhan, 2002, p. 45). Serhan (2002) found that 

professional development helped principals feel more confident in their abilities. 

Turning to their attention to principals’ perspectives on teachers and innovation, 

Kocasarac et al. (2019) found that most principals believe teachers, with support, can be 

innovative if they are open to the idea. According to the principals interviewed, 

innovation is based on individual innovation and innovation in education (Kocasarac et 

al., 2019). An innovative teacher has learning competence, education competence, and 

knowledge and technology competence, as demonstrated by evaluations and principal 

perspectives (Kocasarac et al., 2019). Kocasarac et al.’s (2019) study provides evidence 

that principals’ perspectives and attitudes affect teacher effectiveness with technology 

integration.  

Equally, teachers’ perspectives of principals’ knowledge of instructional 

technology use are likewise important. Peterson (2014) conducted research on teacher 

perspectives of their leadership in two focus schools. Both groups of teachers agreed that 
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their principals were supportive of new technology use, but found that they did not have 

enough time during a typical school day to learn the technology (Peterson, 2014). The 

first school leader exhibited vision, with the principal acting within a collaborative 

environment, while the second one did not have a predetermined vision and, though the 

principal was supportive, he or she did not take a role in integrating technology (Peterson, 

2014). In both situations, the principals did demonstrate positive intent for instructional 

technology integration. 

In summary, leadership attitudes are important to instructional technology 

integration (Bektas, 2014). Leadership attitudes may present in the styles of leadership. 

The style of leadership can, in turn, help teachers integrate technology. 

Styles of Leadership 

Studies have shown that administrators have little to no direct effect on student 

achievement (Bruggencate et al., 2012; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2006; Sun & Leithwood, 

2012). Thus, school leaders have to rely on the classroom teacher to have a direct impact 

on the student. Classroom integration can be accomplished by having more of a direct 

impact on work environment, motivation, teacher capacity, organization, and culture 

(Bruggencate et al., 2012; Sun & Leithwood, 2012). There are two types of leadership 

styles that particularly lend to reform in integration of instructional technology: 

distributed leadership and transformational leadership (Cibulka, 2017). 

Distributive Leadership 

Distributive leadership occurs when the leader builds the capacity of stakeholders 

so as to take initiative on shared goals. Distributive leadership has also been defined as: 
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[M]obilizing leadership expertise at all levels in the school in order to generate 

more opportunities for change and to build the capacity for improvement. The 

emphasis is upon interdependent interaction and practice rather than individual 

and independent actions associated with those with formal leadership roles or 

responsibilities. (Harris, 2014, original emphasis, n.p.) 

Distributive leadership occurs when the administrator uses essential resources and abides 

by the goals of key stakeholders to implement day-to-day practices. This type of 

leadership has to be planned for; it is where the individuals in the group are trusted to 

accomplish shared goals (Harris, 2014). It also allows for strong buy-in and provides the 

capacity for organizational members to lead. 

Distributive leadership has been seen to have encouraging results for promoting 

technology use. Hallinger and Heck (2009) conducted a longitudinal study in over 200 

elementary schools over a three-year period to view the effect of distributive leadership 

as defined by state-level policy. They found that collaborative leadership practices 

directly related to “important school improvement process variables” (p. 111). Principal 

role and effect were indirectly examined by turnover rates, where schools that were 

considered to challenge the stability of the principal role had a positive correlation with 

reform efforts. 

Levin and Schrum (2012) examined eight schools successfully utilizing 

technology using a qualitative case study approach. The researchers found  that eight 

themes emerged through their analysis, including: “Act on the principles of distributed 

learnership, develop teams of leaders, build on individual strengths, and encourage the 
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development of others” (p 181). Distributive leadership with clear vision provided leaders 

in these contexts a means to reform the school’s culture of innovation.  

Lu et al. (2015) found that school leaders’ efforts are linked to participatory and 

collaborative environments for sustainable change. Teachers also felt autonomous and 

exhibit self-efficacy when their leaders use distributive methods (Lu et al., 2015). 

Creanor (2014) found in a case study of one university that when higher education 

professors were given the opportunity to build capacity in a distributive leadership 

environment, they could then innovatively explore their area of research. Likewise, 

Rikkerink et al. (2016) found that teachers who took part in the decision process of 

innovative practice felt more confident in talking about culture.  

Distributive leadership allows staff to build capacity and culture. Because 

principals cannot know every facet of technology, distributive leadership allows for 

experts in various areas to rise. By leading in this way, school teachers are apt to buy-in 

to innovative visions.  

Transformational Leadership 

Transformative leaders also produce change in teacher attitudes, beliefs, and 

actions. Transformative leadership focuses on the vision and reform efforts needed for 

better outcomes. This type of leadership can be performed in tandem with distributive 

leadership philosophies (Rikkerink et al., 2016). According to the Dictionary of 

Organizational Behaviour, transformational leadership is defined as follows: 

A style of leadership that focuses on its followers and seeks to energize them 

through an inspiring vision. It is a style that requires the leader to have the right 
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characters to be effective. Transformational leaders use their vision to guide 

behaviour but are also interested in their followers and in turn are generally 

admired and trusted by their followers. There are different models of 

transformational leadership, but typically they refer to qualities such as powers of 

persuasion, emphasizing the development of followers, engaging followers in 

decision-making, and creating a climate of positive shared values. They rely upon 

intrinsic forms of motivation. (Jeanes, 2019, para.1) 

Transformative leadership is about change in nature, wherein the leader and the followers 

“raise one another to higher levels of motivation and morality” (Burns, 1978, p. 20). This 

occurs when the leader and the followers work together toward common goals and form a 

relationship (Burns, 1978). Furthermore, teachers will have a better sense of mastery or 

self-efficacy, which will pave the way for students to experience an autonomous learning 

environment, thus promoting 21st century skills. In order to accomplish such a goal, 

leaders must take on a transformational leadership style, where administrators, “foster 

their bond with teachers by interacting with them in a warm fashion, and by showing a 

personal interest in them,” along with being an instructional leader who promotes the use 

of technology in the classroom (Katz & Shahar, 2015, p. 584).  

Leithwood and Jantzi (1999) identified 12 schools that had a collaborative 

professional environment and transformational leaders. Collectively, the leaders 

embraced six strategies to reform their respective schools: (a) strengthen school culture; 

(b) employ bureaucratic mechanisms to stimulate and reinforce change; (c) focus on 

professional development; (d) commit to cultural norms, values, and beliefs; (e) share 
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power and responsibility with others; and (f) use symbols to express cultural values 

(Leithwood & Jantzi, 1999). Much of the reform that occurred in these particular schools 

was achieved through a school improvement group built on the ideals of distributive 

leaders. 

For strong technology leadership, one must possess skills in communication, 

relationships, and technology. Principals should use their technology skills to help 

organize their faculty and help promote strategies to be used in the classroom for more 

engaging lessons through transformational means (Hsieh et al., 2014). For instance, 

Weng and Tang (2014) found that elementary school principals who effectively used 

technology tended to have more efficiently run schools. Leaders with more experience 

consistently outperformed young leaders in this area (Weng & Tang, 2014). It was also 

noted that leaders who had explicit instruction in technology use or professional 

development opportunities on the subject had a better understanding of vision and 

management, and provided modeling and guidance for teachers (Weng & Tang, 2014). 

Rationale for New Leadership Type 

 A new leader who draws upon both transformational and distributive qualities, 

and who is more focused on integrating technology within instruction, is needed. 

However, leaders who lack knowledge in instructional technology represent an ongoing 

trend that has been taking place for the better part of the last 20 years (Dawson & Rakes, 

2003). With the increase of devices and ubiquitous learning environments, though, school 

leaders need to act as stewards of instructional technology vision and direction (Dawson 

& Rakes, 2003; Machado & Chung, 2015). Dawson and Rakes (2003) found that 
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principals who were trained in instructional technology and possessed the necessary 

knowledge needed to lead an innovative school influenced technology integration in 

teachers’ classrooms. Overall, they found that principals who completed more hours of 

training operated by a different philosophy for leading their schools when compared to 

principals who had less technology training (Dawson & Rakes, 2003). Principals with 

more training displayed higher levels of technology integration within the classrooms 

(Dawson & Rakes, 2003). Furthermore, training focused on curriculum integration 

instead of basic skills provided the most benefit to the school (Dawson & Rakes, 2003). 

Dikkers et al. (2005) wrote about the need for a School Technology Leadership 

Initiative (STLI). The STLI is an academic program to help inservice school leaders 

understand the needs and best practices for integrating technology into schools. A wide-

spread program such as the STLI is still yet to be seen in the United States, even though 

only one-third of school leaders felt they were prepared to understand and take on the 

roles needed to advance schools in technology understanding (Dawson & Rakes, 2003; 

Dikkers et al., 2005). Additionally, the researchers emphasize the failure of post-graduate 

programs to understand the need for explicit instruction or professional development in 

instructional technology ideals (Dikkers et al., 2005). The STLI focused on bridging 

technology with curriculum development, higher education outreach, K-12 outreach, and 

strategic partnerships in a situated learning context. The results from the STLI were 

found to be positive on account of participant feedback (Dikkers et al., 2005). 

 In another effort to reveal preservice requirements across the United States, 

Schrum et al. (2011) conducted research aimed at identifying technology leadership 
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expectations. The researchers found that only two states had explicit coursework 

requirements, and, in those two states, the requirements were very vague. Most of the 

learning that principals engaged in was by their own initiative and not part of a 

professional development opportunity. When purchasing devices and training their teams, 

some school leaders enacted a systematic approach, while others adopted a “one size fits 

all” mentality (Schrum et al., 2011). Despite these differences, however, there is not an 

agreed upon best practice for technology integration among school leaders. 

Metcalf and LaFrance (2013) quantitatively researched principals’ perceptions on 

their technology leadership preparedness and the impact of the Quality-Plus Leader 

Academy, a preparation program designed to help new leaders in their roles, including 

their roles as technology leaders. Metcalf and LaFrance’s findings suggest that principals 

who participate in professional development demonstrate higher levels of readiness in the 

combined areas of visionary leadership, digital age culture, professional practice, 

systematic improvement, and digital citizenship. The researchers recommend that 

institutions recognize the changing role of the principal and the need for professional 

growth in this area (Metcalf & LaFrance, 2013).  

 Yu and Prince (2016) also reviewed preservice school administrators in their 

perceived ability to meet the National Technology Standards (NETS-A). Aspiring 

principals did not report having the perceived ability to fully meet technology standards, 

nor did they feel they had enough professional development to understand the materials 

from one online class. In this way,  Yu and Prince’s (2016) research continues the 

narrative that school leaders lack understanding and knowledge in this area.  
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 In summary, principals, by and large, do not possess the knowledge or skills to 

reform schools to include innovative practice. This is in spite of the fact that there exists a 

growing need for principals to have such necessary skills, as society and schools are 

becoming ubiquitous educational environments, and, without sustainable change, the 

investment in devices and professional development for staff would not be fully realized. 

Cibulka (2017) identified five domains of school leaders when they assume the role of a 

technology leader: (a) establishing and conveying a vision; (b) facilitating technology use 

as part of a high-quality learning experience for students; (c) building professional 

capacity for technology integration; (d) creating a supportive organization for technology 

integration; and (e) connecting with external partners. Reform can be accomplished, but 

Fishman and Dede (2016, as cited in Cibulka, 2017) believe a transformational leader 

will allow for the greatest degree of change to take place. Levin and Schrum (2012) 

found that distributive leadership is most successful in technology-rich schools. It is the 

combination of these two areas that inform the transformational digital leader conceptual 

framework. 

Transformational Digital Leader 

The digital world has completely infiltrated our physical one, yet change is not 

occurring in classrooms, nor are teachers changing their practices, which means that we 

may not be providing students with a strong foundation for workplace readiness (Cuban, 

2018; Wagner, 2008). It is time practitioners incite change in schools to meet the needs of 

today’s learners by encouraging those who can step forward to become transformative 

digital leaders, and those who can embrace the challenge to reform schools to meet the 
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needs of today’s world (McLeod & Shareski, 2018). Vermeulen et al. (2017) 

hypothesized that transformative leaders provide vision, attitudes, perceived normalcy, 

and qualities of self-efficacy when employing instructional technology. Vermeulen et 

al.’s (2017) findings indicated that transformative leaders and digital learning material 

use bore no direct influence upon school culture. It was determined, however, that 

attitude  demonstrated a relationship with teacher practice intention, which can be 

influenced by school culture as cultivated by a transformational leader (Leithwood & 

Janzti, 1999; Vermeulen et al., 2017). 

The transformative digital leader should be technologically knowledgeable, an 

agent of change, and socially aware of these areas, as well as deeply rooted in cultivated 

school culture and vision (see Figure 2). With these traits, the leader will be able to 

motivate and influence teacher attitudes and practice, which will change over time to 

subsequently influence student engagement. At the same time, community relationships 

and partnerships will help provide access and encourage the acquisition of specific skill 

sets. Greater student engagement with authentic and collaborative tasks and questions 

will enable students to have better outcomes (Hattie, 2009). A leader must first 

understand that a school does not operate outside of its culture and vision. Therefore, 

school culture and vision must be examined before any of these areas can be fully 

addressed. 
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Figure 2 

Transformative Digital Leaders Conceptual Framework 

 

Leaders and School Culture 

According to the Association for School and Curriculum Development (2018), 

school culture “refers to the way teachers and other staff members work together and the 

set of beliefs, values, and assumptions they share” (n.p.). School culture makes a 

difference in meaningful technology integration, but currently, that culture may not 

provide a place for technology integration or risk-taking, which then may deter teachers 

from using or seeking out digital resources (Ertmer & Ottenbreit-Leftwich, 2010). Levin 

and Shrum (2012) found that schools that have strong visionary leadership with a focus 

on technology integration also had successful programs where teachers used their 

resources to their advantages.  

Similarly, McLeod et al. (2015) found that leaders who embrace technology 

themselves tended to motivate teachers to use it in the classroom.  The researchers 
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interviewed 11 superintendents who were recognized as accomplished leaders of 

technology integration. They found  budgets, professional development, and instructional 

leadership to be the biggest concerns when incorporating technology in schools. These 

superintendents embraced technology and navigated risk-taking, in their budgets and 

otherwise, when incorporating new technologies (McLeod et al., 2015). 

Shamir-Inbal and Blau (2017) wrote of the National ICT initiative put into place 

in Israeli schools, which concentrated on the leadership perspective of changing school 

culture. They found that if most teachers integrate technology and find value in doing so, 

technology integration becomes part of school culture. They also found that teachers who 

used technology felt more confident and perceived it to be a  part of, not an add-on to, 

their taught curriculum. 

Similarly, Fishman and Dede (2016) outlined three levels of instructional 

technology use in the classroom: (a) minimal level, (b) intermediate level, and (c) 

extensive level. The minimal level is most common and used to engage students in their 

work. The intermediate level is obtained when all students have a device and the teacher 

easily differentiates skill work with use personalized learning strategies. Lastly, the 

extensive level occurs when students use technology in real-world work or simulation for 

the transfer of skills. Cibulka (2017) believed that the higher the level of technology 

integration, the “more likely it is that classrooms and schools will incorporate 21st-

century learning skills for students and the more likely teachers are to model teaching that 

will produce a deeper understanding of content” (p. 127). Therefore, the extent to which 

technology is integrated in schools could correlate to students’ knowledge of creativity, 
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critical thinking, collaboration, and communication, providing them with a stronger 

foundation of essential skills before reaching college or the workforce. 

Vision and Leadership 

Bridging theory and practice remains difficult for the leader when it comes to 

technology. A vision guides the school to create goals with a clear focus, but, in order to 

achieve visionary leadership, administrators must work to create buy-in from key 

stakeholders (Levin & Schrum, 2012). To begin the conversation with practitioners, the 

overall discussion must be based on shared vision (Byrom & Bingham, 2001; Fisher, 

2013; Levin & Schrum, 2012; McLeod & Shareski, 2018; Richardson et al., 2013). 

Moreover, leaders should implement and inspire that shared vision by focusing on 

integrating digital resources to ensure student success. If technology utilization to create 

transformational lessons is not a core value or seen as helpful for staff, then the use of 

technology is likely not going to appeal to most staff, nor will it be part of the overall 

culture.  

Currently, school vision and technology integration are not combined to create 

reasons for using technological resources within the classroom (Cuban, 2018; McLeod & 

Shareski, 2018; Shattuck, 2010). In his case study of three different schools, Shattuck 

(2010) surveyed teachers using a pre-survey, interviewed the principal, and conducted a 

focus group. He found that schools that had a technology vision mismatch between what 

teachers should be doing and what the teachers are actually doing accounted for 

technology non-integration. Principals who do not communicate, model, or express 

expectations of technology use, do not have teachers who use it. Additionally, Levin and 



 

47 

Schrum (2012) followed eight leaders who had a clear vision for using technology within 

their district. While vision was found to not always be directly related to technology, it 

always focused on good instructional practices or positive attitudes toward educating 

students.  

Likewise, Machado and Chung (2015) set out to review principal attitudes when 

integrating technology into the classroom. Principals were first surveyed and then 

interviewed via email four times over the course of the data collection period. The study 

design allowed for participants to respond via email instead of meeting face to face, and 

had an overall response rate of 21%. Data analysis was completed by reported 

frequencies for the surveys, which were summarized. Results revealed that principals feel 

there are barriers to full implementation, mainly teacher attitudes and resources. 

Principals felt technology integration coaches would help for integration purposes; 

however, they do not feel their budget can actualize the positions. 

Lastly, Claro et al. (2017) found that principals and teachers held different views 

regarding integrating technology, where teachers believed principals should take more 

responsibility for integration, even though this idea did not occur to principals as 

indicated in the interviews. The study results were obtained by conducting surveys 

focused on two areas: evaluation of ICT use and implementation of Mobile Computer 

Laboratory. After the survey, the researchers conducted multiple case studies in three 

schools, in which the principal and a teacher were interviewed at each site. 
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Transformative Leader as Knowledgeable 

 Leaders can directly impact teacher capacity and their personal growth as a 

transformative leader (Greenfield, 2004; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2006). Fullan (2001) 

suggested that leaders must build knowledge amongst their workforce in order to foster 

powerful buy-in and a sense of community. Levin and Schrum (2012) also found that 

school leaders who used technology used distributive leadership properties to include 

technology use in the fabric of culture. When teachers share information and knowledge, 

they want to continue the trend, but leadership should help influence this mindset (Ertmer 

& Ottenbreit-Leftwich, 2010; Fullan, 2001). 

Teachers need to see technology modeled by instructional leaders to become 

inspired and intentional in their technology use (Shattuck, 2010; Starr, 2009). 

Nevertheless, educational leaders cite lack of training and resources/support, staff 

resistance, and question of equity as being main factors for not understanding technology 

to a fuller extent (Sincar, 2013). While professional growth opportunities allow leaders to 

become stronger in their convictions and competencies in terms of technology use, 

training seldom takes place at the administrative pre-service and in-service levels 

(McLeod et al., 2015). If leaders do not understand technology systems or programs, they 

are less likely to deploy financial and human resources, as well as create and monitor 

visions for technology integration (Shattuck, 2010). Leaders who understand the need for 

technology integration will invest, model, and expect the use and knowledge sharing of 

instructionally sound strategies for technology use. In short, knowledgeable leaders of 
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technology integration could help systematically transform schools and individual 

classrooms, as well as build staff capacity.  

Barriers 

 Even though leaders may develop a culture and vision where technology 

integration is to take place for the purposes of student engagement, there are barriers to 

implementation. Technology can change very rapidly, and, within the last 20 years, the 

tools and expectations for use have varied widely. Wood et al. (2005) found that teachers 

were not familiar with technology systems, which then became a barrier to technology 

integration, as only 50% of teachers used technology with their students. Even if teachers 

used a computer at home, they were unlikely to use them in their classrooms, as most 

devices were located in shared spaces. In fact, of the teacher participants studied, 75.9% 

were not aware of a technology plan for their school. From their study on teachers’ 

perspectives, Wood et al. identified six barriers to technology use in the classroom: (a) 

support, (b) teacher familiarity with technology or belief systems, (c) access issues, (d) 

student behaviors, (e) hardware issues, and (f) external issues or community resources. 

What is more is that after another five years, the barriers had changed only slightly. 

Norton and Hathaway (2011) identified individual, school-based, and system-

wide factors that contribute to the aforementioned barriers. The top three individual 

factors include: (a) teacher planning time, (b) challenges pertaining to implementation in 

the classroom, and (c) technology challenges in the classrooms themselves. The top 

school-based factors include: (a) scheduling access, (b) challenges with collaboration, 

and (c) quantity of existing technology. Lastly, system-wide practices and policies also 
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cause barriers in the top three areas of legislative mandates, values, and curriculum-

related mandates. All of those barriers suggest change has to occur at the policy and 

leadership levels to help teachers mitigate these challenges.  

Leader as a Change Agent 

 In terms of changing culture within a school, there are two elements that are 

essential within any organization: moral purpose and relationship-building. Both concepts 

are drawn from Fullan’s (2001) framework, which is founded upon the assumption that 

transformative leadership leads to a greater degree of change in classroom practice. 

Moral Purpose. Due to the nature of this type of leadership, transformative 

leadership is a moral imperative. Meakin (2014) explained, “Moral leadership indicates 

the ability to move beyond what is established by convention as acceptable decision 

making and act based on the personal beliefs of what is right and good” (p. 17). Moral 

leaders are focused on what is right and wrong, despite what ethical codes deem 

appropriate and inappropriate in the eyes of society. A transformative leader also defines 

what is right and wrong for a school division or individual when he or she decides on a 

course of action or develops an overall vision. Thus, one can make the case that a 

transformative leader is a moral leader because he or she determines what a strong 

common goal is and moreover how to work towards that goal, while at the same time 

rejecting other ideas. However, in terms of technological resources, the digital divide 

remains problematic in the areas of access and skill-building for students (Norris, 2001).  

Access. The quest for educational equality in the U.S. public school system 

remains a perplexing crucible. Fullan (2001) stated that a change agent needs to have a 
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sense of purpose, which helps others to see the intrinsic value of practice. In terms of 

technology integration, digital equity provides all students with the tools and skills 

needed to ready themselves for the workplace or college. Schools today are trying to 

bridge this gap by implementing one-to-one learning or Bring Your Own Device 

environments, where each student is given or expected to use technology devices. 

However, even with devices, students may experience other barriers that seem to hinder 

their access and ability to use technology. Huffman (2018) defined the “five elements that 

contribute to the digital divide: 1) income level, 2) age, 3) race, 4) education, and 5) 

physical abilities” (p. 240). Even with schools providing each student with a device, 

students across America—especially those within minority groups, those who had low 

socioeconomic status, or lived in rural areas—still do not have access to high quality 

broadband service, meaning that the reach of schools is not far enough (McLeod & 

Shareski, 2018; Mucetti, 2017). To change this dynamic, schools and community 

organizations must advocate for policy and cultural shifts within our society (Consortium 

for School Networking, 2018; Donovan et al., 2014; McLeod & Shareki, 2018).  

Student Knowledge Needs. The digital divide additionally continues to shift 

between those who can operate select technologies and those who cannot. In 2014, 

computer science as a school subject was offered more to the privileged than other low-

income or rural groups.  Currently, the STEM job market, of which computer science is a 

part, has outpaced any other US job market and is steadily increasing (Subramony, 2014). 

Employees in STEM positions earn more than those in non-STEM positions, yet students 

in high-poverty areas are not provided access to the curriculum (Graf et al., 2018). As 
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digital literacy becomes more relevant in a global culture, the divide could create a new 

class of “‘illiterate’ people with consequences in a variety of fields such as employment, 

income, education, housing, and more” (Zilka, 2016, p. 235). Thus, as a moral 

imperative, educators must provide all students with equal access to technology and teach 

those skills relevant to our world today.  

Relationship-Building for Staff Capacity. It is very important for a 

transformative leader to understand the needs, wants, and desires of their staff in order to 

create an effective changing environment (Fullan, 2001). The leader must have a 

welcoming relationship with staff members to provide the resources to meet their needs. 

Fullan (2001) underscored the importance of leadership seeking out relationships and 

providing opportunities for relationships amongst staff as a means of developing and 

improving school relationships. Teachers tend to have better experiences in the 

workplace when they respect and are inspired by their leader; that is, a leader who has a 

high emotional intelligence and appreciation for resistance (Fullan, 2001). When a 

transformative leader promotes teacher efficacy and motivates teachers to commit, 

positive change is most likely to occur within a school division. 

To understand how principals and teachers interact with each other when 

integrating technology, Berrett et al. (2012) completed thirty-eight observations in four 

middle schools, and conducted interviews with four leaders from a district that was in the 

midst of a technology implementation process. Researchers observed over a four-month 

period and recorded field notes of their observations. The researchers focused on teacher-

administrator interactions, the facility, and the culture of each school. Their findings 
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determined the final coding for both the observations and interviews. Tensions and 

transformation were two themes that emerged from the data. One principal objected to 

teachers being pulled from their classrooms for professional development on multiple 

occasions, while another mitigated issues with a sense of ease. The staff was overworked 

because the district did not plan to provide extra support to this area, and the local district 

technology specialist did not want to request another staff member due to budgetary 

restrictions. Many of these tensions were alleviated, however, through collective 

problem-solving and by using the district technology specialist as a guide throughout the 

process. 

Interestingly, Thannimalai and Raman (2018) discovered a correlation between 

principals’ technology leadership and teachers’ technology integration. They conducted a 

cross-sectional survey with a systematic random sampling design (n =335), and found 

that principal technology leadership accounts for 10% of teachers’ integration efforts. 

The more a leader emphasizes the need for technology, the more likely teachers will 

integrate within the classroom.  

Social Awareness and Leadership 

Administrators who are striving for change and holding others accountable for 

that change must understand precedence and current practice before putting forth an idea 

or initiative. Even though there is a gap between school leader preparation and the 

acceleration of technology, adults are charged with helping children navigate the digital 

world (Heitner, 2016; Metcalf & LaFrance, 2013). Therefore, a “withitness” and social 

awareness is key to thoughtfully incorporating instructional technology within schools.  
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“Withitness” is a term closely related to teacher classroom management skills, 

which is the idea that if a teacher understands the social cues of their students, then the 

students are more likely to be better behaved (Kounin, 1970, as cited in McDaniel et al., 

2009). In other words, the students’ behavior is contingent upon the teacher’s ability to 

understand his or her surroundings and remain consistent. Likewise, if a principal is 

known for understanding instructional technology tools and is viewed as an expert 

through modeling and showcasing ideas, the staff is more likely to adopt technologies on 

their own (Hsieh et al., 2014). While there is little research on “withitness” and 

administration, instructional leaders must nonetheless teach their staff to shape the culture 

of the school in terms of technology adoption and reform (Grady, 2011). 

In 2018, the Pew Research Center revealed that the vast majority of teenagers 

ages 13-17 have access to a smartphone and participate in social media. Forty-five 

percent of those users report they are constantly using their device (Anderson & Jiang, 

2018). Similarly, in the 2011 Pew Report, 95% of teenagers reported having access to the 

internet, with most participating in social media (Lenhart et al., 2011). Teens have their 

own views of how social media is impacting their lives: 31% of teens say social media is 

a positive tool, while 24% believe that it has a negative impact (Anderson & Jiang, 2018). 

The rest? They believe that social media offers neither a positive or negative effect 

(Anderson & Jiang, 2018).  

In their 2013 text, Gardner and Davis discussed digital media and its effect on 

teenage lives. They claimed that, first, teens have packaged their lives to show the 

positive moments only, which restricts risk-taking and inward reflection. When they are 
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taking risks by sending “self-destructing images to others,” teens generally feel a “false 

sense of security” (Gardner & Davis, 2013, p. 83). Additionally, the authors report that 

narcissism and online behavior are positively correlated, writing, “By yoking one’s 

identity too closely to certain characteristics of these technologies--and lacking the time, 

opportunity, or inclination to explore life and lives offline--may result in an impoverished 

sense of self” (Gardner & Davis, 2013, p. 91). Along this same vein, Rheingold (2012) 

contended that media-triggered distractions, enabled through social media and internet 

use, were unproductive, unhealthy, fatal, addictive, “an invitation to bad parenting,” 

isolating, and a loss of time for intentional solitude (p. 44).  

In regards to relationships, young adult connectedness to others also wanes in the 

dawn of digital applications and social media (Garder & Davis, 2013). Building from 

their packaged self, social media users tend to keep others at a distance, thus increasing 

their own feelings of isolation and loneliness (Clark et al., 2018; Gardner & Davis, 2013; 

Turkle, 2011). However, as more recent studies have pointed out, social media users may 

feel a greater sense of connectedness depending on how they are using the social media 

site (Clark et al., 2018; Ludden, 2018). Gardner and Davis (2013) also highlighted the 

positive aspects of teens’ digital lives. Generally speaking, young adults are more open to 

different cultures, religious sects, and sexual orientations because they are exposed to 

diverse digital users on the global front. In the same vein, Tapscott (2009) tried to combat 

the criticisms about those born in the digital age, and believes that research that will help 

inform educators and adults as to how to help children and young adults navigate the 

digital world.  
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Rheingold (2012) and Heitner (2016) adopted a similar approach. Rheingold 

wrote, “[S]elf-control along with the skillful use of attention, participation, crap 

detection, collaboration, and network awareness through social media ought to be taught 

to future netizens as early as possible” (p. 57). Likewise, Heitner (2016) maintained that 

children need guidance from parents and other adults, such as teachers, to utilize digital 

tools with intention. Neither social media nor the internet will be a passing fad; therefore, 

it is important to teach students at the primary and secondary levels how to use 

technology in the real world, become digitally literate, maintain safe connections online, 

and protect their mental and physical well-being.  

Character education supplies an avenue for teaching students’ morals and virtues, 

but does that curriculum have to occur exclusively within the walls of the school? Digital 

citizenship curriculum provides a more global approach to technology use, and 

accordingly, should be taught in schools (Kim & Choi, 2018; Ribble, 2011). However, 

the principal, with social awareness, would need to express the importance of the 

curriculum to teachers and staff, as well as regulate the fidelity of such a curriculum 

designed to provide students with a digital balance. 

Motivation and Teacher Attitudes 

The Partnership for the 21st Century (P21) and ISTE have called for 21st century 

learning strategies to be an everyday practice in education; however, it is evident that 

instructors are not using technology in a one-to-one setting to a full capacity. In the 

Industrial Age, students needed to ready themselves for a different world. Today, 

creation, collaboration, creativity, citizenship, and communication are important factors 
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for economic and future success at the local, national, and global levels (Pink, 2005). The 

educational community must prepare students for that world by providing technology 

access, informational literacy, structured projects, and future-ready practice. However, if 

teachers do not feel motivated to do so, traditional practice will continue to take place. 

Motivation. Principals cite teacher attitudes and personal stance as to why 

technology is not being used or is underutilized, and research shows it is a teacher’s 

personal pedagogical stance which will determine how the teacher uses the tools provided 

(Machado & Chung, 2015; Tondeur et al., 2016;). Therefore, it is imperative that leaders 

learn how to motivate their staff to meet expectations for innovation with the use of 

technology (Piper & Hardesty, 2005). In promoting technology by modeling their own 

use and providing professional opportunities for their staff, administrators help bolster 

teacher effectiveness and teacher learning (Hsieh et al., 2014). In fact, Hsien et al. (2014) 

showed a positive correlation when school leaders expect and teach innovation for 

teachers and students.  

Additionally, according to McLeod et al.’s (2015) research, superintendents who 

embrace technology inspire other leaders to learn what technology offers. This type of 

leader generally enjoys learning with his/her workers. Many superintendents were not 

used to utilizing digital resources at first, but research shows that creating a shared vision 

for technology use is the first step in creating sustainable change (Byrom & Bingham, 

2001; Levin & Schrum, 2012; McLeod, 2015). 

Teacher Attitudes. Vatanartiran and Karadeniz-Bahcesehir (2015) conducted a 

needs analysis of teachers’ perceptions of challenges and barriers to integrating 
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technology. Researchers surveyed 4,020 K-12 teachers online, and received an 18.5% 

response rate. Quantitative survey results were frequency measures in the following 

areas: (a) access to instructional technology at schools, (b) instructional technology 

competency level as perceived by teachers, (c) previous in-service teacher training on the 

use of ed tech, and (d) ed tech they have in classrooms. Results showed that the 

infrastructure, executive issues, and instructional issues contribute to the need. 

Evaluation. It is also important to note the impact of evaluation on teacher 

attitudes. There is little discussion on how an administrator should evaluate technology 

integration within the classroom (Dikkers et al., 2005). According to Piper and Hardesty 

(2005), teachers wanted leaders to motivate them when learning how to integrate 

technology. More than that, teachers wanted leaders who would provide guidance when 

they began to use the technology within the classroom. This research suggests that the 

leader has to motivate and be prepared to support or assist instructors when they ask for 

help (Piper & Hardesty, 2005). Without proper vision and/or knowledge, though, the 

leader would not be able to oblige in either case.   

Evaluations help administrators understand everyday classroom practices. 

McLeod and Garber (2018), for example, developed a protocol to help administrators 

focus on four areas of classroom observation: (a) deeper learning, (b) greater student 

agency, (c) more authentic work, and (d) technology-rich infusion. While not an 

evaluative tool, reflection questions featured in the protocol can help leaders monitor 

technology integration within their schools (McLeod, 2018). It is essential that the leader 

understands how to communicate a shared vision, implement professional development, 
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and assess the use of technology within their school to help teachers change their 

classroom practices (Levin & Schrum, 2012; McLeod, Richardson, & Sauers, 2015).  

Teacher Practice 

 Teacher practice is changed when teacher attitude about technology is positive. 

Teachers—not administrators—experience the most pressure to use technology with 

students (Cakir, 2012). There are tensions and transformations that are mitigated or 

exacerbated by the administrator (Berrett et al., 2012). Teachers may enjoy ubiquitous 

learning environments because they are given formative assessment information quickly, 

but that does not translate from a teacher-centered classroom to a student-centered one, a 

goal of 21st century learning (Cuban, 2018; Gherardi, 2017).  

In light of the presence of technology in their schools, Cuban (2018) posed the 

question “Have teachers changed their classroom practice?” He discussed two types of 

change: fundamental and incremental. Fundamental changes alter the foundation of 

schooling, while incremental changes keep current structures, but alter or amplify 

practices already in effect. While some teachers believe they are making fundamental 

changes, as 21st century learning is slated to do, they are most likely making incremental 

changes, if at all (Cuban 2018).  

Computer teachers, or integration specialists, are responsible for carrying out the 

administrators’ visions, yet often do not get the support they need (Cakir, 2012). Cakir 

(2012) focused his research on primary school principals, assistant principals, and 

teachers. Participants were surveyed first and then interviewed based on the results. He 

found administrators that have a positive attitude toward technology and believe that it 
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should be integrated into the schools; however, they are unsure of how exactly to 

implement the strategies. Computer teachers, on the other hand, wanted the 

administrators to become more familiar with the technology to become more proficient 

themselves. 

In addition, Gherardi (2017) studied how teachers made sense of a new 1:1 

program in a district. Teachers (n =106) were surveyed using a Likert scale; items 

included themes pertaining to the impact of the program, specifically assessment, 

differentiation, parent engagement, and access to knowledge. The survey participants 

were asked if they would like to participate in an interview post-survey for qualitative 

data. Nineteen participants were selected and interviewed. Gherardi (2017) found that 

teachers do not believe that parental involvement is high, nor is technology used for 

creation. However, they do have more access to data and formative assessment to help 

students at a quicker rate, but worried about the reliability of the data. Teachers did have 

a better experience when differentiating material for students with technology than for 

those without.  

Community Relationships 

Community and caregiver interactions with the school are very important for 

student engagement. Interactions can assume the form of participation in meetings and 

conferences, parent-school bonding, shared goals between the parent and school, and 

contact from the teacher (Pryor, 1994). The more a family (or caregiver) bonds with the 

school, the more likely the student is to feel a sense of attachment to the organization 

(Pryor, 1994). In a study of 310 ninth-grade students and parents in five communities, 
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Pryor (1994) found that, while there is not a direct relationship between parent-school 

bonding and student academic achievement, there was a direct relationship between the 

student’s feeling of bonding or sense of belonging and his or her academic success. If one 

feels a sense of belonging to an organization, he or she may feel more comfortable to 

engage in a culture (Cherry, 2020). Pryor found it was beneficial for schools to seek out 

ways to build community with families as a means to increase student identification with 

and trust in the educational instruction.  

While principals provide vision and direction to help integrate technology, where 

schools are located may also have an impact. Rural schools tend to have more teachers 

resistant to change and less access to technology (Kotok & Kryst, 2017; Wang, 2013). 

Rural students receive less school funding and are therefore disadvantaged in comparison 

to their urban and suburban counterparts (Kotok & Kryst, 2017; Wang, 2013). Moreover, 

how students use technology corresponds with economic disparity. Those who are more 

fortunate tend to use technology in student-centered ways, but those who are 

economically disadvantaged tend to be focused on the standardized curriculum and skill-

and-drill practices to meet  benchmarks established by mandated testing scores (Cuban, 

2018). Hughes and Read (2018) found that schools in rural areas had much less exposure 

to technology overall. The researchers studied four middle schools to review technology 

integration. They determined that disadvantaged students may not have internet access at 

home and have to rely on a heavily filtered school-based internet to complete their 

homework, which can lead to additional frustration for the student user (Hughes & Read, 

2018).  
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Wang (2013) noted similar findings in his research on both rural and urban 

elementary school teachers who demonstrated similar attitudes on anxiety, productivity, 

enjoyment, helpfulness, and competence, but differed in high-tech integration level. 

Teachers in the rural environments tended to use Interactive White Boards (IWB), 

notebooks, and netbooks less than those in urban environments. In the same study, 

students in rural environments reported that they have less exposure to learning with 

technology integration than students in urban schools (Wang, 2013) 

 Principals also take note of this educational disparity. Kotok and Kryst (2017) 

completed a case study where they learned about the challenges of rural principals and 

superintendents who want to integrate technology into their schools. In this case, students 

who wanted a more engaging form of instruction opted into a cyber school where the per-

pupil funding follows the child, taking resources away from the public schools. The 

principal wanted to use technology as a means of enticing students back into the public 

classroom, where, traditionally, students have a higher graduation rate. The principal, 

therefore, invested funds for devices and training; however, teachers were resistant to 

change. While the process was arduous, the end results benefited student outcomes, as 

attendance, work on projects outside of class time, and self-awareness for post-graduate 

plans increased (Kotok & Kryst, 2017). 

 In summary, technology integration practices geared towards fully engaging 

students may be impacted by school communities. It has been proven that technology 

integration is not part of the culture in rural environments. Therefore, it is important to 
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research school leaders who have positively navigated and mitigated the challenges 

associated with  instructional technology integration in rural communities 

Student Engagement 

Technology can help engage students in their learning objectives (Bond & 

Bendenlier; Merlin-Knoblich et al., 2019). For instance, when teachers use the flipped 

classroom strategy, students view the explicit instruction components prior to their face-

to-face time with the teacher. As a result of receiving the information early and practicing 

the material before class, students tend to report a higher level of engagement and 

satisfaction (Merlin-Knoblich et al., 2019). Then, the teacher can engage in more targeted 

discussion with the students based on their misconceptions and questions, or otherwise 

advance their knowledge (Holik, 2019). Flipped instruction can also help students with 

disabilities because teachers can work individually with students, and students can pace 

their own learning (Holik, 2019). 

Project-based assessments represent an example of this trend towards innovative 

classroom practice in lieu of rote memorization. Boss and Larmer (2018) encourage the 

use of project-based teaching for cultivating learning experiences based off of real-world 

practice. They also recommend creating lessons that meet rigorous competency-based 

standards within a backward design plan.  

Fishman and Dede (2016) argued that student engagement is the first level of 

technology integration for classroom enhancement; however, it’s the real-world work that 

provides the greatest level of knowledge transfer that leads to long- and short-term 

outcomes. Hattie’s (2009) visible learning research showed that students enrolled in a 
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Piagetian Program demonstrate higher levels of achievement, to the effect size of 1.28. 

Piagetian programs are based on the principles of Piaget’s work, which reminds 

instructors to focus on the thinking process as one ages, not force students to use adult 

thinking processes when their brains have yet to fully develop (Visible Learning, 2017).  

Vygotsky (1978) believed that children learn by imagining and acting out real-

world situations. Thus, when students are playing and imagining, they imitate adult 

practices involving creation, communication, critical thinking, and 

collaboration. Engagement does not happen in a silo, however. As Bond and Bedenlier 

(2019) claim, engagement occurs within the greater context of the institution and teacher 

decision-making. The leader and teacher must create the conditions, culture, vision, and 

overall goals for student engagement to occur. 

Supporting Student Outcomes 

Sun and Leithwood (2012) discussed how a transformative leader who inspires 

his or her staff affects student achievement. They described the purpose of leadership as 

“motivating followers to work toward transcendental goals instead of immediate self-

interest, and also toward achievement and self-actualization rather than simply safety and 

security” (Sun & Leithwood, 2012, p. 419). With the advent of the transformative digital 

leader, this new trend in leadership will continue to be relevant for some time to come.  

While there is little research on how technology, as an isolated variable, can 

improve student outcomes, there is evidence that leaders and teachers who integrate 

technology with purpose and meaning can provide a better experience for student learners 

(Levin & Schrum, 2012). Even within the age of accountability, by employing 
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technology in teacher-centric classrooms, instructors can receive quick, formative, and 

meaningful feedback, and can then group and alter their lessons to differentiate 

instruction (Cuban, 2018). Nevertheless, the hope behind this framework is to bolster 

student outcomes and to better prepare students for the workforce or college. 

Allen et al. (2009) summarized the 2007-2008 evaluation results of a leadership 

survey, which had the stated goals of: (a) identifying school administrators who were 

perceived to have fulfilled the primary leadership role affecting implementation of the 

Freedom to Learn (FTL) program; (b) identifying specific roles of school administrators; 

and (c) determining if implementation differed on the basis of leadership roles (Allen et 

al., 2009). The researchers found that high levels of student engagement are positively 

correlated to the leader’s role as a producer, monitor, and innovator. 

More specifically, when students are interested and invested in their work in the 

classroom, they are more likely to have stronger short- and long-term educational 

outcomes (Bond & Bedenlier, 2019). In terms of the instructional technology boom, 

technology used in classrooms can help support outcomes by promoting growth in 

academic knowledge, social satisfaction, work success, lifelong learning, and personal 

development (Bond & Bendenlier, 2019). 

Chapter Summary 

 The philosophies surrounding instructional technology have been in question 

since the beginning of education. There are many promises and expectations regarding 

instructional technology purchases, locally, nationally, and internationally. Those 

expectations include the need to incorporate 21st century practices to ensure students 
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become stronger members of society. Despite the desire for more real-world practices 

and ISTE outlining the roles students, teachers, and leaders should assume, fundamental 

changes are not taking place in practice. To create change, a leader must design for and 

motivate the change firmly ensconced in culture and vision. School leaders, however, are 

not expected to have a background in technology integration. 

To create fundamental change educational practice, schools need a 

transformational digital leader who understands, inspires, and builds relationships to 

facilitate this change. Leaders can be disruptive in nature to help build teacher, student, 

and community buy-in and capacity. School leaders who integrate technology and expect 

their teachers to use it are also those who have an interest in instructional technology. To 

learn more about this phenomenon, it’s important to understand the mindsets and 

attitudes of successful, innovative leaders and their staff. The next chapter will detail how 

this research study was conducted to learn from those leaders who expect and appreciate 

the use of instructional technology. 

Identifying school leaders who foster technology integration is a challenge 

because many schools do not integrate technology meaningfully (Cuban, 2018). Studies 

have shown that technology integration is more likely to occur when the school leader 

expects and models technology use with teachers (Grady, 2011; Levin & Schrum, 2012; 

Thannimalai & Raman, 2018). In the literature, there exists a connection between 

principals’ technology use and teacher integration within the classroom (Thannimalai & 

Raman, 2018), but we also know that barriers and tensions likewise exist between 

principals and teachers, which means their perceptions regarding the desirability and 
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success of technology integration may not be aligned (Berrett et al., 2012; Claro et al., 

2017).  

The classroom teacher has a direct impact on student learning, while school 

leadership has an impact on school culture (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2006). Conducting this 

research has enabled me to identify sites where technology integration is part of the 

school culture. More specifically, I have been able to draw conclusions regarding 

technology integration in schools by researching teacher attitudes and technology 

adoption trends, and by then interviewing school leaders who have the most teachers 

integrating technology.  
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Chapter Three 

This chapter outlines the current study’s research methods, scope of the research, 

rationale, research design, setting, proposed data analysis, and limitations. This study was 

conducted using mixed methods methodology, with a concurrent design in data collection 

and sequential data analysis (Creamer, 2018). The concurrent design occurred upon data 

collection, where both forms of data can be collected at one time. This investigation also 

employed sequential design in data analysis, where the qualitative data was reviewed 

prior to the quantitative data. I then reviewed the qualitative data after analyzing the 

survey results.  

One of the purposes of a mixed methods design is to provide “more robust 

findings” (Creamer, 2018, p. 5). A mixed methods design differs from traditional means 

for data collection in that it intricately mixes approaches in design, data collection, 

sampling, analysis, and inferences. This mixed methods study was conducted for the 

purpose of complementarity with a qualitative priority (Greene et al., 1989). This 

research endeavor can be considered complementary because the quantitative data was 

used to extend and add value to the qualitative interviews (Greene et al., 1989). There are 

only a few school leaders who fit the description of innovative leaders and, because of 

their scarcity, in-depth qualitative research is necessary. At the same time, the 

quantitative portion of the research was completed to examine the school context through 

teachers’ perceptions in schools led by innovative leaders. 
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The first portion of the study focused on nominated school leaders who have 

consistently demonstrated innovative practices, as determined by the conceptual 

framework established thus far, within a school typified by a ubiquitous learning 

environment. The interviews were coded with predetermined and emergent codes to 

identify patterns across successful principals who may be deemed “innovative.” The 

second portion of the research used a survey to examine teacher attitudes and self-

reported practices within the leaders’ schools. It has been predicted that teachers who 

report higher levels of innovation are learning from leaders who have successfully 

modeled and expected the use of technology in classrooms (Hsieh et al., 2014). 

Therefore, this research strived to provide complementarity evidence speaking to the 

claim that leaders who value the use of technology and incorporate it within school 

culture have teachers under their supervision who use and value technology integration as 

well (Onwuegbuzie & Collins, 2007).  

 The conceptual framework defined in chapter two serves as an illustrative 

example of integration because it requires the use of mixed methods to understand 

administrative views and values while also gauging school culture through teacher use. 

Leithwood and Jantzi (2006) studied whether leadership in large-scale reform efforts had 

a direct influence on student achievement and ultimately found that this was not the case. 

Nonetheless, the researchers did find that leaders did have a direct influence on classroom 

practice, work environment, motivation, and teacher capacity. Thannimalai and Raman 

(2018) found that leadership accounts for 10% of explained variability in teacher use of 

instructional technology in the classroom. The literature shows that school leaders rarely 
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embrace instructional technology to a degree that maximizes the tool’s full potential 

(Cuban, 2018; McLeod, Richardson & Sauers, 2015; Metcalf & LaFrance, 2013). This 

lack of adoption could stem from inadequate training in preservice or inservice 

administration, or could be attributed to current barriers in educational organization 

(Metcalf & LaFrance, 2013; Yu & Prince, 2016). However, there are individuals who 

defy the norm and are recognized as innovative leaders (Levin & Schrum, 2012; 

Richardson et al., 2013). For instance, Levin and Schrum (2012) conducted eight case 

studies on award-winning sites and interviews with leadership at said sites. Their findings 

were derived from diverse school systems with differing needs and challenges, defined as 

having a bounded system; the authors employed cross-case analysis to review the 

similarities across districts. The researchers concluded that leadership vision, school 

culture, and leadership structure played a role in prompting schools to integrate 

technology wisely (Schrum & Levin, 2012).  

 Others have used school surveys to review the link between teacher attitudes and 

leadership (Cakir, 2012; Claro et al., 2017). By conducting a survey administered to 

teachers and principals, Claro et al. (2017) found that there were few contradictions 

between principal and teacher viewpoints when it came to adopting instructional 

technologies within the school. Cakir (2012) completed a mixed methods research study 

focusing on school administrators and computer teachers. They first collected 

quantitative data and then conducted interviews to learn more about the quantitative 

results.  
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 Both qualitative and quantitative methods have been employed to research school 

leadership, instructional technology use, and innovative leadership. A mixed 

methodology “can enhance and extend the logic of qualitative explanations about the 

social world” (Creswell et al., 2006, p. 2). By employing mixed methods, this research 

study will generate a more robust understanding of the phenomenon at hand than could 

be obtained by using a single stand-alone method. Additionally, this research will add to 

the current body of literature on mixed methods research, as it has a qualitative primary 

focus with a quantitative strand designed to provide auxiliary information about the 

leadership practice. The next section will provide further insight into the scope of the 

research. 

Scope of the Research 

The mixed methods approach used in this study informed the research questions 

that guide the subsequent analysis. The qualitative component helped determine the 

attitudes and vision of principals who are considered to be the most successful innovators 

in the school district. Because there is a correlation between teacher attitudes and 

principal attitudes regarding technology use in the classroom (Charalambous et al., 2011), 

teachers were surveyed about their attitudes and beliefs on technology integration. 

Interview questions and survey items were developed and/or adapted from the conceptual 

framework of a transformative digital leader, as defined in chapter two of this 

dissertation. Specifically, the interview questions and survey items touched on the areas 

of attitudes, community relationships, knowledge-base, motivation, school culture, school 

vision, student engagement, student outcomes, perceived teacher practice, and barriers. 
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The interviews were used to help understand leadership attitudes. The survey was 

designed to help understand the attitudes, culture, and practices of classroom integration 

in relationship to leadership’s attitudes, beliefs, and actions. 

In summary, this research study attempted to answer the following questions in an 

effort to build on the current knowledge base in the field educational technology, and to 

pinpoint trends that could offer further insight into what future leaders need for 21st 

century leadership practices to take root: 

Qualitative Questions 

1. What are the attitudes toward innovation of principals who display qualities of 

change agency, knowledge of integrating technology, and social awareness?  

2. How do these school principals navigate and adapt school cultures in a ubiquitous 

learning environment to promote innovative teacher practice? 

Quantitative Questions 

3. In schools led by innovative leaders, what are the teacher attitudes of technology 

integration in schools led by innovative leaders and in a context of a ubiquitous 

learning environment? 

Research Design  

I obtained International Review Board (IRB) and school-level permissions before 

performing this research. This study is comprised of two portions, completed 

concurrently. The first portion focused on interviewing selected innovative principals, 

and the second portion focused on surveying the staff. The portions did not have to occur 

in any particular order, as the information was used comparatively, not developmentally. 
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Mixed Methods Rationale 

In using a mixed methods design, I blended together different approaches from 

qualitative and quantitative branches to provide a more well-rounded explanation for a 

phenomenon being studied. Such an approach is ideal in that it respects and capitalizes on 

the strengths and weaknesses of both modes of research (Johnson & Christensen, 2014). 

There is a paucity of mixed methods studies for the purpose of reviewing school 

leadership in connection to teacher practice, and of the few studies that exist, the majority 

have been quantitatively focused (Creamer, 2018). To review methods in the literature on 

educational leadership and innovative practice in implementing instructional technology, 

26 full-text and peer-reviewed resources were sourced from the ERIC database, using the 

keywords: (a) “educational leaders or principals,” (b) “ed tech,” and (c) “mixed 

methods.” Then, after reading the titles and abstracts, seven articles were determined to 

fit the criteria for research materials on teacher and/or administrator attitudes on the use 

of technology in innovative school cultures (see Table 2)
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Table 2 

 

Mixed Method Articles Featuring School Leaders and Attitudes of Technology Use in Education 

 

Article Participants Measurement Priority Sequential or 

Concurrent 

Allen et al. (2009) Teachers (n=124) Survey Quantitative Concurrent 

Cakir (2012) School administrators (n =38, 

survey; n =8, interviews) 

Computer Teachers (n =35, 

survey; n =10, interviews)  

Survey then interviews Equalized Sequential 

Claro et al. (2017) School representatives (n 

=242) 

Survey then multiple case 

studies at four sites. 

Interviews from a 

principal and a teacher at 

each site 

Qualitative  Sequential 

Gherardi (2017) Teachers (n =106, survey; n 

=19, interviews) 

Survey then interviews  Quantitative  Sequential 

Hayashi & Fisher-Adams (2015) Alumni of Ed Leadership 

program (n =275) 

Survey Equalized Concurrent 

Machado & Chung (2015) Principals (n =42) Survey then Interviews Quantitative  Sequential 

Vatanartiran & Karadeniz 

Bahcesehir (2015) 

K-12 Teachers (n=4,020) Survey Qualitative Concurrent 
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Other researchers conducted mixed methods studies on technology leadership, but 

most mixed method articles employed a qualitative survey, followed by interviews 

(Cakir, 2012; Gherardi, 2017; Machado & Chung, 2015). Three of the articles prioritized 

qualitative data, two prioritized qualitative data, and two granted equal priority to both 

qualitative and quantitative data. One qualitative study, however, was conducted using a 

survey method instead of the more traditional face-to-face semi-structured setting. By 

conducting an interview and then a survey to validate or invalidate research trends, the 

present study adds to the existing body of literature on empirical mixed methods research 

in the area of technology leadership. 

In addition to research articles, in his dissertation, Hall (2015) also studied 

leadership in secondary schools by interviewing leaders and surveying staff as a means to 

identify attitudes, vision, and barriers of technology integration and innovation. Hall’s 

research provided further insight into the phenomenon of technology integration by 

focusing on the perspectives of being a leader in a time of change; teacher motivation and 

attitudes; community relationships; student engagement; teacher practice; and student 

outcomes as they are situated in school culture and vision. The purpose of using mixed 

methods of this sort was to help identify the attitudes of the school leaders and teachers, 

in connection to the broader conceptual framework. Mixed methods influenced the study 

design, analysis, interpretive comprehensiveness, and, of course, the methodological 

foundation (Creamer, 2018). 
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Research Context 

Five school districts participated in this research study. Each district was given 

with a pseudonym for anonymity. This portion of the chapter only describes the school 

district characteristics, though. Two districts are considered rural; one is considered 

suburban with rural areas, and another has rural, suburban, and urban areas encompassed 

within the district. Data were obtained from publicly available information on the state 

education website. All districts offer a ubiquitous learning environment, where students 

have access to adequate high-speed internet and either an iPad or Chromebook device. 

All of the districts and school areas researched were located in and around the Mid-

Atlantic region of the U.S. 
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Table 3 

 

Participant School District Demographics 

 

School District Approximate 

Number of 

Students 

Community Elementary 

Schools 

Middle 

Schools 

High 

Schools 

Interviews 

Conducted 

Ridgemont School District 17,500 Suburban, 

Rural, and 

Urban 

11 6 4 1 

North Shore School District 13,500 Suburban 

/Rural 

11 4 3 3 

John Adams School District 6,000 Rural 4 2 3 2 

Bayside School District 5,500 Rural 5 2 2 2 

McKinley School District 2,000 Rural 2 1 1 1 
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Ridgemont School District. The Ridgemont School District (RSD) serves 

approximately 17,500 PreK-12 students in the northern part of the state, in a suburban 

and rural area. There are 11 elementary schools, 6 middle schools, and 4 high schools 

within the suburban, rural, and urban communities. The cost per pupil expenditure is 

approximately $10,000, which is slightly lower than the state average of $11,500. The 

attendance rate for the 2019-2020 school year was 93%. The graduation rate for a four-

year cohort is 94%, which is higher than their state average. According to the RSD report 

card, the district excels in the area of behavior, but only partially meets standards in the 

areas of English, language arts, and elementary mathematics. The district is not meeting 

adequate standards for mathematics or attendance at the middle and high school levels. 

The district does not meet state standards for English language learner progress at both 

the primary and secondary levels. There are 83.26% of classes taught by fully certified 

teachers, which falls below the state average of 88.92%. In addition, the amount of 

classroom teachers with fewer than three years of experience (μ=28.15%) is higher than 

the state average (μ =18.62%). 

North Shore School District. The North Shore School District (NSSD) is 

composed of both rural and suburban parts, and educates around 13,500 students. The 

district is comprised of 11 elementary schools, 4 middle schools, and 3 high schools. All 

schools are accredited. In the past three years, students have performed slightly below the 

state average (μ =-1.4%) in the collective areas of reading, writing, math, science, and 

history. Reading is their weakest area, while history is their strongest, according to state 

standardized test reporting. The district graduates about half of their students with an 
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advanced diploma, and the other half with a standard diploma. Their dropout rate is lower 

than the state average. Additionally, the student graduation rate is higher than the state 

average. Funding is on par with statewide expenditures. The student-teacher ratio in 

grades K-7 is 13.9:1; the ratio in grades 8-12 is 12.25:1. The vast majority of teachers 

either have a bachelor’s degree (μ =50.0%) or master’s degree (μ =44.0%).  

John Adams School District. The John Adams School District (JASD) has 

approximately 6,000 students in their rural district. The district has 4 elementary schools, 

2 middle schools, and 3 high schools. All are accredited by the state, except one which is 

accredited with conditions. Students, on average, have consistently performed lower than 

the state average (μ =-7.3%) over the last three years; moreover, reading scores are more 

than 10% below the state average. The school district graduates more students with a 

standard diploma than an advanced diploma, which does not reflect the state average. 

Nevertheless, more than the average number of students do graduate online and half 

enroll in postsecondary education. The student-to-teacher ratio in grades K-7 is 10.51: 1. 

In grades 8-12, the student teacher ratio is 14.33:1. Most teachers either have a master’s 

degree (μ =50.0%) or a bachelor’s degree (μ =47.0%). 

Bayside School District. Bayside School District (BSD) provides schooling to 

approximately 5,500 students in its five elementary schools, two middle schools, and two 

high schools. All schools, except two, are accredited. The two that are not accredited are 

accredited with conditions. Over the last three years, the students of these schools have 

consistently fallen below the average on state testing in reading, writing, math, history, 

and science (μ =-4.9%). Students at BSD have fewer dropouts than the state average, and 
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graduate 4% more students with standard diplomas. The percent of students who are 

earning advanced diplomas is 50.5%, which differs from the state average by 1%. Their 

on-time graduation rate has been consistently higher than the state average for the past 

three years. The majority of students are going to school more than 90% of the time; 

however, 18.7% of students have missed more than 10% of the school year. The teacher-

to-student ratio is 14.32:1 in grades K-7 and 11:1 in grades 8-12. Most teachers have a 

bachelor’s degree (μ =57.0%) or master’s degree (μ =39.0%). 

McKinley School District. McKinley School District (MSD) enrolls 

approximately 2,000 students in 2 elementary schools, 1 middle school, and 1 high 

school. All schools are accredited and students scored around the state average (μ =-

.0867%) in the collective areas of reading, writing, math, Science, and history over the 

last three years. The school is set in a rural area, with the majority of students being 

white. A little less than a quarter of students are considered economically disadvantaged, 

and 4% of students are English language learners (ELL). Seventy percent of students are 

earning an advanced diploma, which is higher than the state average of 51.5%. The 

student teacher-ratio is 12.42: 1 in grades K-7 and 11.41:1 in grades 8-12. The majority 

of teachers have a master’s degree (μ =63.0%). 

Procedures: Interviews of Innovative Principals 

Participant Selection 

The sampling design should be thoughtful and deliberate to provide representation 

of the typical setting (Maxwell, 2013; Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2007). The sampling 

design is important for internal generalizability, which refers to the “generalizability of 
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conclusion within the case, setting, or group studies, to person, events, times, and setting 

that were not directly observed, interviewed, or otherwise represented in the data 

collected” (Maxwell, 2013, p. 137, emphasis in original). By selecting principals through 

a nomination form from instructional technology experts, this research has a stronger 

claim to internal generalizability. In comparison, if the principals were randomly 

selected, the participants may not meet the criteria for research because they may not 

exhibit innovative practices. This research study attempted to interview 10 nominees, 

which is the recommended amount for qualitative research (Creswell, 1998, as cited in 

Onwuegbuzie & Collins, 2007); however, only nine out of eleven nominations 

participated. 

Participants 

Participants were selected and invited to participate through a purposeful 

sampling of leaders who already possessed characteristics of innovative leadership, as 

determined by nominations from the district’s instructional technology director or 

designee. Like the districts, each participant was given with a pseudonym for anonymity. 

Districts’ Instructional Technology Directors were asked to provide the names of up to 

five principals who best fit the definition of an innovative leader as outlined in Chapter 2:  

Innovative leaders are technologically knowledgeable, a change agent, and 

socially aware while understanding the deep roots encompassing cultivated school 

culture and vision. Innovative leaders motivate and influence teacher attitudes and 

practice to influence student engagement and outcomes. At the same time, 
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community relationships and partnerships with the principal and his or her staff 

help provide access and encourage skill set acquisition. 

Additionally, those providing the nominations were asked to also provide a brief 

explanation as to why they feel the school leader fits within the definition (see Appendix 

A). Principals were then invited to participate in interviews via phone  and follow up via 

email (see Appendix B). Then, the principal’s staff was invited to participate in a survey. 

The survey was administered in person in one setting, and by email at all other locations. 

The method for administering the survey was according to principal preference.  

All directors were asked to supply the names of three leaders who met the 

definition; however, not all of the directors could determine three leaders who met the 

qualifications based on the conceptual framework provided. In the end, 11 participants 

were nominated and asked to take part in the research. Nine participants agreed to be 

interviewed and have their staff surveyed. One principal agreed to be interviewed, but did 

not want her staff to be part of the survey process. Because she did not meet the needs of 

the research, she was excluded from participating. Another nominee did not return 

attempts at communication, and thus was excluded, as well.  

In total, nine principals were asked to complete a consent agreement and 

demographic survey prior to the interview. They were also asked to provide the number 

of classroom teachers employed within their building. The interview was semi-structured 

and lasted 45-60 minutes. All personal identifiers were removed from the transcripts of 

the recorded interviews. All names of principals, schools, and districts have been changed 

to protect the anonymity of the participants.  
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Henry Figgins. Henry Figgins is the principal of Titans Middle School within the 

McKinley School District (MSD). MSD represents the smallest district from the 

participant pool, with 42 teachers serving their approximate 500 students. This principal 

has worked in the field of education for over 26 years, and has been in a leadership 

capacity for 21-25 years. Mr. Figgins was nominated because, according to the district’s 

instructional technology leader, “He [Mr. Figgins] is a leader in the district with regards 

to nearly every part of the definition provided. He is innovating both inside the walls of 

his school and well beyond it through authoring books, speaking, and more.” Within his 

school, all students have been outfitted with Chromebooks for the last two years.  

 As for his own education, Mr. Figgins graduated with a degree in psychology, and 

then earned his master’s degree in business administration. He quickly realized that he 

did not want to pursue his degree in business, and entered the world of education. His 

caregivers were educators within the same community, and as a result, he decided to 

follow in their footsteps by pursuing his calling to be an educator, as well, even though he 

claims he was “resisting that [his] entire life”. After receiving his teaching endorsement 

and serving students in the classroom, he earned his administrator endorsement. He was a 

department chair in the English department, became an assistant principal, was promoted 

to principal the following year to open a school, and then finally moved into the school 

district where he is currently serving. Proudly, he notes that he is only the second 

principal to serve in the history of the school. 

Rachel McQuire. Rachel McQuire is the principal of Eagle Middle School in the 

John Adams School District, which is situated in a midsized rural area. The school is 
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home to 450 students and 60 staff members who have had one-to-one Chromebooks for 

the last three years due to an early adoption of a district initiative spearheaded by Dr. 

McQuire. She did not become an educator through the traditional route of majoring in 

education in college. Instead, Dr. McQuire found herself as a middle school teacher after 

returning to school to pursue a master’s degree in middle school math for grades 4-8 

following a career change.  She taught for four years and, it was during that time she 

decided that administration was the path she wanted to take after receiving 

encouragement from her colleagues. After receiving her master’s degree in educational 

leadership, she went on to earn her doctorate. 

Dr. McQuire has served in different levels of leadership throughout her tenure so 

far. She has been in education for 21-25 years, and has been in a leadership capacity for 

the same amount of time. She has been an elementary assistant principal and principal, an 

assistant principal at the high school level, and principal of a middle school. She also is 

an adjunct professor for a local college. She believes her ability to understand different 

levels of education rests in her experience: 

I can kind of understand for the kids, kind of where they’ve been. Maybe, what 

some of their experiences have been like. What that instructional setting has been 

like for them. What are some interventions, remediation programs -- those kinds 

of things that are in place. So, I kind of know what they’ve had and what maybe I 

can build on when they are here. 

Dr. McQuire was nominated to participate in this research study due to her 

creative nature and her use of technology. The district’s technology director described her 
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as “always willing to try new tools to improve communication…. She is willing to let her 

staff take risks and support creative ways of instruction.” Due to her courageous nature, 

Dr. McQuire fit the definition of an appropriate subject for the research at hand. 

Jack Hunter. Jack Hunter is the middle school principal of Knight Middle 

School in the John Adams School District. Mr. Hunter has been in the field of education 

16-20 years, and he has been in a leadership capacity for the last 11-15 years. A 

transplant from a bordering state, Mr. Hunter earned his bachelor’s degree in history, 

with minors in political science and international studies. Following his studies, he began 

his teaching career at his current school and taught for six years. During his time 

teaching, he caught the attention of the school’s administrator as a rising leader and 

decided to pursue his master’s degree through an online program. He credits his online 

school experience with providing him a more well-rounded perspective:  

There were three other administrators that I worked with throughout my 

program. One was an inner-city Atlanta principal from an inner-city 

Atlanta school, one was a teacher in Texas and they were at the time 

adopting their standards and their standardized testing and a teacher from 

the Nunavut Territories in Northern Canada, which covered basically the 

Arctic Circle north and so obviously those are three different educational 

experiences and, and issues and so, so that was a fascinating piece. 

After earning his master’s degree in educational leadership, he went on to become 

an assistant principal at all three high schools in the district. He eventually found his way 

back to the school where he initially taught, taking on the role of assistant principal, and 
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then later was promoted to principal. His school serves approximately 600 students and 

employs 54 teachers. He was nominated by the district’s technology director because he 

“is currently leading a student-centered learning initiative in his school. He pushes his 

staff to be creative in the use of technology and instruction.” Mr. Hunter’s school has 

effectively created a ubiquitous learning environment through the use of Chromebooks. 

Joe Mitchell. Joe Mitchell is the principal of Bulldog High School (BHS) in the 

North Shore School District, which is the second-largest district included in the research. 

BHS serves 1,400 students and has 100 classroom teachers. Each student is issued a 

Chromebook. Mr. Mitchell is new to the school, having arrived within the last three years 

to serve as the principal, but he has worked in the field of education for over 26 years and 

served in a leadership capacity 16-20 years. The district had Chromebooks before Mr. 

Mitchell became the principal.  

 Mr. Mitchell’s parents were teachers, as well. His parents served as coaches and 

had educational backgrounds in history and chemistry. His parents’ influence helped 

guide his decision to teach. At first, however, he thought he would enter the field of 

computer science. He began to major in math and computer science, but changed his 

career trajectory after a negative experience with a professor. Instead, he decided to 

pursue education. After receiving his degree, he became a math and physical education 

teacher. After teaching for some time, he went back to school and received his master’s 

degree in educational leadership. 

 The assistant director of instructional technology for the district nominated Mr. 

Mitchell because his “leadership style in his school is conducive to student and teacher 
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innovation. He has been a strong supporter of technology integration and the role of the 

instructional technology coach in his building. His work and leadership in the 

development and work on [our division strategic plan].”  

Linda Bartlett. Linda Bartlett is the principal of Lions Elementary School within 

the North Shore District. She holds a certification in teaching K-4, and in educational 

leadership. In college, she studied psychology, and during this time, she adapted her 

coursework to reflect a greater focus on education. She leads a school with 900 students 

and 31 classroom teachers, and each student has been outfitted with a Chromebook for 

the past seven years. 

Ms. Bartlett has worked in education 16-20 years, and has been a leader in 

education between 5-10 years. She was nominated for this research by the district’s 

assistant director of instructional technology because she was an early adopter of the 

district’s one-to-one program. The assistant director said, “She has always been 

supportive of technology integration and supports teachers in their own innovation in the 

classroom.” She has also been a leader in other pilot projects developed by district 

leadership, too. 

Emma Brown. Emma Brown was the only nominee from Ridgemont School 

District, the largest school district in the area, and she is the youngest principal of the 

participants. Ms. Brown is currently the principal of Wildcats Elementary School, and 

works with students in pre-K to grade 2 only. The district’s director of technology found 

Ms. Brown to be the only principal in the district who fit the definition, stating:  
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Ms. Brown models technology use through communication with her staff. 

She advocates for technology equipment in her building and encourages 

teachers to use what is available in her building. She arranges teachers to 

participate in learning opportunities...She promotes STEAM in her 

building, and last year hosted a STEAM night for parents at her school. 

She is hands-on and promotes technology tool usage to enhance learning. 

While having only worked in education 5-10 years, Ms. Brown has served in leadership 

for much of that same time period. More specifically, she was a teacher for eight years, 

and then has served as a principal for an additional two. Upon becoming a principal, she 

immediately recognized the difference between the two schools she served, noting that 

being a principal now is much “different than being a principal 15 years ago.” In the 

course of her own schooling, she attended a state university that offered a five-year 

combined bachelor of arts and master of arts degree. After her first year of teaching, she 

returned to college to complete an online administrative program from the same state 

university, and finished it within two years. Her school building houses 300 students and 

38 teachers. The school is operating at an almost one-to-one ratio with respect to iPads, 

and all students have technology readily available for use, making it a ubiquitous learning 

environment. 

Shane Oman. Shame Oman is the school principal of Vikings Middle School 

within the North Shore School District. While having served in education 21-25 years, he 

has been in a leadership capacity at a middle school for 11-15 years. Vikings Middle 

School’s 42 classroom teachers educate approximately 850 students. and have been using 
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Chromebooks for the past six years. Each student has been issued one and can take the 

device to and from school. Mr. Oman was nominated by the district’s assistant director of 

instructional technology because, “Mr. Oman has been instrumental in promoting 

innovation in his school. He implemented an Innovation Hour for students...to promote 

student choice and student passion.” Mr. Oman’s focus on student abilities and his 

personalization of the middle school experience made him a candidate for this research. 

 Mr. Oman completed his undergraduate studies in a neighboring state, finishing 

his degree in physics, with a minor in mathematics. He received his master’s degree in 

educational leadership, and is currently a doctoral candidate studying organizational 

leadership. His research focuses on the influence of aspirational choices of middle school 

students. Prior to entering the field of education, Mr. Oman also served as a computer 

technician. As a result of his ongoing position at the middle school, he was able to 

provide invaluable insight into how to help students become successful in their secondary 

schooling experience.  

Max Wentworth. Max Wentworth is the principal of Tiger Middle School 

(TMS), and has been in the field of education for the last 16-20 years. He served in a 

leadership role for the last 5 -10 of those years. The school district has implemented a 

ubiquitous learning environment for the last three years, using Chromebooks as their 

device of choice. Mr. Wentworth was nominated by the district’s director of technology, 

and was said to have “helped develop the procedures and policies put in place to help 

accommodate a new way of learning. He is willing to make changes within the school 

culture to help facilitate a new way of student learning and growth mindset.” Given that 
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Mr. Wentworth has worked with the district to encourage schools to become more 

technology-friendly, his perspective offered important information for this research study 

as a whole. TMS has 51 teachers who educate approximately 700 students. 

 Mr. Wentworth earned his bachelor of science in history and psychology, and 

then received a master’s degree in information systems technology and business 

management through an online university, which allowed him to do coursework when it 

was convenient. He said he has 

 always loved technology since the time I was a kid. They introduced the Apple 

2E when I was in elementary school. It's just like, oh my gosh we were coding 

and doing all sorts of things with a computer. So, it was, I love building 

computers, I love tearing computers apart. I love gaming. I love--everything. 

His enthusiastic outlook, coupled with the technology-specific knowledge obtained 

through his degree, enabled him to effectively “communicate with teachers about 

technology.” 

Angela Moore. Angela Moore has worked in the field of education 21-25 years, 

and has served as a leader 11-15 years. She has taught in all levels of education, from 

preschool to  third and fourth grade. After teaching, she pursued her reading specialist 

degree, and served in a middle school and a high school helping struggling readers for 

eight years. Then, upon completing a degree in educational leadership, she moved into 

administration. She began her administration tenure working half the day in this capacity, 

and then continuing her reading specialist duties the other half of the day. She claimed 

that having the ability to interact with the students from each vantage enabled her to “see 
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where our kids need to go.” Even now in her position at an elementary school, she is 

focused on helping students understand their passions for post-graduation: “We want 

them to start exploring different things.” Panthers Elementary School has 1075 

elementary school students and 47 classroom teachers. 

 Ms. Moore was nominated by the district’s director of technology because, “She 

is open to new ideas when it comes to instruction, which includes the use of technology. 

She is very supportive of our [Instructional Technology Specialists] in their role in her 

school.” Ms. Moore has also piloted and implemented other instructional technology 

tools designed to promote effective teaching practices. 

Interview Protocol 

The purpose of the interview protocol is to provide a means of standardizing the 

information garnered from interviews (Glesne, 2016). This section will review the 

rationale guiding the creation of interview questions, interview procedures, data analysis, 

and will consider my role, as a researcher, and an instrument of analysis. 

Interview Questions 

Maxwell (2013) describes the conceptual framework as a guide for the design of 

the research. The interview questions featured in this study were designed based on the 

framework explored in chapter 2 of this dissertation, and also modeled after Glesne’s 

(2016) question types: (a) grand tour questions, (b) experience/behavior questions, (c) 

option/value questions, (d) feelings questions, (e) sensory questions, and (f) knowledge 

questions. Interview questions were also created with the intention of addressing several 

areas of the conceptual framework, including: (a) attitudes, (b) community relationships, 
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(c) knowledge, (d) motivation, (e) school culture, (f) school vision, (g) student 

engagement, (h) student outcomes, (i) teacher practice, (j) barriers, and (k) the leader as a 

change agent. The interview protocol was piloted with a friend who served as a principal 

and superintendent in the past, and is someone who possesses innovative attitudes and 

beliefs. This research collaborator is also pursuing his PhD, and therefore has training in 

qualitative research methods.  

After they were piloted, four questions were identified as repetitive and not used. 

I also revised the organization of the questions, and used transitional phrases and 

statements, so as to improve the flow of the question-asking. The interview questions 

were carefully decided and organized according to Glesne’s (2016) suggestions. As a 

means for easing into the discussion, the questions were ordered in a way that began with 

the participant talking about him or herself. Then, I asked for specific examples of their 

own experiences based on their tenure as a school leader. By asking for personal 

anecdotes, participants are encouraged to feel more comfortable with the questions 

provided. For the interview protocol, please see Appendix C. 

Interview Procedures 

The interviews took place at a location of the interviewee’s choice; this was done 

to make the participant feel as comfortable as possible. The participant could refuse to 

answer any questions he or she did not feel comfortable answering. Interviews were 

recorded using an iPhone recorder, which is secured with a passcode only known to me, 

and a voice recorder. I transcribed three interviews; all others were transcribed through 

the transcription service Rev.com. Rev.com offers a safe transcription service in that the 
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company’s CFO signed a non-disclosure agreement for all confidential information 

transcribed by the site (see Appendix D).  

For member checking, the participant was provided portions of the research, but 

not the entire transcript, so the entire interview was not necessarily used in the analysis 

(Glesne, 2016). The member check was conducted for two reasons, both aimed at 

bolstering the credibility of my findings: accuracy on behalf of the participant and 

accuracy of interpretation (Shenton, 2004). It is important to ensure the accuracy of 

participant word choice and meaning, so as to not skew results or limit pattern forming 

(Glesne, 2016).  

Data Analysis 

The data were first coded using the previously established conceptual framework. 

First-level coding consisted of predetermined codes derived from the conceptual 

framework: (a) leader knowledge, (b) leader social awareness, (c) leader as change agent, 

(d) teacher motivation, (e) community relationships, (f) teacher practice change, (g) 

student engagement, (h) student outcomes, (i) school culture, and (j) vision. “Barriers” 

emerged as a predetermined code after coding the first two interviews. Because of the 

frequency with which it appeared in the interviews, “barriers” was also coded during the 

first level. The notion of predetermined codes with an allowance for emergent codes is a 

foundational principle of first-cycle qualitative doing (Saldaña, 2016). This type of 

approach is a mixture between inductive and deductive reasoning. In general, 

predetermined codes helped identify patterns in school leaders’ thoughts and actions, but 
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emergent codes provided the flexibility needed for information pertinent to answering the 

research questions (Saldaña, 2016).  

From those codes, I completed the first-cycle coding using initial coding 

(Saldaña, 2016). “Initial coding” is referred to as “open coding,” which allows for both 

predetermined codes and emergent codes (Saldaña, 2016). This type of coding is derived 

from a grounded theory approach, and is commonly used for a variety of qualitative 

studies (Charmaz, 2014; Saldaña, 2016). Second-cycle coding would follow in terms of 

theoretical coding to connect each part of the data for review.  

For the second-level coding, I employed Hatch’s (2002) steps in inductive 

analysis to complete the coding process within the given domains. Codes and transcripts 

were reviewed for patterns or emergent overarching themes during the second cycle of 

coding (Saldaña, 2016). The codes that stemmed from the second cycle include: (a) 

reading the information, (b) creating codes that fit established domains, (c) rereading the 

data, (d) searching for examples and nonexamples of the domains, (e) analysis of the 

domains, (f) search for themes, (g) outlining the relationships, and (h) select sections of 

data to support claims (Hatch, 2002). In other words, I read the data and placed 

predetermined codes or codes derived from the data in accordance with the quote 

provided by the participant.  

Overall, I applied 60 codes to the nine interview transcripts, for a total of 2,497 

occurrences of codes at both level one and two. Individual interview transcripts varied 

considerably in length (18 to 46 pages), and the number of codes applied ranged from 52 
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to 111. There were instances of co-occurrence such that more than one code was applied 

to some text segments.  

Trustworthiness 

All data was imported into the software Atlas.ti version 8 on a password-protected 

computer. Participation in the research was voluntary, and all participants were required 

to give consent and notified of all potential risks prior to participation. All school leaders 

were given a pseudonym to protect their identity. Any identifying information was not 

shared in the analysis, and all data were kept in my Google Drive. 

The representative samples for the level two codes were reviewed by a 

methodologist and a critical friend with background in technology integration and 

educational leadership. The friend was provided training, definitions of my codes, and a 

code bank for each predetermined code. The friend coded independently of me, and we 

had a follow-up meeting to discuss discrepancies. When presented with disagreement in 

codes, we discussed the disagreement until we agreed on a solution for 80% of 

representative data (Stieha, 2014).  

I employed member checking, critical friends, and exact-word coding to mitigate 

my potential personal bias (Shenton, 2004; Stieha, 2014). Member checking took place 

via email, and the relevant data was provided to participants in sections to ensure 

accuracy of information and interpretation (Glesne, 2016). Full transcripts were not 

released, unless specifically requested by the participant (Glesne, 2016). I was also 

formally interviewed by the methodologist on my dissertation committee in an effort to 

articulate my data analysis.  
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A critical friend provided interrater agreement for the level two codes. Level one 

codes were assigned independently, as all codes were derived from the conceptual 

framework. Level two codes were open coded and emergent; therefore, the critical friend 

aided in the level two codes for definition and theory refinement. The critical friend was 

an appropriate fit to review the work, was trained, independently coded specifically 

targeted quotes, reviewed the independent codes, and reached agreement on over 80% of 

the given codes. I provided a list of codes and directions.  

Regarding the transcript information, I initially coded in two levels. The first level 

focused on reviewing the transcripts from the lens of conceptual framework. Therefore, 

any quote that represented the first codes were labeled as such: (a) barrier, (b) community 

relationships, (c) leader as change against, (d) leader knowledge, (e) school culture, (f) 

social awareness, (g) student engagement, (h) student outcomes, (i) teacher attitudes, (j) 

teacher motivation, (k) teacher practice change, and (l) vision. Quotations could have 

mirrored multiple codes, such as vision and school culture, or school culture and barrier, 

and were coded with multiple tags. The second-level coding was open coded to provide 

an understanding of themes within the conceptual framework breakdown. Those codes 

are represented in the codebook. After open coding was completed, I reviewed all codes 

with fewer than 10 instances. I then merged codes that had similar meanings or deleted 

codes that could be placed with confidence elsewhere. For instance, the code “frustrated” 

was merged with “teacher resistance.” I developed two codebooks for each level to 

facilitate training, including the conceptual framework codes and code definitions from 

open coding. 
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Interrater Agreement 

After providing training, the critical friend reviewed one selected page from the 

transcripts to practice the codes. A variety of codes were represented and each speaker 

was represented in the coding pages. The critical friend was also given a list of codes that 

appeared in one or more instances within the level one code topic. Each quotation was 

coded on a Google Doc, and the codes were documented using the commenting feature 

on the interface.  

 After the critical friend independently coded the quotations, we met to compare 

results, discuss each code with disagreement, and reach an agreement on codes. In 

reviewing the raw codes, the results were 32.9% for total agreement rate. Then, we met to 

discuss context and refine definitions of the codes. Where we disagreed, we discussed the 

original code and its contextual meaning. By supplying the context, the critical friend 

could collaborate on the first code for 10 of the codes. Additionally, there were 

redundancies that were later refined with discussion. With the redundancies, eight more 

coding instances were brought into agreement. On four occasions, we chose the critical 

friend’s code to be the most appropriate, and on one occasion, we chose a different code 

altogether. After discussion, the results were 81.4% agreement.  

Instances of disagreement (19.6%) could be attributed to the fact that the reviewer 

did not have a full understanding of the context of the text segments. Additionally, some 

of the disagreement was also attributable to differences in personal perspectives. For 

example, I had coded the following quote under the heading barriers of “Teacher 

Resistance”:  
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Because, before, it was, ‘I can’t get them because so-and-so is using them today, 

so, therefore, what am I going to do with them.’ And ‘It’s hard for me to create a 

plan’ -- because, you know, there were a lot of excuses. So, everybody has them 

so now there are no more excuses, so let's use them. I really felt like we were 

doing a disservice to our kids for what they need for when they get here.  

My critical friend, however, had said that the quote was referencing “resource.” While 

both can be considered the proper code, the full context of the quote was in regards to 

how the leader overcame teacher resistance to provide resources. While we differed 

slightly on the coding, I wanted to emphasize the struggle of the leader and not 

necessarily the solution he or she provided for the staff, which led me to my original 

code. However, the discussion that occurred between us resulted in the formulation of 

additional questions, such as:  

• Can student experiences be merged with personalized learning?  

• How can I be sure to point out the difference between building capacity and 

support?  

• In reviewing “communication” and “caregivers as partners,” how can I ensure the 

correct code?  

• Can I merge the code “challenging students”? Could you say “personalized 

learning” is broader? 

• Can I refine the definition of “belief”?  

• Can you review level one teacher motivation again? 
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As a result of those questions, I reviewed the qualitative codes and made various 

changes. During the process, I also reflected with a committee member on the methods of 

training and executing the work of the critical friend. This exercise helped refine the 

codes, and engender a better understanding of how to explain context upon writing the 

analysis. The reflection focused on how the critical friend and I interacted, reasons for 

agreement during discussion, and reasons for disagreement. 

Researcher as an Instrument 

As a researcher, I would like to provide as much transparency as possible when 

developing my research trends and themes. “A researcher’s background and position will 

affect what they choose to investigate, the angle of investigation, the methods judged 

most adequate for this purpose, the findings considered most appropriate, and the framing 

and communication of conclusions” (Malterud, 2001, p. 483). This section describes my 

positionality as a researcher and a practitioner, and how I ensured the quality of my work 

throughout the process.  

Currently, I serve as a director of technology in a district that neighbors the 

research sites featured in my study. I refrained from performing “backyard research,” as 

the power differential could have potentially left participants vulnerable within an 

educational, social, and political context. Backyard research may have also limited the 

research because principals may have not wanted to share their true feelings about the 

district due to my role (Glesne, 2016). In addition, the district in which I am employed 

does not have ubiquitous learning environments and does not meet research requirements. 
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Before taking on the role of director, I was an instructional technology coach for 

another district. During this time, I helped implement the first one-to-one initiative in the 

district. As an educational technologist, I firmly believe that technology should be used in 

schools to meet the needs of students, to bridge deep equity divides found in our society, 

and to help equalize resource procurement and computer skills (Cuban, 2018; McLeod & 

Richardson, 2018; Norris, 2001). As a practitioner and researcher, I have found evidence, 

like that cited by Cuban (2018), that teachers are not using their tools to the greatest 

potential, and what is more, is that most principals do not model or motivate teachers to 

use them. However, like McLeod and others, I too have seen leaders inspire teachers to 

use instructional technology in the classroom. In performing this research, I am trying to 

shed light on those who cultivate a culture of innovation, and define a successful 

integration of technology by local experts.  

Interviewer Bias. According to Moser (1951), interviewer bias can take place in 

two ways: through selection practices and collected data. This section will focus on 

collected data interviewer bias; selection bias has been addressed within the sampling 

design section. Within the realm of collected data, Moser (1951) breaks the concept of 

interviewer bias down into three parts: (a) expectations, (b) temperament, and (c) coding.  

 Expectations. I conducted this research in hopes to start a discussion to help 

school leaders harness the power of technological advancement and deploy it within the 

educational system. According to Collier and Mahoney (1996), selection bias can, 

“derive from the self-selection of individuals into the categories of an explanatory 

variable, which can systematically distort causal inferences if the investigator cannot 
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fully model the self-selection process” (p. 59). Selection bias may interrupt 

generalizability, as well as harm the integrity of the research (Collier & Mahoney, 1996). 

Therefore, the leaders who I talked with have positions in instructional technology, or 

have been recognized by local experts within their bounded reality as someone who 

values instructional technology and integrates it into their practice.   

Temperament. I did not share my personal bias with my participants, as it may 

have placed them in a more defensive position. In fact, I did not want to reveal to my 

participants my current occupational position, as it may influence what leaders say about 

instructional technology use; however, this fact was not completely masked, due to my 

social media presence and past professional relationships with some of the participants. 

Otherwise, my position in education may have actually helped me gather participants for 

my research.   

Coding. I addressed coding bias within the data analysis section of this paper. 

Even though I coded my findings, I co-constructed an understanding through my 

theoretical lens with the participants. Thus, any coding bias based on my personal bias 

would be negated through a negotiated understanding of the material via a member- 

checking procedure and discussion with critical friends. 

Confirmation Bias. This research may help those leaders who are trying to 

embed technological advances within their school and perhaps start a more poignant 

conversation about the utilization of these new tools. 

Overcoming Bias. I did not want my positionality to completely limit my lens. 

Therefore, during my research, I practiced reflexivity through memo writing and by 
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recording deep thoughts about the process (Shenton, 2004). Reflective practice is the act 

of thinking about one’s research processes and situation within the culture or experience 

(May & Perry, 2013). This practice kept me in touch with my data and also my biases. 

Maxwell maintains that reactivity is a threat to qualitative research, where “the goal in a 

qualitative study is not to eliminate this influence, but to understand it and use it 

productively” (Maxwell, 2013, p. 125). Memos included written notes about my personal 

thoughts of a participant interaction, or my feelings about a document analysis, which 

were then recorded and added to my data for further consideration as to the themes and 

trends found in data analysis. 

Qualitative Procedures Summary 

 The first portion of this research was comprised of interviews of school leaders 

who were nominated by an expert in the field of instructional technology as being 

exemplary principals who integrate technology within a ubiquitous learning environment. 

Nine interviews were conducted within nine different school environments, and then 

coded for their relationship to the conceptual framework introduced in Chapter 2 of this 

dissertation. Additionally, I reviewed qualitative data for emergent codes during the 

second round of coding, which promised to offer further insight into the phenomenon 

under investigation. Because there is a link between principal technology use and 

classroom activity, the first portion of this research leads into the second portion, which 

provided further information on school culture and classroom use. 
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Procedures: Survey of Classroom Teachers 

The second portion of this research includes a survey of teachers in the schools of 

the principal participants. The survey was derived from the work of Ajjah and Hartshorne 

(2008), who were researching the use of Web 2.0 Tools within the classroom, as well as 

Hall’s (2015) research on technology leadership in secondary schools and barriers to 

integration within K-12 settings.  

Cakir (2012) also used Ajjah and Hartshorne’s (2008) survey in his research when 

surveying K-12 teachers and principals at the primary and secondary levels. In Cakir’s 

(2012) research, computer teachers who had the task of carrying out the vision of the 

principal were selected as participants. This research, however, goes a step further in that 

all teachers are expected to use technology in the classroom, as an extension of the 

principal's overall vision (ISTE, 2019). I altered survey items, but all items were derived 

from Ajjan and Hartshorne (2008) as cited in Cakir’s research (2012), and Hall’s (2015) 

research. Ajjah and Hartshorne (2008), along with Hall (2015), granted permission to use 

and alter their survey items. 

In his research, Hall (2015) was concerned about the barriers that impact 

technology integration, including the skills of the administrators who create school 

culture and motivate change. In his dissertation, he found four barriers that slow the 

integration of technology: (a) teacher attitudes and beliefs, (b) teachers’ knowledge and 

skills, (c) resources, and (d) systemic barriers, such antiquated policies. These items were 

explored and placed on the survey for a better understanding of teacher attitudes 

concerning these barriers. 
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Sampling Design 

Developing a sampling design is important when using a mixed methods 

approach (Onwuegbuzie & Collins, 2007). All teachers in the schools of the interview 

participants were invited to participate in the survey. All participation was voluntary, and 

I did not collect any identifiable information, such as name or email address. At the time 

of the research, the study population could be identified as a closed population “whose 

size and composition is fixed” (Ritter et al., 2007). This type of sampling scheme is 

simply where “Every individual in the sampling frame (i.e., desired population) has an 

equal and independent chance to be chosen for the study” (Onwuegbuzie & Collins, 

2007, p. 285). The sampling scheme matched the most frequent combination of research, 

where non-random sampling is a part of both the qualitative and quantitative components 

(Onwuegbuzie & Collins, 2007). 

To have completed the survey, participants must be classroom teachers who teach 

at least one classroom of students, which excludes counselors, coaches, and non-teaching 

staff. Teachers must have been teaching at the school for more than three months, which 

is generally over the course of a nine-week period. Day-to-day and long-term substitutes 

were also excluded because the nature of their position is temporary and does not require 

certification in some states. Every individual within the closed population was asked to 

participate in the survey, either face-to-face or by email, both administered electronically. 

The survey was delivered via email at least two times. The email was sent by the school 

principal or by me, if stated as a condition for access to research at the site. The survey 
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asked for demographics; however, this section was not marked as required, except for the 

qualification questions.  

Survey 

The survey consisted of six sections: (a) Consent Agreement, (b) Personal 

Attitudes and Practices, (c) Stakeholder Insight, (d) School Culture, (e) Potential 

Challenges, and (f) Demographics (see Appendix E). The survey items were Likert-type, 

with “1” defined as “strongly disagree,” and “5” defined as “strongly agree.” Survey 

items were classified into a conceptual framework area, wherein each area had three to 

six survey items to ensure internal validity (see Figure 3). Six demographic questions 

included: (a) gender, (b) primary role in school, (c) duration of employment, (d) teacher 

experience, (e) level of teaching assignment (primary or secondary), and (f) race. The 

demographic section was placed at the end of the survey because it generally provides a 

higher rate of completion (Johnson & Christensen, 2014). I created separate forms with 

corresponding unique identifiers for each school to help maintain the confidentiality of 

participating institutions.
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Table 4 

 

Survey Item List 

 

Number 

of Item Item 

Conceptual 

Framework 

Modifications*:  

Add or Edit 

2 Instructional technology is useful in my teaching. Attitudes No modifications 

13 

The advantage of using instructional technology outweighs the 

disadvantages of not using it. Attitudes No modifications 

15 Using instructional technology is a good idea. Attitudes No modifications 

9g I feel that using instructional technology is easy. Attitudes Deleted “will be” and added “is” 

9a I feel comfortable using all instructional technology. Attitudes 

Deleted “would,” altered to reflect 

“I feel using instructional 

technology makes me comfortable 

using all instructional technology” 

9b I feel innovative in my practice. Attitudes 

Added item; altered to reflect “I 

feel using instructional technology 

makes me innovative in my 

practice.” 

36 Students misuse of technology is a major concern. Barriers No modification 



 

108 

33 To use technology, teachers need to know more about it than students. Barriers No modification 

37 

There is no need to integrate technology if a teacher is successful 

without it. Barriers No modification 

32 

I have a difficult time using technology because it takes a lot of time 

to learn. Barriers 

Modification -- original stated: 

"Technology is just not worth the 

additional time, effort, and 

planning." 

30 Schools are not prepared to provide resources for students. Barriers 

Modification -- original stated: 

“handle problems associated with 

the technology available to 

students” 

35 

Teachers' use of technology in the classroom is limited by policies and 

practices. Barriers 

Deleted "outdated" before 

“policies” 

25 

The community stakeholders want me to use technology in 

classrooms with students. 

Community 

Relationships Added item 

23 Parents want me to use technology in classrooms with students. 

Community 

Relationships Added item 

24 

I connect to parents about student progress using available educational 

technologies. 

Community 

Relationships Added item 
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16 

I feel that using instructional technology is easy to incorporate in my 

classroom environment. Knowledgeable Deleted “will be” and added “is” 

27a 

My administrator confirms my ability to use instructional technology 

in the classroom. Knowledgeable Deleted “and knowledge” 

29 Using the instructional technology is entirely within my control. Knowledgeable No modification 

7 I have the knowledge and abilities to use instructional technology. Knowledgeable No modification 

8 I know enough to use instructional technology. Knowledgeable No modification 

27e 

My administrator is knowledgeable about current trends in 

instructional technology. Knowledgeable Added item 

27d My administrator discusses technology integration in my evaluations. Motivation Added item 

27f My administrator motivates me to try new available technologies. Motivation Added item 

3 I am motivated to use educational technologies with my class. Motivation Added item 
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28a My colleagues are using instructional technology in their classroom. School Culture 

Deleted “peers” and added 

“colleagues” 

28b 

My colleagues think I will benefit from using instructional technology 

in my classroom. School Culture No modification 

28d 

Colleagues who influence my behavior would think that I should use 

instructional technology in the classroom. School Culture No modification 

28c 

Colleagues who are important to me would think that I should use 

instructional technology in the classroom. School Culture No modification 

17 I feel encouraged to take risks in my practice. School Culture Added item 

26 

The school culture encourages using educational technologies in 

practice. School Culture Added item 

5 

I believe that I could communicate to others the purpose of using 

instructional technology in the classroom School Vision 

Deleted “consequences” and added 

“purpose” 



 

111 

14 

I would have ease explaining why instructional technology may be 

beneficial. School Vision 

Deleted “no difficulty” and added 

“ease explaining” 

12 

I would have ease explaining why instructional technology may NOT 

be beneficial. School Vision No modifications 

27b 

My administrator thinks it is important I use instructional technology 

in my classroom. School Vision No modification 

27c 

My administrator thinks I should use instructional technology in the 

classroom. School Vision 

Deleted “whom I report to” and 

“would” 

19 

My students think it is important that I use instructional technology in 

my classroom. Socially Aware No modification 

9f 

I feel that using instructional technology improves students' 

satisfaction. 

Student 

Engagement Deleted “with the course” 

18 

Students think that I should use instructional technology in the 

classroom 

Student 

Engagement Delete “who are important to me” 

20 

Technology helps my students engage in the practice of 21st century 

skills. 

Student 

Engagement Added item 
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9d 

I feel that using instructional technology improves students' 

experiences in your class. 

Student 

Engagement 

Deleted “evaluation” and added 

“experiences in your class” 

9c 

I feel that using instructional technology helps my students learn more 

about the subject. 

Student 

Outcomes No modification 

9e I feel that using instructional technology improves students' grades. 

Student 

Outcomes No modification 

22 

To help my students better learn the material, I incorporate 

instructional technology in the classroom. 

Student 

Outcomes No modification 

21 

I see better student outcomes when my students use educational 

technologies in classes. 

Student 

Outcomes Added Item 

34 I plan to use instructional technology in my classroom. Teacher Practice No modifications 

11 I intend to use instructional technology within the next semester. Teacher Practice No modifications 

10 I will add instructional technology to my class next quarter. Teacher Practice No modifications 
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4 Instructional technology is compatible with the way I teach. Teacher Practice No modification 

31 Using instructional technology fits well with the way I teach. Teacher Practice No modification 

6 I could easily use instructional technology on my own. Teacher Practice No modification 
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Table 5  

 

Items in Organized Survey 

 

Section Title Conceptual Framework Areas Corresponding Survey Items 

Personal Attitudes and Practices Attitudes 2, 9a, 9b, 9g, 13, 15 
 

Motivation 3 
 

Teacher Practice 4, 6, 10, 11 
 

School Vision 5, 12, 14 
 

Knowledgeable 7, 8, 16 
 

Student Outcomes 9c, 9e 
 

Student Engagement 9d, 9f 
 

School Culture 17 

Stakeholder Insight Student Engagement 18, 20 
 

Socially Aware 19 
 

Student Outcomes 21, 22 
 

Community Relationships 23, 24, 25, 

School Culture School Culture 26, 28a, 28b, 28c, 28d 
 

School Vision 27b, 27c 
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Knowledgeable 27a, 27e, 

 
Motivation 27d, 27f 

Potential Challenges Knowledgeable 29, 32, 33 
 

Barriers 30, 35, 36, 37 
 

Teacher Practice 31, 34 
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Modifications in Survey. All modifications are listed in Table 4. Overall, the 

survey was altered to reflect modernized professional wording, rather than outdated 

words not used as used in educational contexts (Kapin, 2009). Instead of “Web 2.0 

technologies,” the words “educational technologies” or a grammatical equivalent 

replaced them. “Educational technology” is a broader term that focuses on all types of 

applications and devices, rather than only the ways people interact with specific websites. 

Additionally, there were four items from Ajjah and Hartshorne’s (2008) survey that were 

rejected because they were deemed outdated or pertained to a post-secondary participant. 

All questions concerning barriers were adopted from Hall’s (2015) mixed methods 

research. Survey items represented the four types of barriers noted in his findings. These 

were teacher attitudes and beliefs, teachers’ knowledge and skills, resources, and 

systemic barriers, such antiquated policies. Items 7 to 12 in the survey addressed these 

barriers (see Table 5). 

Procedures 

A strong research design begins with research questions and a conceptual 

framework derived from current literature (Maxwell, 2013). The survey was conducted in 

the electronic interface Qualtrics. In one school, I conducted the electronic survey in 

person; in all others, however, the survey was distributed via email by the principal or 

me. Principals were given the choice as to what method (i.e., email or in person) would 

be most appropriate for their staff and culture. In the case of email only, the survey was 

sent to the potential participants twice. 
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Participants 

Of 184 participants, 20.7% of males (n=38), 77.7 % of females (n=143), and 1.1% 

of those who preferred not to reveal their gender (n=2) participated in the research. One 

participant declined to answer this demographic question altogether. To qualify for 

participation in the research, all participants must have had a classroom of students, and 

97.8% said their primary role was as a teacher (n=97.8). The remaining percentage of 

participants responded “other,” but did have a classroom of students throughout the day 

(n=4). All teachers have been employed in the school for over three months.  

 Teachers reported a range of teaching experiences, from 1-5 years to over 25 

years. Teachers with 1-5 years’ experience (n=48) represented 26.1%; teachers with 6-10 

years (n=48) represented 18.5%; teachers with 11-15 years’ experience (n=31) 

represented 16.8%; teachers with 16-20 years of experience (n=23) represented 12.5%; 

teachers with 20-25 years’ experience (n=23) also represented 12.5%; and teachers with 

more than 25 years’ experience (n=24) represented 13%. One participant declined to 

answer this question.  

 Teachers were from both elementary and secondary levels; however, there were 

more secondary teachers who participated in the research than primary teachers. Primary 

teachers (n=62) comprised 33.7% of the participants, while secondary teachers 

represented 66.3% of participants. This percentage reflects the number of teachers at each 

level who were studied. There were five of each school represented, but secondary 

schools generally have more teachers employed than elementary schools.  
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 Most teachers identified as Caucasian (n=160), with 87% of the participants self-

identifying as this race. Three participants, or 1.6% of survey participants, identified as 

Black/African. Two teachers identified as Hispanic/Latinix, representing 1.1% of survey 

participants. One teacher identified as Native American, and another teacher identified as 

being Mixed Race, which both amounted to .5% of survey participants. Thirteen of the 

survey participants preferred not to answer, representing 7.1% of the total participants. 

Response Rate Considerations 

Response rates for electronic surveys are historically low, but there is not a 

statistically significant difference in the response quality of electronically distributed 

surveys versus mail-in surveys (Truell & Goss, 2002). Additionally, email surveys have a 

faster response speed, and provide an inexpensive, convenient manner to collect data 

(Hunter, 2012; Truell & Goss, 2002). One strategy to provide incentive to complete the 

survey is to focus on a selected group (Hunter, 2012). Because this group of teachers has 

been selected through a nomination process, they may have been more inclined to 

complete the survey.  

Data Analysis 

 The data analysis was conducted using SPSS software to report data frequencies. 

First, I cleaned and prepared the dataset. This included identifying usable responses from 

received responses and identifying and addressing missing data. Next, preliminary 

descriptive statistics, including frequencies and central tendency/variability statistics, 

were analyzed for exploratory purposes and to check for assumptions (e.g., normality). 
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Analysis and interpretation decisions were informed by theory, and how other 

researchers who have used these items/scales approached their analyses and 

interpretations. Then, the relevant inferential statistics were analyzed. All survey items 

were averaged into appropriate scales according to the conceptual framework. 

Validity 

There are two areas of importance for strong validity: internal and external. 

Validity is important because it points to the trustworthiness of the results of the research 

(Johnson & Christensen, 2014). Both internal and external validity are important to 

address in the research design, data collection, data analysis, and data interpretation 

(Onwuegbuzie & Collins, 2007). 

Internal Validity 

 Internal validity is the focus on the “ability to infer that a causal relationship 

exists between two variables” (Johnson & Christensen, 2014, p. 281). In this case, the 

relationship between leadership attitudes and teacher attitudes are assumed to be linked 

due to previous research (Thannimalai & Raman, 2018). However, causality is never 

assumed in research. It is predicted that leaders who are identified as innovative should 

have a staff that has positive attitudes towards technology integration, demonstrate 

knowledge and skills, be motivated to learn more, believe in technology to enhance 

student outcomes, try to forge community partnerships, all situated in a school culture 

with an emphasis on 21st century practice. 
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External Validity 

 External validity refers to generalizing the results from the research and all other 

uncontrollable variables outside of the research (Johnson & Christensen, 2014; 

Onwuegbuzie & Collins, 2007). In order to achieve external validity, it is important to 

have a strong survey response rate, so I emailed the participants multiple times and asked 

the principal to announce and/or email out the survey (Johnson & Christensen, 2014). In 

the consent agreement and email, it was clear that the survey would not collect 

identifiable information. This was asked of survey participants who came from schools 

where all teachers have computer access and where they are expected to be computer 

literate (Hunter, 2012). 

Reliability 

In Ajjan and Hartshorne’s (2008) analysis of the survey tool, they developed the 

following specific areas of focus: (a) actual usage/behavior, (b) behavioral intention, (c) 

attitude, (d) ease of use, (e) perceived usefulness, (f) subjective norms, (g) perceived 

behavioral control, (h) peer influence, (i) superior influence, (j) student influence, (k) 

compatibility, (l) facilitating condition - technology, facilitating condition - resources, 

and (m) self-efficacy. Of these areas, they recorded the reliability of each area. The 

average reliability level was α=90.  

Cakir (2012) focused his research on the perceptions of instructional technology 

of school principals, assistant principals, and teachers at the primary level. The 

participants were surveyed (n=73) using Ajjan and Hartshorne’s survey. The researcher 
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then used the results to interview school principals who were interested in technology 

integration. Cakir (2012) found the tool reliable for research at the K-12 education level. 

Internal Reliability 

Internal reliability was conducted on the following scale items: (a) School culture 

(α = .802), (b) vision (α = .599), (c) barriers (α = .563), (d) teacher knowledge (α = .715), 

(e) teacher attitudes (α = .748), (f) teacher motivation (α = .631), (g) teacher practice 

change (α = .831), (h) community relationships (α = .572), (i) student engagement (α = 

.800), and (j) student outcomes (α = .810) (see Table 6). All of the items were reviewed 

to see if a question item should be removed from analysis; however, if any question was 

removed, the overall reliability would be lowered. Therefore, all items were kept as part 

of the analysis. Two areas of the conceptual framework were not included in the internal 

reliability test: change agency and social awareness. Both areas did not have enough 

survey items associated the framework to be included in the research. 
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Table 6 

 

Internal Validity Based on Cronbach’s a Per Scale (n = 184) 

Scale Mean SD Cronbach’s a 

School Culture 3.9582 .49638 .802 

Vision 3.8902 .48532 .599 

Barriers 2.8891 .53540 .563 

Teacher Knowledge 3.194 .53504 .715 

Leader as Change Agent --- --- --- 

Social Awareness 3.6739 .79078 --- (one item) 

Teacher Attitudes  3.8207  .52891  .748 

Teacher Motivation 3.8895 .62179 .631 

Teacher Practice Change  4.0127 .5166 .831 

Community Relationships 3.6793 .53575 .572 

Student Engagement 3.9864 .58073 .800 

Student Outcomes 3.6264 .62997 .810 

Total   .921 

 

Incentives. All survey participants were given the option to enter a raffle for a 

$25 Amazon gift card. Ten of the survey participants had their number randomly drawn 

from a number generator, and won the prize.  

Integration 

 This research study has two methods of inquiry: qualitative and quantitative (see 

Figure 3). However, it is not enough to conduct research with both qualitative and 

quantitative data points; instead, a researcher must mix both results together to extract 

stronger meaning from the material (Creamer, 2018). First, I conducted interviews and 

surveys concurrently at the research site or electronically (surveys only). Then, the data 

were analyzed in a sequential manner. The qualitative data were coded in two different 
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stages: initial coding based on predetermined codes and open coding for emergent 

themes. Second, the survey data were cleaned and reviewed for frequency statistics, 

exploratory factor analysis, and inferential statistical tests. Lastly, there was an integrated 

data analysis stage, where composite scores and rankings of teacher attitudes were used 

to inform a third-level coding of qualitative data from the interviews.  

 The composite score included the average of personal attitudes and practices, 

stakeholder insight, school culture, and potential challenges. Scores should vary as school 

culture varies. Therefore, it would be important to review ranges of scores and examine 

the qualitative data in data ranges to find themes within the corresponding data ranges. 

Once given the surveys, schools were given a composite score based on level of 

innovation and technology integration. Key themes from the interviews were compared to 

the survey findings at the school level using a joint display (Guetterman et al., 2015).   

 

 
Figure 3 

Qualitative and Quantitative Data Collection and Analysis Summary 

 

Limitations 

 There are a few limitations to this research, including self-reported measures of 

computer use, and myself, the researcher, as a tool of analysis. Even though I asked 10 
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school leaders to participate and surveyed their staff, the results may not be generalizable 

due to the low number of interviewees. Also, because it is rare to be considered an 

innovative school leader, many leaders may not have the attitudes and/or beliefs to build 

a similar school culture. This limitation held true in that out of a possible 15 that could 

have been initially nominated, only 11 fit the description. Out of the 11 nominations, 9 

principals participated. 

 Additionally, this research was not conducted by directly observing school culture 

or typical classroom behavior. Therefore, school leaders and teachers may have an 

inflated sense of technology integration within their self-report, yet may not actually be 

implementing the technology to the degree they report. However, the scope of this 

research is to address attitudes and beliefs about school culture and technology 

integration, not necessarily the integration itself. Further studies could be done in these 

areas to observe classroom practice using an ethnographic research approach. 

 The survey was a self-report, which means there can be contaminated data 

because teachers may rank their school higher, especially because they may not be 

exposed to highly innovative school cultures for direct comparison (Johnson & 

Christensen, 2014). However, the survey was introduced by defining its purpose, which 

was to measure participants’ personal attitudes toward technology use in education.  

Lastly, interview analysis may be skewed due to researcher personal bias. I am 

very passionate about the field of instructional technology, and I realize this could be a 

threat to my data. I mitigated this threat with member checking and critical friends who 

reviewed my research with me and reviewed my coding techniques. Additionally, I was 
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interviewed by my methodologist about my thought process when coding in order to 

practice reflexivity throughout the process.  

Conclusion 

 In conclusion, this research has a mixed methods concurrent design, where the 

first portion informs the second portion of participant selection. The purpose of the 

research was to identify schools that use devices within classrooms, and learn how the 

leadership has encouraged, impacted, and/or effectively provided scaffolding for 

teachers, even when instructional technology is not a focus of in-service programs in 

leadership (Dawson & Rakes, 2014; Dikkers et al., 2005; Metcalf & LaFrance, 2013). 

This chapter discussed mixed methods reasoning, reviewed research questions, research 

setting, participants, research design, research timeline, and limitations in both portions, 

and included a rationale for a mixed methods approach.  

In review, the research took place in two portions concurrently. First, school 

leaders were interviewed to learn about their attitudes, vision, and school culture. 

Interviews were transcribed, member checked, and coded in two levels. Then, the school 

leader staff was surveyed to reveal attitudes of teacher integration. This research 

investigated the integration levels of technology in classrooms and provided insight into 

innovative leadership practices. This information provided complementary insight as to 

how leaders are navigating and creating a culture of innovation in their schools. 
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Chapter Four 

This research is a mixed methods study, designed to understand innovative school 

principals, their school cultures, and the experiences of their staff. The research questions 

presented in Chapter 3 were investigated in two ways: through a face-to-face semi-

structured interview with selected principals, and via a survey provided to their staff 

members as an opportunity to rate their experience. Principals were nominated by a 

district administrator in the technology department. Prior to being interviewed, the 

directors reviewed the definition of “innovative leaders,” as based on the conceptual 

framework proposed in this paper. The definition is as follows: 

Innovative leaders are technologically knowledgeable, a change agent, and 

socially aware, while understanding the deep roots encompassing cultivated 

school culture and vision. Innovative leaders motivate and influence teacher 

attitudes and practice to influence student engagement and outcomes. At the same 

time, community relationships and partnerships with the principal and his or her 

staff help provide access and encourage skill set acquisition.  

After nominations were collected, principals were contacted for an interview. 

Eleven principals were nominated from five districts, and nine participated in the 

research. After the principals were interviewed, the staff was asked to participate in a 

voluntary survey to share their experiences. The survey was developed by mixing two 

tools already implemented in previous research (Ajjah & Hartshorne, 2008; Hall, 2015), 

and focused on many of the areas found in the conceptual framework, including: (a) 
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school culture, (b) school vision, (c) leader knowledge, (d) social awareness, (e) teacher 

practice change, (f) student engagement, (g) school culture, (h) school vision, (i) teacher 

motivation, (j) teacher attitudes, (k) community relationships, (l) student outcomes, and 

(m) barriers. Mixed methods were employed in the collection of data, as well as in 

analysis. 

 This chapter is organized into five different sections to describe overall results, 

and answer these three research questions: (a) What are the beliefs toward innovation of 

principals who display qualities of change agency and knowledge of integrating 

technology? (b) How do school principals navigate and adapt school cultures in a 

ubiquitous learning environment, where each student has access to a device, to promote 

teacher practice change? (c) How do teachers report their experience of technology 

integration in schools led by innovative leaders within a ubiquitous learning 

environment? This chapter will be organized in six sections: (a) overall qualitative 

results, (b) research question one, (c) research question two, (d) overall quantitative 

results, (e) research question three, and (f) a discussion of mixed methods.  

Overall Qualitative Results 

 

The qualitative results for this study are presented according to three categories 

derived from the analysis: (a) ideas and setbacks, (b) leadership characteristics, and (c) 

change in others. Ideals and setbacks influence the organization as a whole, and offer a 

macro understanding of school culture, leadership vision, and barriers to enacting the 

school culture and vision of an organization. Characteristics of the leader include their 

knowledge level, change agency, and social awareness. Lastly, the analysis focused on a 
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change in others within the school culture created by the leader: (a) teacher attitudes, (b) 

teacher motivation, (c) teacher practice change, (d) community relationships, (e) student 

engagement, and (f) student outcomes (see Table 7). These terms are intentionally 

referred to as “categories” instead of “themes,” as they exist only for organizational 

purposes, rather than analysis.  

 

Table 7 

 

Categories Derived from Qualitative Analysis 

 

Ideals and Setbacks Leadership Characteristics Change in Others 

School culture 

Vision 

Barriers 

Leader knowledge 

Leader as change agent 

Social awareness 

Teacher attitudes/motivation 

Teacher practice change 

Community relationships 

Student engagement 

Student outcomes 

 

 

Ideals and Setbacks 

The school leader can help cultivate a culture of innovation, provide vision for 

others, and mitigate barriers to student learning. Therefore, I will first examine these 

areas, with a focus on the environment, which must be conducive to innovation for 

change to occur.  

School Culture. “School culture” refers to a sustained feeling in a school 

building, which could result in an environment conducive to innovation. In the case of 

these principals, district instructional leaders believed the participants created innovative 

environments. Mr. Figgins notes this, as he said,  
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From an administrative standpoint or someone who is in a leadership position, it 

has to be worked on all the time because culture will determine whether you are 

intentionally trying to create a role in it or you don’t. Either way, it’s going to 

happen. I always think about it like a garden. So in a garden, you have to plant 

seeds and sunshine and water and sometimes it needs weeding, if you have to tend 

to your garden if you want your garden to grow. You have to tend to culture. I 

always thought about it like this. Culture is what you communicate and practice 

day in and day out, repeatedly as sometimes ad nauseam...if you believe in a 

culture where technology integration is important, you better talk about it, you 

better model it, and you better create conditions that people feel comfortable to 

try. 

In creating that culture, it is important to build trust and an openness to risk-

taking, while simultaneously building in support. Mr. Hunter agreed, stating that  

people become adoptive of those technologies because there were support systems 

in place...it doesn’t do anybody any good to chuck people into the water and say, 

I’m forcing you to swim. It doesn’t do the kids any good. It doesn’t do the teacher 

any good. 

 However, it is expected that teachers use technology as a tool. Mr. Mitchell stated 

that in his building,  

The culture is that it [technology use] is expected that everyone is going to use it 

[Chromebook]. Students and staff. It is a culture of, we know that, uh, we know 

that it’s a part of our daily routine, but not necessarily the end-all be-all...some 
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days, students don’t even need access to their Chromebook, but they have to have 

it. That’s the culture, that’s the expectation. Students carry them everywhere. 

 Mr. Wentworth agreed that in his middle school, technology “fits into our culture...we 

are trying to teach responsible uses of technology, how to do research, how to pick out 

quality sources.” Ms. Moore echoed their thoughts and said, “I think a lot of our teachers 

are in fear of technology because they don’t understand it or they’re afraid something’s 

going to happen...I view it as we have to use it as a means.” 

To foster a culture of mutual respect and understanding, all of the principals found 

ways to help teachers move forward in their adoption efforts. While most of the 

principals stated that not all of their schools had 100% teacher interest or compliance, 

teacher motivation within their culture was necessary to help teachers take steps toward 

innovation. At Ms. Moore’s school, she stated that her staff was part of a “culture where 

we care about each other. It’s really positive.”  

Overall, the leaders described the school culture as one characterized by 

openness, where failures are opportunities for growth instead of compliance measures; 

nevertheless, the leader has the expectation that the staff will grow. In most cases, that 

growth is fostered by collaborative relationships, and through the provision of resources 

and support. The leader must emulate and model the proper disposition to create an 

environment ripe for innovation. 

School Vision. School vision reveals the intentions, goals, and communication 

efforts of the school leader to help teachers, students, and the overall community move 

toward innovative practices. The key difference between culture and vision is that culture 
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is a sustained lived experience, while vision is what the leader hopes for the future. In the 

case of the participants, overwhelmingly, the ideas of equity and using tools to emulate 

the real world outside of education were stated as clear goals. 

Equity. Mr. Figgins’s vision focused on equity and access. He said, 

Students’ zip code[s] have a fairly large determinate on what school you go to and 

potentially the pathway people can follow...Some of the schools, kids are getting 

higher exposure to curriculum and academics that are better preparing them for 

different routes, so that’s what in a lot of those schools you will find. They will 

proudly claim they are routing kids to Ivy League schools, but they have 

structures in place that are created to help kids route that way. 

In terms of technology, he went on to say,  

So along with the equal access with everything in school, you want the same 

access to technology for kids and for families. In rural parts of America, there’s 

many families who do not have access. So, the abilities for some of those school 

systems to go one-to-one are not very high because they have access problems 

because they are located in very rural and remote parts of the county. 

Mr. Mitchell pointed out that equity is a problem for his students at home. According to 

his vision, “Everybody would have connectivity. Everybody would have access.” 

Dr. McQuire, another rural principal, said that she would not only like students to 

have access to Chromebooks, but an exposure to a variety of tools, “I think giving them 

that opportunity and exposure, and that experience to lots of different tools, when it 

comes to technology...to really prepare them for when they leave school.” Mr. Hunter 
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found that “having access to all those resources has really changed the game in terms of 

helping students either expand their learning or even the ones that are a little bit behind 

catch up with their learning.”  

However, equity was not always present when it came to skill development. 

Sometimes, vulnerable populations included students who were not high performers, and 

thus were not considered appropriate candidates for receiving devices. Mr. Hunter 

advocated that “one of the most common misconceptions about technology is, well I’ve 

got certain kids that can do this...no, no all of your kids could do this, some of your kids 

need more scaffolding, but this isn’t a gifted thing.” He maintained that all students 

benefit from access to information through technological resources.  

Continuing this line of thought, Ms. Bartlett realized the power of technology 

when she was teaching, before becoming an administrator, helping students with 

disabilities before classrooms were one-to-one. Some of her students could not 

communicate but,  

through the use of Blackboard, we [students and teacher] were able to kind of post 

some of those things for them, and one of them could actually time...the other 

one, we still have to do, like speech-to-text. But then we were able to then edit, 

and do things that would go along with the previous.... I saw the world that it 

opened for them, that they hadn't been given the opportunity to do before. 

 Ms. Bartlett, a believer in diversity and inclusion, also tied equity into the theme 

of their elementary school for the year. While the theme was not directly related to 

technological resources, the emphasis on equity was conveyed nonetheless. 
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 Emulating the Real World. In the changing landscape of education, innovative 

leaders believe it is important that students emulate the real world in their work. For 

instance, Mr. Hunter explained that he wants his staff to develop 21st century learning 

skills and a classroom environment built on collaboration, communication, critical 

thinking, and creativity.  

Mr. Mitchell’s focus was much the same with his staff. Returning from a faculty 

meeting to complete our interview, he noted, “Today’s focus of our faculty meeting was 

on the competency of collaboration. So [we were] getting them to see the power in 

collaboration, the power in creativity.” He went on to say that all subject matters and 

teachers are responsible for providing opportunities for students to learn “flexibility, 

adaptability, resilience, or communication, or collaboration,” with the expectation that 

students will be able to use those skills after high school as they enter college or the 

workforce.  

At the primary level, the idea was similar. Ms. Bartlett focused on career 

exploration and  

helping the staff to see that we don’t know what the next careers are going to be. 

But we know that our kids likely are going to need to be able to problem-

solve...Kids are going to need to be able to communicate. They’re going to need 

to be able to collaborate. I feel it’s our responsibility to prepare them for whatever 

it is they want to do. 

  Mr. Omen, a middle school principal, found that “the bigger picture is for them 

[students] skills and dispositions that will allow them to learn whatever it is they want to 
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learn from the rest of their life.” Interestingly, Mr. Mitchell, Ms. Bartlett, and Mr. Omen 

served in the North Shore School District, where 21st century skills became the focus of 

their district leadership.  

Other principals focused on teaching students how to handle issues, instead of, for 

example, censoring or stopping the use of certain technology tools, like social media. Mr. 

Wentworth encouraged students to “pause before you hit send.”  

Along these lines of ambivalent feelings towards new technologies, Mr. Figgins 

suggested that there is negative connotation towards cell phones, which has prompted 

teachers to ask him to take phones away, but he equates them to older tools: pen and 

paper.  

I often tell teachers [who say], ‘Well, we just need to take their phones away!’ 

And I say, ‘Okay, let’s think about way back. I’m sure the first pen and paper 

came out and school and kids were making paper airplanes and we didn’t 

suddenly take every piece of paper from the school and say, ‘no more paper.’ We 

taught them the purpose of paper and how we use paper. 

What these various mindsets have in common is that they are all focused on changing the 

traditional schooling experience for the students of tomorrow.  

Changing Traditional Schooling. Many of the principals focused on changing 

the traditional pathways to graduation within their visions of what they felt school should 

be like today. The paradigm shift can be difficult for caregivers, teachers, and students, 

but these principals found it to be important all the same. Mr. Figgins suggests that 

changing traditional schooling is “about thinking really differently about how you do 
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what you do and that's where you are going to find innovation. Innovation is always 

going to be more out of doing something different. It’s hopefully creative and powerful.” 

Mr. Omen similarly noted that students “know how to operate within the norms of the 

school, but we haven’t taught them any real skills that they can take beyond the school 

walls.”  

Summary. School culture and vision are developed, designed, and led by the 

school principal. The principals’ visions included striving for equity, emulating the real 

world, and changing traditional schooling. Eight out of nine principals discussed 

concerns about equity, access to devices, and broadband internet coverage in rural areas. 

All of the principals valued real-world learning activities as a mechanism for helping 

students build skills. Six out of nine principals discussed trying to change the traditional 

idea of schooling so as to become more focused on student experience and skill-building, 

instead of remaining solely test score-driven. The next section will discuss barriers to 

creating a school culture and vision for innovation.  

Barriers. Even though school culture and vision are ripe with ideas from 

innovative principals, there are still barriers that need to be accounted for in order to 

create the ideal circumstances for a ubiquitous learning environment to take hold. 

Principals are met with teacher resistance, student behaviors, community concerns, and 

management problems. These barriers do not upend an entire initiative or shift the focus 

of the administrators, but they do have the ability to slow a goal, preventing it from 

becoming part of the cultural landscape. 
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Teacher Resistance. It is important to note that even though these leaders have 

been recognized in their community as a leader in innovation, not all teachers are on 

board with the idea of using technology in their classrooms. Before acquiring 

Chromebooks, Dr. McQuire was met with teacher resistance due to the fact that they 

could not get the devices for lessons. To mitigate that barrier, she decided to ensure that 

all students had access to devices, stating, “So, everybody has them now, so there are no 

more excuses. So let’s use them. I really felt like we were doing a disservice to our kids 

for what they need for when they get here.” She conceded, however, that some teachers 

do not use the devices now, even after the school provided them. She reflected upon 

training opportunities, too, and conceded that the school did not provide adequate 

training: “We kind of expected them to figure it out. I think, because of that, then we 

aren’t really using it to be as beneficial as we could be.”  

Mr. Hunter agreed that the first step in the successful integration of technology in 

education is to “overcome the nay-sayers.” When he became the principal at his school, 

there were two groups of teachers: those who wanted to send devices home with students, 

and those who wanted students to not have access to the devices. He said, “It was 

delicate. Well, I had to make a decision on, well, we’re going to hand out the 

Chromebooks out to kids at this point.”  

Mr. Mitchell said staff and students should continue to grow, but it’s important to 

find the balance between pushing too much and not pushing enough.  

If people stay stagnant, they get too comfortable, they get lazy or whatever, and 

they don’t move. Then, there is no growth. But if we push too hard, we challenge 
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too much, we frustrate, or we panic people. So, how do you know where that 

sweet spot is in between the two of those? 

Pushing too hard may result in further teacher resistance. From Mr. Omen’s 

perspective, when being forced to use a specific technology, “they [teachers] got this 

negative feel for technology.” For Mr. Omen, mitigating the barrier to teacher resistance 

could be achieved through support and nonjudgement from leaders and colleagues.  

Many of the principals felt that teachers from an earlier generation are scared of 

the new technology. As Mr. Wentworth noted, “To more veteran teachers here, it was 

like, that’s a magic box, and I don’t like it.” Likewise, Ms. Moore found older teachers 

who “are close to retirement...they’re not as open to technology or they don’t use it as 

much because it’s scary. It’s not a part of their life.” Ms. Moore also commented that 

those who misunderstand technology worry they are going to get in trouble if something 

negative happens, but she viewed technology integration as “part of what we do...it’s not 

extra.” Some teachers who are resistant, like a teacher at Ms. Moore’s school, only use 

technology when directed:  

I still probably have a couple that are that way. But for the most part, I’m also 

very fortunate that I have veteran teachers that are not stuck. They still want to 

grow. They have that growth mindset. They’re not ones that are just like, ‘I’m 

good with the status quo.’ And that’s why I think they’re still in education...you 

can’t stay in education if you don’t have that growth mindset or you’re going to 

be stuck. 
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Like Mr. Mitchell, Ms. Moore pointed out that balance is essential. She believed teachers 

need to buy into the idea that technology is a tool, not to be used solely as a reward: “It’s 

just a balance, and really, you have to trust that your teachers are going to make the best 

decisions.” 

Student Behavior. Student behavior, or how students conduct themselves with a 

device, is seen as a potential barrier because the undesirable choices students make often 

call for an action to be taken on the part of the principal or teacher. At Dr. McQuire’s 

school, students’ devices are kept inside the school building during the evening, as 

opposed to students taking their devices home with them on a daily basis. However, older 

students sometimes take their devices home, even though the policy is stated otherwise, 

but Dr. McQuire does not mind the minor infraction, “When they go to high school, they 

take it home…. because they are getting in the habit because they’re going to have to do 

it next year anyway. So, I don’t think it’s that big of a deal.” Nevertheless, students 

within the school “don’t necessarily treat them [the devices] as respectful as we would 

like them to. We have seen more breakage than everything else.” 

Mr. Hunter’s leadership choices differed slightly in the areas of distraction and 

social media. He said, “Notifications have become such a huge distraction to kids.” He 

even felt distracted during the interview. He said,  

Well you’ve seen me, I’ve picked [the phone] up three times in our interview 

room. I’m a professional adult who is interviewing in a professional setting where 

I shouldn't be picking up my phone and, when that thing vibrates, I have to check 

to see what it is. Our kids [students], our kids are worse. 
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He contemplated the new technologies that young students have access to, but do not yet 

know how to navigate due to their age, including fraudulent information portrayed in the 

media or a Photoshop creation: “The picture they have irresponsibly sent out and then got 

blasted out to everybody else, now they’re going to have to deal with pictures and videos 

that aren’t even them.” Mr. Hunter also suggested that “no network is completely 

secure.” Even though the school system has controls in place, such as filtering and 

monitoring systems, students are “always finding ways around our network monitors.” 

Mr. Hunter feels that students need to take breaks from technology and screen time. He 

said, “I feel like this is a major risk that we have to address with our kids...because it’s a 

mental health piece and anxiety piece that then impacts their learning.”  

Community Concerns. Caregivers expressed worries about using devices at 

school and bringing them home. Principals felt that education and communication with 

caregivers helped mitigate this challenge. At first, Mr. Figgins found his community “had 

problems with parents questioning where their kids are going, really tech savvy parents 

realizing that when they dig through the history of their kid’s computer, there may be 

some questions.” Mr. Figgins said the community has concerns because instituting a one-

to-one initiative is a deviation from the norm. and he needed “to educate them 

[caregivers] about the change.”  

During the first year of adoption, Dr. McQuire held a parent night to provide 

information to the community on the use of technology in the classroom, but one 

caregiver voiced her concerns during a presentation on digital citizenship created by the 

school resource officer: 
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So, I have packed out in the cafeteria, standing room only. I have parents. I have 

kids. And, I have this woman screaming from the back of the room, just losing her 

mind about the content of the presentation...People in the crowd were not happy 

with her. So, now, I have people saying comments to her, and so finally, she 

leaves. We quickly kind of end and go to the distribution phase of let’s get your 

Chromebooks and go. 

Safety is a theme that emerges among the stated community concerns. While schools 

providing technology is not new to caregivers, the idea that each student will have access 

to the internet at any time inside and outside of school is quite different. Dr. McQuire 

said, “They [caregivers] have more of a safety concern. They want to know how we are 

protecting their kids from the safety standpoint.”  

In Mr. Hunter’s community, there is an “anti-technology push.” He understood 

their worries, but with some of the technology being questioned by his community, 

progress was slowed. In fact, some caregivers asked for their child’s internet to be turned 

off. He reminded them, though, that the Chromebooks are as essential as books for 

learning: “So if we turn that off, then he won’t be able to access his books, or he won’t be 

able to access his assignments.” Mr. Wentworth approaches conversations with 

caregivers a little differently if parents or caregivers do not want their child to have a 

device. He discussed a time where caregivers asked him to create a non-technology-based 

alternative, and staff collectively “worked to accommodate the student. The librarian 

works to manage that along with our technology coaches.” 
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 Mr. Hunter did not find many caregiver fears to be unfounded, though. For 

instance, some areas of discussion with families in his school were along the lines of 

“how are we going to afford the kids breaking things... it’s important really to listen to 

people and hear their fears and try to address their fears and the reality is that we were 

having Chromebooks getting broken.” Mr. Mitchell likewise found that caregivers were 

“nervous about them having an expensive device, that they feel like they might break, or 

something like that.” 

Management. School management of devices also presented challenges. Upon 

first implementing the one-to-one program, Mr. Figgins had several questions: “How do 

you inventory it? How do you barcode it? Who is responsible for that? Do you allow kids 

to put stickers on their computers? Because when 500 of them do, it becomes a pain to 

get them off.”  

Additionally, should students break a device, the administrator is the primary 

person to dole out punishment, which included assigning detention or taking from 

parents’ pocketbooks. Mr. Wentworth and his team brainstormed on how they could 

anticipate such challenges: 

The year before we went one-to-one as a middle school, we created policy and 

tried to think all of these things that were coming, and saying, ‘Okay, if a student 

misses three times where they don’t bring it they’re- they have to bring it, keep it 

in their first period class, and have it plugged in.’ 

Distributed leadership was essential to manage all of the Chromebooks. Dr. 

McQuire said, “When we first were getting these Chromebooks, it was me and I was 
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trying to manage some of that to help take the stress off the technology people. It’s just 

too much. That’s not my job.” Mr. Wentworth found that using the library as a place to 

keep them in an inventory system was key to his success:  

If anybody ever takes somebody else’s [Chromebook], it is inventoried because I 

don’t want to pay $245, because ‘mine was stolen’ or ‘I lost mine, I can just take 

somebody else's.’ And oh no, it’s barcoded. ‘You turned in so and so’s, where’s 

yours?’ 

Summary. Leaders are met with barriers when trying to create an innovative 

school culture and carry out their vision. Of those barriers, four trends permeated 

participants’ perspectives: teacher resistance, student behavior, community concerns, and 

management of the devices. All of the participants believed teacher resistance to be the 

biggest barrier, and eight out of nine principals believed that student behavior was a 

factor, as well. Community concerns were addressed by seven out of nine participants. 

Lastly, device management was discussed by six out of nine participants. Despite these 

barriers, the principals felt confident that they could be overcome and managed after 

some thoughtful discussion, discourse, and action. The leader remains the key person for 

enacting and supporting the school’s vision when met with barriers or challenges, so it is 

important to reflect on the elements of effective leadership.  

Leadership Characteristics  

It is the leader who is responsible for making decisions and interacting with the 

school community to uphold and/or modify the overall culture and work toward a 

mutually shared vision. While it is certainly revealing to investigate how school culture 
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impacts student learning from the perspectives of participants, it is equally critical to 

research the leader. The leader, theoretically, possesses characteristics that are important 

to examine for a greater understanding of innovative environments. As it concerns 

leadership and leader qualities, there were three areas of interest to the present study: 

leader knowledge, leader as change agent, and leader’s social awareness. Leader 

knowledge is concerned with the leader’s demonstrated understanding of instructional 

technology tools and pedagogy. Additionally, leaders can become an agent of change if 

their staff and students use instructional technology to inspire innovation. Lastly, the 

leader requires social awareness to understand how outside forces and various 

understandings of child development impact the use of these tools.  

Leader Knowledge. Leaders must be knowledgeable about technology, or be 

willing to learn about it in order to act as a model for their staff. This section focuses on 

how leaders have acquired knowledge, implicitly or explicitly, about instructional 

technology, and how they have come to understand it in their practice. Eight out of nine 

leaders did not provide explicit instruction to staff on how to integrate technology within 

the school, although most referenced a course on how to use the new technology tools. 

For most of the leaders, their knowledge of current tools was self-taught or self-

researched. One principal did have a degree in technology integration, and felt that the 

knowledge he gained through his studies—even though they took place over 10 years 

ago—had an impact on his leadership style. 

Self-Taught. Many of the leaders were self-taught when it came to instructional 

technology. Although all of the leaders felt they received a great education at their 
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respective higher education institutions, most agreed that technology integration was not 

a focus. Dr. McQuire stated, “I didn't really have any formal technology integration 

training at all. I rely really heavily on my instructional technology coach.” Therefore, 

without any formal training on the subject, it fell to the leaders to make themselves 

knowledgeable on the topic. Mr. Figgins said that he has “always taken it upon” himself 

“to learn.” Though Ms. Bartlett took required word processing classes, she “didn’t really 

have a whole lot of integrating technology into the classroom. It was kind of completely 

separate at that time.” 

Only one of the principals, Mr. Wentworth, underwent formal technology 

integration training. However, due to the changing nature of technology, Mr. Wentworth 

felt that his degree was “kinda stale now,” but it still provided him with “the ability to 

communicate with teachers about technology.” In other words, Mr. Wentworth felt that 

his technology training allowed him to better manage people and provided him with a 

clear expectation regarding technology’s functions and uses.  

Mr. Hunter echoed this notion of being self-taught:  

I think every piece of technology training I’ve ever had has been self-taught. I 

can’t think back to a time where...I’m sure at some point I went to some class 

somewhere to teach me something, but so much of what I did in the classroom 

and what I do now...is really just kind of try and fail. 

Mr. Mitchell relied on videos to learn how to navigate new technologies so he could then 

teach someone else: “Maybe now I know how to teach someone else. So, you now, I’m 
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always looking for different ways to make things better technologically.” He went on to 

say,  

Sometimes, you have to learn it on your own, though. And maybe that’s the way 

that you learn the best is to learn on your own…. I had to just sit down and figure 

[the technology] out; it took me forever. But because I taught myself how to do 

it…. It’s not that easy until you really start poking around on it. They give you a 

few things very quickly, and then you have just to work with it.  

Mr. Oman found that when learning a new technology, “it’s pretty easy to use 

actually once you learn how to do it.” Ms. Moore also shared an enthusiastic outlook on 

technology, remarking that she became excited about the prospect of new technologies: 

“If something comes up...I’m like, ‘Oh, they [teachers] need to know about this.’” 

On the importance of leaders showing they can learn new information as a means 

to encourage teachers and students to feel comfortable learning as well, Mr. Hunter said,  

I find that the most fascinating way to use technology in education is because 

you’re learning with the kids, you’re experiencing it and you're finding out what 

you need and I think that sets a good example for the kids too. When you say, ‘I 

don’t know, let’s take a look at this together, try to figure out how to...So much of 

what I do is kind of tinkering, exploring, trying new things and seeing what 

works. 

As is evident from the above interview excerpt, Mr. Hunter values learning 

alongside teachers and students. 
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Understanding Instructional Technology. These leaders demonstrated an 

understanding of instructional technology, having learned tools to help them in their 

work. Many of the leaders used social media to connect with teachers and community 

members. Others showcased their expertise by helping to develop teachers’ skills for 

designing student lessons.  

Mr. Figgins used Twitter as a way to model use of social media: “We have done 

staff Twitter chats where we are able to invite other people in, other educators around the 

world to have discussions with us.” Dr. McQuire also used Twitter with her staff and 

expected them to participate in a Twitter chat: “Once a month we would do Twitter chats 

and that would be our PD [Professional Development]…It was an expectation that you 

were either in a room with someone if you weren’t comfortable doing it yourself...and by 

the end they were really into what they were doing.” 

The innovative leaders expressed their personal enjoyment in using technology 

applications to complete their work or help teachers become more informed. Dr. McQuire 

liked to push herself to try new technologies to showcase to her staff. For example, she 

said,  

I took one of the GoPros and put it in my car, and we videotaped ourselves 

driving and singing to the pool, where we passed out popsicles to kids, but, then 

again, it was certainly beyond my comfort zone to videotape myself singing while 

I’m driving a car and turn it into a video that we put on our YouTube channel. 

Mr. Hunter always felt that he could learn technology and became a teacher 

leader. He said, “I would say that at one time I was probably the innovator in the building 
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in terms of finding new resources and finding new things to see.” Mr. Mitchell 

recognized the power of computers explaining, “I don’t need to retype my papers a 

hundred times, I can just backspace...all of a sudden there was an explosion of different 

things that you can do on a computer. The internet totally changed the face of the world.” 

Mr. Oman also enjoyed the efficiency of technology: “I remember being very hooked on 

technology. So every time that I was doing a task I was always looking for a 

technological way to support me completing the task.” Mr. Wentworth has “always loved 

technology...I love building computers, I love tearing computers apart. I love gaming.” 

Ms. Moore had a variety of devices in her home including, “a Kindle that I read on. I 

have my laptop that I do all kinds of stuff on, iPads.” 

Through staff’s understanding of instructional technology, more instructional and 

professional development ideas can continue to grow within schools as technology 

evolves. Dr. McQuire stated that, after seeing a virtual reality (VR) demonstration, she 

“would love to be able to take that VR experience and do that for teachers.” Mr. Mitchell 

used Google Classroom with teachers and expects them to use it for his faculty meetings. 

He found that it is important to learn with teachers, saying, “I’m not a hypocrite. [Not 

the] ‘Hey, use technology, but I’m not going to use it’ type.” Ms. Moore manipulated the 

technological tools available to her so she could use them for her formative observations; 

she explains, “We also created a Google Walkthrough from that administratively we use. 

And it immediately gives them feedback. I had to learn how to use AutoCrat.” 

Ms. Bartlett used technology to store important data that included student 

assessment scores. She found that 
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Google has allowed us to share that spreadsheet and to dump the data from 

the different areas into it. We have a student data dashboard, where we 

look at all the students’ reading levels and assessment scores for reading. 

We have a sheet for math, we have a sheet for attendance, and then we also 

[have] a separate sheet for those students that are receiving interventions 

to, again, like, our pair of professionals provide the interventions. So 

they’re tracking the fidelity of interventions. But then the teachers are 

monitoring progress, so they’re able to input the progress monitoring 

piece. So it really has made it more efficient in what we’re doing. 

Ms. Bartlett was clear that the data dashboard was to be used by teachers to inform their 

teaching practice. Mr. Oman also discussed using data gathered and stored via technology 

to inform his work: “It does everything for me now, everything from data collection to 

data analysis to voice recordings to, uh, organizing. Everything - everything is done 

through that piece.” Mr. Wentworth also used technology for purposeful data collection, 

commenting that  

It’s just a really quick tool to be able to get in and it’s helpful for me as well to be 

able to see teacher-wise. ‘Okay. Who looks like they’re spiraling? And who looks 

like their data is moving forward?’ I’m not expecting 100% but if we’re in the 20s 

and 30s and we’re consistently staying there, something’s wrong.  

Ms. Moore enjoyed using Excel—arguably one of the most popular applications for data 

storage and processing—so much that she even took a class to learn more about the 
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program. “And it was just, mind-blowing,” she said. “Where has this been all my life?’ 

Especially when you’re disaggregating data.” 

 Summary. In summary, principals are self-taught, and, as research suggests, do 

not feel as if they were adequately trained in technology integration during their pre-

service experience (Machado & Chung, 2015; Pautz & Sadera, 2015; Stanhope et al., 

2010). However, they cited the importance of continuity in their personal edification and 

growth concerning new technologies. Of this research, eight out of nine principals 

discussed being self-taught, and the remaining principal felt that his formal education was 

not up to date with today’s trends. All of the principals discussed understanding 

instructional technology, and the need for its use in their schools. Participants addressed 

the notions of promoting instructional technology by participating in professional 

development experiences, stating expectations for their staff, and leading them to 

change.  

Leader as Change Agent. To create an authentically innovative culture, schools 

must have someone who helps inspire ongoing change and development. This section 

will explore the leader as a change agent, and reflect on what these nine principals 

contribute to successfully build that culture. The main themes that emerged in participant 

interviews included: focusing on relationships, building capacity in staff, modeling and 

supporting technology usage, and creating a culture of risk-taking. 

Focus on Relationships. The principals all felt a focus on relationships is key to 

moving a teaching staff forward, towards innovation. The principals tended to lead in a 

collaborative manner, rather than an evaluative one, all while holding teachers 
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accountable for student growth. Leaders who were new to their schools found that by 

listening and developing the relationships before implementing changes, they were able 

to facilitate the advancement of their vision. Even if the relationship took time, the 

leaders believed that staff would be more open to change in the future as a result of such 

bonds being formed. Mr. Figgins believed that technology does not replace the 

relationship between the teacher and the student:  

So, I see it [technology] as a tremendous enhancer for the classroom. I 

don’t see it as a replacer for the teacher in the classroom, and I don’t think 

a lot of people do know this. I do know, many many years ago, my father, 

before he became a college professor, he was a middle school teacher and, 

this is back in the early 1950s, and back then they were bringing in film 

strips. There was a big belief in the 1950s film strips and/or TV was going 

to replace the classroom teacher. Of course, people quickly find out it 

doesn’t because, one of the keys, especially in middle school teaching, is 

the relationship between the teacher and the student. 

This theme of the relationship between the principal and teachers was touched on 

by several of the participants, who emphasized the importance of supporting teachers as 

collaborators, instead of having principals act as authoritative figures. Mr. Figgins said, 

“Over time you want to be a good listener.” Dr. McQuire suggests that leaders must 

understand their staff and realize who is going to be resistant:  

I know who is going to be resistant, I’ll front-load them. And, privately, I 

will say, ‘Hey! Listen, we are going to do this, and I know this is going to 
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be really tough for you. Let me know what I can do. How can I help you 

in this transition? Who can you feel like you can get support from?’ I think 

that’s the most crucial. You have to. I have to know my staff and who’s 

comfortable with what to really help them over that hump. 

Mr. Oman took the position at his current school within the last five years. During his 

first few days, he did a lot of listening and learning about the school’s former culture. He 

said, “This was a very control-compliance environment before I came in. So, I needed to 

figure out why it was control and compliance. What were we trying to control? Then, 

slowly but surely release that, release the reins.” He wanted to make sure that teachers 

knew that they were part of the team, even if teachers felt targeted in the past. 

Ms. Moore was new to her school, as well. Past administration was focused on 

school improvement as mandated by the state. She realized upon taking on the role that 

many new initiatives were developed due to the school improvement measures. Ms. 

Moore found that it was important to be clear with her staff to strengthen the relationship 

between the administration and teachers, as well as their relationship to improvement 

measures and student growth: 

I try to be very transparent with what I was asking them to do, and why I was 

asking them to do it, and what the state was asking us to do. I think because I 

would say, ‘I’m asking you to do this because this is what helps kids learn. This is 

in the best interest of kids.’ When I would take ownership for what I’m asking, it 

got me some respect, I think. 
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Her first year of leading the school was a year dedicated to focusing on relationships 

because the past administration was not “well-liked by the staff.” She said, “I always joke 

and say, ‘We had to sing Kumbaya for the first year of me being principal.’ Because there 

was no trust between the staff and administration.” 

Mr. Hunter also found that changing culture is an expected outcome when he 

takes time to engage in professional development and creates opportunities for informal 

conversations. He reflected, “Just sitting down in teachers’ rooms talk, asking them what 

their fears are, what their concerns are, why, why they don’t want to use it and a lot of it 

comes from their own fears.” He went on to say, “It’s about having a conversation with 

the teacher afterwards [after a lesson observation], and saying, ‘So what do you think 

went well? Where do your beliefs match with your practices? Let me show you some 

things that aren’t matching. What do you believe about learning?’” 

 Ms. Brown found that leading side-by-side with her teachers helps them use 

technology in the classroom:  

It was just really methodical how we were going to support them throughout the 

year. I think having that constant support when it was in the one-on-one setting, 

where they could let their guard down in front of their peers and not be 

embarrassed. 

Mr. Oman focused on a collaborative culture, as well: 

We [the administration team] take a coaching mentality over an evaluative 

mentality. So, we have to go through evaluations here, I mean, because it’s part of 

an antiquated way of doing things, I believe. But what we try to do is we’ve tried 
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to merge evaluation with coaching. So, most [of] my interactions, 95% of my 

interactions with teachers, is from a coaching cycle perspective. 

In general, in their interviews, the leaders tended to highlight helping others, 

instead of themselves. Mr. Figgins tried to make that clear in his description of the role of 

the lead, saying,  

It’s important to make sure your leadership is seeing it’s not about you. It’s about 

others. So, I’m always going to look for opportunities to promote people within 

the building to recognize people within the building, whether it’s done informally, 

whether it’s done quietly, or whether it’s done publicly.  

Mr. Oman chose to focus on the student experience, rather than standardized test scores. 

He said,  

I’ll go into the classroom, and I’ll say, ‘Hey, I see these kinds of experiences 

happening for kids. How can you help you make these deeper and richer?’ And 

so...and let’s go, let’s coach. The APs [assistant principals] coach. We also have 

coaches here. It really is done through a coaching lens rather than an evaluative 

lens. That’s how we’ve moved. 

Ms. Moore found that she had to refrain from swift changes during her first year 

of leading the school, which was admittedly hard for her, “Once we got through that first 

year, then I was, I felt like that second year, we’re able to start implementing a few 

things.” Within that first year, Ms. Moore found that focusing on relationships was more 

important for sustained change than making changes for school improvement. 
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When building a culture, eight out of nine principals demonstrated a focus on 

building relationships with the underlying premise that being a leader involves enacting 

sustained change. The leaders have argued that technology should be used as a tool, not 

as a replacement for the teacher. To accomplish the seamless incorporation of technology 

into the classroom, it is essential that leaders are viewed as collaborative and supportive, 

which sometimes takes time, especially when the leader is new to a school. 

Building Capacity in Staff. “Building capacity in staff” refers to the ability to 

enable and empower staff to gain knowledge and, in turn, become leaders themselves. 

One principal takes a different approach when purchasing and implementing new 

instructional technologies throughout the building. When trying to review the differences 

between two presentation delivery platforms, NearPod and PearDeck, Mr. Figgins asked 

three members of his staff to research the products and negotiate a deal. 

I pulled completely out of it. But I told them, ‘Let’s think about this differently.’ 

So, instead of looking at let’s get a deal here, let’s talk to them about how they 

use us to build their position, particularly within social media, and how we can get 

a good deal with them to bring it into a new building. We help them, you help us. 

It’s much more of a business way of thinking. And it works! We got about a 40-

50% deal on our license. 

Dr. McQuire built structures in the school to help teachers come together across 

grade levels, through faculty meetings, where the “job requirements of the 21st century” 

are discussed and, for Dr. McQuire, “they [staff] get it.” To help teachers become 

stronger, each of the new teachers was provided a mentor. During this mentorship 
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program, teachers filmed themselves giving a lesson, and then watched it with their 

mentor to “see what your takeaways are together. For some, it’s for them to really see 

themselves, and I remember for me, for my first experience [in filming and reviewing 

myself teaching], that’s why I think it’s so important.” 

Mr. Hunter created committees to empower teachers to make decisions for the 

school. His committee is called the “Student-centered Learning Team,” where “their goal 

was just to create a learning environment that was centered around certain principals 

about independent learning, about students doing instead of having done to them.” Other 

teachers within his building were beginning to change their practice as a result of having 

access to computers. However, Mr. Hunter was trying to provide some flexibility for his 

staff:  

When we start getting into programming and creation, we’ve got teachers that are 

very interested in learning the code and we’ve got some teachers like, ‘ I’m just 

going to go ahead and help the students create this content and then you can show 

me.’ 

His flexibility allowed for natural teacher leaders to help their peers hone their craft to 

facilitate innovation.  

Mr. Mitchell found that using teacher leaders allowed for collaboration to take 

place among his staff, stating, “I’m trying to build capacity in the department chairs, too. 

So, I ask them to go back to their departments, and try to, redo that lesson, or make it 

their own in a different way.” It is worth noting that while the focus of this collaborative 

initiative was on the teacher using tools to enhance instruction, the program was led by 
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the designated teacher leaders, rather than the principal himself. This type of distributive 

leadership allowed for more buy-in, and promoted a hopeful, consistent message. The 

teachers were also “assigned to a collaborative learning team. In those team meetings, we 

ask them to do two things: Talk about student performance, how students are doing, and 

how are you helping the struggling student?” 

Mr. Oman believed that capacity can be built in every individual, and he says it 

begins with his example:  

I’m authentic. I’m there. I show up every day. And by doing that, and starting to 

build that capacity within the in...it always starts with the individual person. So, 

you build that capacity with one individual, then with two, then with three, then 

with five, then with seven. And it grows and it grows and it grows. 

He upholds respect for his teachers and allows for autonomy, telling his staff members, 

“I’m not going to tell you what to do. But you’re a professional. You know what to do. 

I’ll help you. What’s it you want me to help you?” He maintains that “shifting over to 

autonomy, delivering it intentionally, is how—is how I—is how we did it [created 

change] here.” 

Ms. Moore built capacity in her building by having teachers watch each other 

teach in their classrooms, and then reflect upon their observations. At first, the groups 

found many negative aspects in their colleagues' practices, but, after a while, teachers 

changed their practice, improving it for the better. She thought she would have to need to 

provide explicit expectations for changing teacher practice, but she found that teacher 

reflection was enough: “It [change] became their own, it came within. They wanted to 
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change, and they wanted to get better.” In one example, some teachers observed their 

colleagues in practice, during which time these teachers allowed student misconceptions 

to go uncorrected. Ms. Moore said,  

One of the things they saw were kids were giving wrong answers and teachers 

weren’t correcting them. And maybe they weren’t correcting them because 

somebody was in the room, and ‘I don’t want to draw attention to that, Johnny 

just gave me the wrong answer, or we’re not correcting kids’ wrong answers.’  

Following this observation, teachers reflected on correcting student misconceptions in 

their own practice; soon, the negatives turned into mechanisms for initiating positive 

growth within teacher practice. 

While principals reveal how they built capacity and leadership within their school 

communities, it is evident that change does not result from one person’s actions or 

expectations; rather, it is sparked by leadership. Principals recognized the need for staff 

autonomy so that they may hone their craft and reflect upon their practice in order to 

make leaps forward. When integrating new technology into a ubiquitous learning 

environment, changes could be made possible by building capacity within the staff. 

Model and Support. Modeling technology use and supporting staff is important 

for change agency because both allow the teacher to see how a new technology tool can 

be used to improve the classroom experience, and to see that support is available, thus 

ensuring the tool will be used.  

Mr. Figgins said he does need to “demonstrate that it [the use of tools] doesn’t 

have to be perfect.” For him, it was important that in using the tools, he demonstrated that 
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he has to learn them too. He used professional development workshops as an opportunity 

for displaying tool use: 

Technology is a good way to enhance the book research experience. We move 

through things like setup in a Google Doc, and let people make comments in 

about things from the book or do things in Google Classroom, where people can 

comment, tag each other, make conversations. 

By using the tools within a demonstration, Mr. Figgins may have made teachers feel 

more comfortable using them in the classroom. 

Dr. McQuire also found that, when showing her staff when she takes risks, they 

often will follow. She says, “I think the more exposure they have to those kind of things, 

almost presenting it to them in a fun way, how can you have fun with this, I think, really 

helps ease some of that stress they have.”  

Modeling is also inherent to Mr. Hunter’s leadership philosophy, which he 

described as “supporting my people and trying new things and being there to provide 

them the financial resources, the capital resources, the human resources, whatever it is to 

run with these new ideas.” In order to do this, Mr. Hunter mentioned that he has to be the 

example “with bold innovations.”  

Mr. Mitchell tried to model the use of technology, as well. For instance, he 

consistently directed his staff’s attention to 21st century skills, particularly creativity and 

collaboration. Accordingly, he said, “The theme of my faculty meetings this year has 

been all about our new direction...today’s focus for our faculty meeting was on the 
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competency of collaboration. So getting them to see the power in collaboration, the 

power in creativity.”  

Ms. Bartlett believed it is important to model learning and focus on her own 

understanding of technology tools. She understood that “it’s okay to make mistakes with 

it [technology],” and wanted to convey that message to her faculty. She tried to use new 

technologies. For instance, she used a video conference platform for a morning show 

broadcasted to the school. She discussed the process in figuring out how to use it, 

“There’s some morning there was no sound. There were some mornings where there was 

no picture. So, [teachers had to] kind of put up with me and my mistakes, and I would 

expect the same things to be happening in the classrooms.”  

Mr. Oman expected teachers to be able try new technologies or approaches to 

enhance instructional practice without fear of judgement or reprisal from the 

administration: “I believe that we’ve created a team here that expects mistakes, that 

expects failure, expects teachers to push themselves to failure.” He stated that he wants 

staff to come to him for resources to support their goals. To do that, he modeled the use 

of tools during faculty meetings and asks his assistant principals to follow suit, 

deliberately choosing which tools to showcase: “What are some of the things that we 

think teachers could benefit from seeing us use them?” He cited tools such as Seesaw, 

Hapara Workspace, and Pear Deck as being three that he specifically demonstrated with 

his staff. In turn, teachers used the tools in their classrooms. 

Ms. Moore modeled her work with technology in data discussions and relied on 

her technology coaches to provide more in-depth information. For instance, she “created 
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a Google walkthrough from that administratively we use.” She would demonstrate the 

use of a tool during a faculty meeting, and then her teachers would reach out to the 

technology coaches to gain more one-on-one practice.  

In summary, leaders modeled learning and use of instructional technology tools. 

After teachers saw their principals using the technologies, they were somewhat expected 

to utilize the tool in their classroom to enhance student’s classroom experiences, should it 

make sense. In addition to personally modeling technology use, principals realized that 

using new tools requires risk-taking. The next subsection will discuss how risk-taking 

benefits the classroom.  

Risk-taking. Risk-taking occurs when a choice may result in failure. A culture of 

risk-taking rests in the leadership’s decision to judge their faculty, or support them in 

making calculated changes in classroom practice. From the transcripts, risk- taking as a 

change agent became an observable trend.  

 For instance, Dr. McQuire had a librarian choose to take a risk in putting together 

a program to explore a different type of literary genre in which she was not familiar. The 

principal set aside a time during the school day where students could explore their 

individual preferences, and the librarian wanted to step out of her comfort zone and take a 

risk by having students read Anime and MANGA. Dr. McQuire liked to make “sure that 

I’m recognizing [the teacher]… that’s awesome that you're willing to do that.” There is 

another teacher who struggles when uploading videos, but Dr. McQuire tried to make 

sure she feels supported and not alone. She has told them, “I’m glad you’re willing to 
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take a risk and know it’s scary. I let them know when I take them and it could be epic 

fails too.”  

 Mr. Hunter encouraged his staff to try, even when a goal seems hard to 

accomplish. He believed that there is a fear among teachers who are trying to go against 

the norm and said,  

I know the devil I know is better than the devil I don't. So, I know this isn’t 

working, I know that I’m, that I’m losing my kids every day in terms of 

engagement because they’re just not engaged the same way that the kids taught 20 

years ago were, but I know how to do this, and even if it’s not working, I’m going 

to do this, rather than try something new and worry about failing. 

Ms. Moore discussed how teachers fear technology “because they don’t understand it, or 

they’re afraid something's going to happen.” In spite of this fear, thought, she believed 

that teachers needed to take risks to move forward in creating classrooms of innovations. 

Mr. Mitchell revealed that when expecting teachers to practice autonomy, 

teachers are granted power and trust from the administration. He said, “It’s a weird 

feeling, though. I got to admit that you have to be comfortable with giving up the power 

and saying, ‘Gosh okay.’” Mr. Mitchell’s school was experimenting with personalized 

professional development, which requires trust as its foundational principle.  

A culture of risk-taking was created by Ms. Brown too, shortly after her arrival to 

her school. While it was part of her vision to use technology, the iPads in her school were 

locked, and there were a lot of procedures in place regarding what teachers would have to 

do if they wanted to use them in the classroom. She wanted to change that protocol, 
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remarking, “That [the use of technology in classrooms] is something that I had to create. I 

mean, being honest, the iPads were locked up. They weren’t...We didn’t have training.” 

By taking a risk and hiring an Apple trainer, she relinquished control of the devices, and 

allowed teachers to use them armed with knowledge and expertise.  

Summary. To understand leaders as change agents, the data suggested four areas 

of focus, including forging relationships, capacity-building among staff, supporting and 

modeling new technologies, and risk-taking. All of the participants in this research study 

discussed how they focus on relationships, built capacity within their staff, and modeled 

and supported instructional technology. Eight out of nine participants discussed risk-

taking or considered risk within their school to be a main factor in schoolwide change. 

Each of these areas requires the leader to take deliberate action to be able to expect 

growth and progress toward their vision of an innovative, collaborative environment.  

Social Awareness. Leaders also need to exhibit a social awareness to build an 

innovative culture within their school. They need to understand how people interact with 

each other, and the internal and external forces that may impact students’ behavior, as 

well as the classroom environment. This section attends to the following areas of focus: 

(a) emulating real-world work in education, (b) understanding student development, and 

(c) knowing popular instructional technology tools. 

 Understanding Student Development. When implementing technology or any 

initiative, taking student development into account is very important. When students are 

asked to be responsible with devices and internet use, adults must adopt a balance of 
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control and trust. Some principals choose to help students learn about technological tools 

rather than ban them outright.  

 Mr. Figgins found middle school students can frustrate adults due to poor 

executive function skills, saying,  

Kids do those off-task things. They forget things. They are incredibly forgetful. 

They’re impulsive. They do things that don’t make sense...They are morphing 

adults. I think the more we understand the cognitive development of kids, and 

where they are and what’s normal. 

A sense of frustration was true of Dr. McQuire’s teachers as well, as result of students 

struggling to bring their devices to school: “We found that too many times the kids leave 

them at home, or they took them home and didn’t charge them and then they bring them 

here and now they aren’t charged.” Soon, Dr. McQuire’s students kept them inside of the 

school to charge overnight, which worked better for their school as a whole.  

 Mr. Hunter believed that students can be distracted by technology, but the sense 

of distraction is not unique to the middle school age group. During the interview, he 

checked his phone and commented on the notifications,  

I should not be picking up my phone, and when that thing vibrates, I have to 

check to see what it is, and our kids are worse. I don’t have nearly the 

notifications set on my phone that they have on theirs. 

He worried about students’ overexposure to screen time and constant connection to 

others. He said, 
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Our kids have zero time to reset now, so they get made fun of at school, 

they come home, their parents tell them the same thing my parents told 

me, and then right in the middle of that conversation, their phone vibrates 

and it’s a Snapchat message that says, ‘Hey guess what so and so’s saying 

about you now? Check this out.’ And then next thing you know, like, they 

look at their parents and give them lip service, and then they’re totally 

engrossed, and they never get a chance to step away from it. And so from 

five to nine, they’re in the middle of a drama, and their anxiety and their 

stress and their—and so they come to school the next day anxious, and 

they never get a break from that. And that impacts them in the classroom 

because they've never had a chance to process it, clear their minds, and 

move on to something else. 

 He further explained that students can use the technology recklessly by sending 

nude photos, which can easily be shared with others. Additionally, students can doctor 

photos that could hurt others. In sum, he claims he had “noticed the proliferation of cell 

phones and social media and notifications become such a huge distractor to kids.”  

Mr. Wentworth also felt that students do not have time to decompress: 

We run ourselves. Oh, we have to go here because we have to do something. We 

have to go there; we never give ourselves just time to relax. We see that in our 

students. The students will come and be like, I am so glad I’m back here because 

it’s, it’s a slower pace than my life outside of, outside of the classroom. 

Therefore, schools can help students learn about digital citizenship. 
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 In high school, Mr. Mitchell similarly witnessed some of the negative impacts of 

technology, “Everybody has access when they’re in the building…And if you don’t have 

it [technology], you feel lost, and ‘What am I going to do? I don’t have my Chromebook 

today.’” He pointed out that, in light of certain technological downfalls, it is important to 

evaluate the best ways to navigate the curriculum, saying that “physical print sometimes 

is still better than reading it off of a screen.” Understanding both sides—the negative and 

the positive—is necessary in order to attain balance in the use of popular technology tools 

in schools.  

 Continuing the discussion of technology use compelling students to evaluate their 

choices, Mr. Oman had a student who made a poor choice, and, rather than focus on 

disciplinary measures, he instead created a positive experience for the student. Mr. Oman 

noted that he has “never met a bad 13-year-old,” but the student was slated to be labeled 

as a “bad kid” before Mr. Oman took charge. The student was given relevant, real-world 

work to complete on his four-wheeler, which he brought into school. The student then 

made YouTube videos and began journaling, without adult intervention. Due to the 

student’s engagement level and access to creation tools, the student found school relevant 

once more. Mr. Oman noted: 

He [the student] wasn’t the leader in the traditional school because he wasn’t a 

good reader and writer and those kinds of things. But he’s mechanically gifted. I 

mean gifted. Really, really is gifted. And others recognize that in him, and so they 

follow him. And so that’s when it happens. 

Student development and interest in technology are both integral to social awareness. 
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Understanding Popular Tools. A leader’s demonstration of knowledge of 

instructional technology and popular tools indicates that he or she understands the 

evolving nature of technology in society. Technology tools, including social media sites 

such as Twitter, Facebook, and Instagram, are fluid and ever-changing due to ongoing 

updates and software needs. By understanding how and when it is appropriate to use 

these tools with students and staff for a variety of reasons, the administrators have shown 

that they have a firm grasp on how society as a whole uses technology.  

Three of the principals discussed how they use Twitter for professional 

development. The other principals focused on digital citizenship at all three 

programmatic levels: elementary, middle, and high school. Ms. Moore spoke of how 

students lie about their age to get into social media sites without their caregivers’ 

knowledge: “They know how to sneak around and do things way more than I ever was. I 

always joke when I say, ‘I’m so glad social media wasn’t out when I was a kid.’”  

Mr. Hunter alerted me to the potential of “deep fakes,” or pictures that are altered 

to shame or discredit someone: “As a middle school kid I don’t have a PR firm that can 

go out and spread to everybody else like, ‘That clearly wasn’t me.’ Now, not only are 

they going to have to compete with stuff that’s true in reality, the picture they have 

irresponsibly sent out and then got blasted out to everybody else, now they’re going to 

have to deal with pictures and videos that aren’t even them.”  

Mr. Oman  had a different take on digital citizenship, speaking of it in terms of 

literacy. He believed that his teachers are “trying to teach responsible uses of technology, 

[including] how to do research, how to pick out quality sources. When you have people 
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getting news off of social media sites or Facebook, how do you know that it’s a good 

[source]?” 

Mr. Oman also underscored the importance of understanding the purpose behind 

certain technology tools. His administrative staff used to have a paper binder containing 

all of the up-to-date policies. All of the staff members were expected to read the policies 

each year and abide by them. When he began leading the staff, one of the first changes he 

made was to update the process, using technology to make the information more 

accessible to his staff. He provided me with a glimpse of how he reacted upon learning of 

the binder:  

‘Should I lie to him [my assistant principal] or not?’ you know. I said, ‘Seriously, 

you didn’t read this. I mean no one reads this. Right? I was a teacher once too. We 

don’t...No one read this.’ What we found with a Google Site is they access it a lot 

more because it [the navigation] comes easy. They have a bookmark. They can 

just go to the place they want to get—the bell schedule or whatever the 

menus...We put all of our professional learning on there. We put all kinds of 

resources. It’s all in one spot and it’s dynamic. 

The leaders demonstrated an understanding of the appropriate uses and pitfalls of 

popular technology tools proven to be helpful when leading an innovative school. They 

learned about new technologies and tried to employ them within the school.  

Summary. Social awareness is important to understanding student development 

and popular instructional technology tools. Because technology is ever-changing and 

evolving, leaders must learn trends and new ideas to stay current and relevant. Six out of 
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nine principals discussed student development in regards to behaviors and actions. Seven 

principals used or knew of popular technology tools.  

Change in Others 

The larger school culture, leader vision, and outside barriers allow us to observe 

the context in which innovation takes place. Leadership elements, including their 

knowledge, change agency, and social awareness determined the disposition of school 

leaders in their quest to create an innovative space. In the next section, the remaining 

elements of the conceptual framework will be examined, focusing particularly on the 

change that occurs within others. This section is divided into subsections according to the 

following themes: (a) teacher attitudes and motivations, (b) teacher practice change, (c) 

community relationships, (d) student engagement, and (e) student outcomes. 

Teacher Attitudes and Motivations. While there can be pockets of resistance, 

according to the principals interviewed, there is a persistent desire for students to do well, 

and therefore, the expectations of administrators to enhance instruction are generally met 

with support. Teachers who are motivated can bring about change in a school. What is 

more is that the interviewed principals found that teachers who are supported, and who 

enhance instruction with instructional technology, have the potential to make the most 

change. This section contains emergent codes, which were developed with both the 

“teacher attitudes” and  “teacher motivation” parent codes in mind.  

Teacher Desires. Teacher resistance can be a deterrent to using technology. The 

interviewed principals believed teachers are curious to explore their craft. The teacher 

desires highlighted in these interviews show that teachers have positive attitudes toward 
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making sustainable change. For instance, Mr. Figgins’ faculty was ready to embrace 

change because they were “very interested in tech integration.” 

Dr. McQuire took staff who volunteered to a virtual reality immersion center, 

where teachers focused on how new technology could benefit the current classroom. She 

said even though the workshop was voluntary, she tried to provide incentives to make 

them want to sign up. By the end of the day, they were talking about their experience, 

how they could get involved in infusing their curriculum with VR, and began to ask 

questions, such as, “How do we use this? What does this really mean for our students?” 

Ms. Bartlett discussed a time when, as a teacher, she found technology to be 

helpful for student learning. She found her students with special needs could not access 

the general curriculum as much as she wanted them to. Finally, she used a learning 

management tool to help her students access the curriculum, and described the impact she 

saw as a teacher: “I saw the benefit for my students of being able to do things that maybe 

they had never even been able to think about doing.” 

Teachers can share in student curiosity, as well. Ms. Moore held a training 

workshop on escape rooms, and the teachers were so engaged by the professional 

development that they asked if they could get further training and inquired into where 

they could find the materials. She said that teachers felt they could complete the activities 

in class with support. Going on, the changes brought about by Ms. Moore and her team 

are situated in a clear and honest manner to be in the “best interest of kids,” which fueled 

the teachers’ desire to do more. She said, “We’re fortunate to have such enthusiastic 

teachers here, too. So, they kind of spearhead a lot of ideas and they just come and like to 
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get our approval.” While there are those dedicated to the calling of teaching, it is still the 

administrators’ expectations that help the collective group to work toward the same 

vision.  

Expectations from Administration. The interviewed administrators expected their 

staff to use the tools provided by the district and made it known that it was an expectation 

of their work. For instance, Dr. McQuire asked all teachers to videotape a commercial to 

explain what hobby or skill they will be teaching during their daily intervention time, 

wherein some students get additional support, while others learn skills based on interest. 

She said, “For some of my teachers, that really pushed them beyond their comfort level. 

They’re not used to videotaping themselves for one, or putting themselves out there for 

450 kids to see, either.” Even when teachers did not want to complete the activity, the 

principal stood firm and provided an explicit directive.  

Mr. Hunter took on a coaching role, much like Mr. Oman, and believed that 

teachers should think deeply about how the technology tools selected benefit students. He 

stated after a classroom observation, that he could have a conversation about how to best 

use the tools and encourage reflection. He said, “People don’t often step back from their 

practices to look to see where those things [philosophy vs. practice] are aligned.” 

Similarly, Ms. Brown stated that if the teacher did not want to learn and 

strengthen their practice, she would have a conversation with the teacher, explaining that 

“we’re going to grow.” In her eyes, if someone was not willing to work toward the 

school’s shared vision, another individual may be a better fit. She wanted teachers in her 

school who are committed to going beyond simply putting in screen time, teachers who 
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believe that just because a student has a device in front of them, does not meet they are 

receiving good instruction: “That doesn’t mean you’re doing great things.” It is the 

combination of using the technology tools and careful pedagogy that supplies the 

potential for a nontraditional classroom project or environment. 

Most interviewed principals view technology as a means to an end, or an 

instructional tool, not a cure-all for the ills found in education. Ms. Bartlett said, “It’s our 

[educators] responsibility to keep up with programming and helping them [students] to 

communicate using technology, helping them [students] to be able to collaborate using 

technology.”  

Mr. Mitchell expected teachers and students to use devices to help spark curiosity: 

“I would want students to be curious. I would want teachers to plant seeds, and give them 

at least enough guidance so that students would know where and how to use these 

devices.”  

Ms. Moore also believed that technology is part of the landscape of education: 

“It’s part of what we do. It’s just, it’s not extra. It’s just part of—that’s one of the means 

you might deliver instruction through.” 

Summary. Teacher attitudes and motivation impacted changes in the educational 

setting. Administrative expectations can be explicitly or implicitly stated, but these 

principals were clear that technology has a place in their schools’ culture and vision as a 

means of innovation, not a sole solution. Six out of nine principals discussed the 

importance of teacher desires and helping them grow in their profession. All of the 

principals expressed having expectations for technology use in the classroom, or for 
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professional development experiences. Providing support can be accomplished in a 

variety of ways. Patience, one-on-one assistance, and caring for teachers can, together, 

create a pathway to teacher practice change.  

Teacher Practice Change. For innovation to take place, teacher practice must 

change from a traditional format to one more conducive to real-world learning. The 

administrators found that technology enhances instruction, so, to promote that change in 

their schools, modeling became key, as did continuing to provide expectations, resources, 

and support. Changing the traditional way of thinking begins with expectations, support, 

building capacity within staff, and seeking out academic student outcomes.  

Changing the Traditional Paradigm. Mr. Figgins stated that his educational 

experience was a “radically different kind of experience than I experienced when I was in 

school.” He cited his history course as an example, which was a traditional classroom 

experience. He said that every Friday, he took a test and memorized information. He 

received good grades in school “because I was really good at the regurgitation of 

information.” But, now, all of the information he gained in school can be looked up on a 

device housed in someone’s pocket. He tries to point this out to teachers and now several  

teachers in our building are really flipping the box with their history instruction, 

using Google Classroom, using different websites, hyperdocs, and things like that, 

just to really change the experience for kids on how they explore history and how 

they start learning history. 

Before, teachers, administrators, and community members would see technology 

as a distraction in the classroom. While some administrators still admit to cell phones 
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being a large distraction for students, Mr. Figgins believed that communities cannot act 

impulsively and subsribe to a “Ban it!” mentality: “That’s the quick kind of emotional 

response when things aren’t going well. Our response in this building would be—is teach 

them how to use it.”  

Mr. Oman aligned his outlook with that of Mr. Figgins in talking about the 

traditional paradigm: “They [students] know how to operate within the norms of the 

school, but we haven’t taught them any real skills that they can take beyond the school 

walls.” When those in the school community remain in the traditional mode, Mr. Oman 

argued that “you just keep pushing” forward, trying to change the educational landscape 

to best serve students.  

Mr. Wentworth also felt that teachers tend to “teach the way we were taught, 

too…So no one ever had blended learning in college. How are they now going to instill 

that in their students?” He claimed that visualization and support help teachers move 

away from the traditional paradigm.  

There can be no doubt, however, that technology has helped change the 

classroom. For instance, Ms. Moore said, “We have a first grader using Google 

Classroom. I mean, I didn’t get introduced to Google Classroom until I was in college. 

So, like that’s kind of how it’s changed.” Even the kindergarten class has changed from 

an “old-fashioned typing class” to being more focused on computer skill building. Ms. 

Moore was thankful that her staff, even the veteran teachers, was not “stuck” in the 

traditional paradigm and employed a growth mindset to learn best practices for student 

development.  
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Summary. Paradigm shifts in education take place for a variety of reasons. In 

general, the interviewed principals found that expectations and building capacity helped 

teachers change their practice for the betterment of the school culture and the promotion 

of student academic growth. The focus of seven out of nine interviewed principals was to 

use school as a place to teach students real-world practices and skills, so that, no matter 

what pathway they decide to take in their next steps, they are prepared.  

Community Relationships. Community relationships with caregivers and overall 

communication with them are important factors to consider for change to take place. The 

principals in this research study focused on communication efforts, defining community 

concerns, educating the community, and encouraging caregivers to become partners with 

the school. With devices in school, caregivers need to feel comfortable and ensure they 

are being used safely.  

 Communication. Communication with the community can be done swiftly when 

using technology as a tool. Many of the principals used social media as a way to inspire 

their faculties, but others use electronic newsletters to communicate via email. For 

example, Dr. McQuire used Wakelet, a free app to organize media, to issue a newsletter 

to the community, and said: 

I send out a newsletter to the community. I will post it to our webpage. I talk to 

the parents. But I use Wakelet. Again, what I loved about that way, the parents 

can have it read to them. So, it contained information from each grade level or 

department, and so that way, we have a mass email that we can send out. 

The ease of mass emails is also noted by Mr. Mitchell, who said: 
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I could go right here on my computer right now and send a message to every 

parent. Uh, I could do it by who rides a certain bus. I could do it by who is in a 

certain grade. ...it’s a major communication tool. We have a great Facebook page. 

It’s a major thing, and a major way of how we show people what we do, the good 

things that we do…. I think I saw a statistic where we had over 240,000 hits on 

our Facebook page last year. 

 He went on to explain that the community and caregivers can both go to the school’s 

website or follow them on Facebook as an official means of communication. He stated 

that he also used Twitter to “constantly tweet what’s going on in the classroom,” which is 

“probably one of the easiest ways to communicate with the community.”  

Ms. Bartlett did not use a lot of paper to communicate with her community, 

either. She communicated by using Facebook and School Messenger, and said, “Our 

primary form of communication would be through technology.”  

Mr. Wentworth likewise used Facebook to build a community page to show what 

students are working on in class, but made mass phone calls for key reminders. For 

example, he called caregivers before state testing to say, “Please remember to bring your 

charged Chromebooks for your English test.” 

In the younger grades, Ms. Brown cited Seesaw, a web application, as the primary 

means by which teachers communicate with student caregivers. Seesaw allows for 

students to showcase their work and share directly with their teachers, who can then 

approve the creation for class, as well as their caregivers, who can view the work in real 
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time. Teachers also use Seesaw to text caregivers to see “what they’re [students] creating 

this is, what they’re doing, because they have her [the teacher’s] stories.”  

Sometimes, caregivers took advantage of the ease by which they could access 

teachers, messaging at odd hours for non-emergency situations. Ms. Brown said that 

educating caregivers on appropriate times for messaging is important: “We need to 

respect our teachers and their times with their family. So, I’ve said if after 4:00 pm, email 

your teachers.” She planned to turn off the messaging feature for the following school 

year.  

Ms. Bartlett pointed out that technology can help staff communicate with those 

who do not speak English as a first language. She used Google Translate to communicate 

with students and caregivers, and also researched different traditions, customs, and norms 

pertaining to student culture. She said, “What it means to us [white, female educators] 

might mean something really different to them [student of another culture].” Technology 

could help bridge the communication gap by providing information through various 

methods to engage student families of all different backgrounds. 

Educating the Community. Concerns regarding appropriate technology use can 

be mitigated through the education of the community. Leaders cited communicating with 

community members and allowing for discourse helps caregivers feel more comfortable 

with initiatives. For instance, Ms. Brown used her time during Parent-Teacher 

Association meetings or school improvement meetings to inform caregivers of the school 

vision in terms of technology integration. At her former school, she heard caregivers say, 

“Kids are just sitting in front of a device all day, why do we have [devices]?” Because 
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using devices in a manner that only busies students during the school day is not 

consistent with her overall vision, Ms. Brown stated that she felt that “my job, I felt, 

when I came here with my vision, was to educate the parents on what we’re doing.” It 

was important to Ms. Brown that caregivers understand what students were doing with 

the devices that help foster community buy-in. 

Ms. Bartlett invited caregivers into the school to learn about popular instructional 

technology tools, like Google Classroom. By educating them on the platform: 

Students could then log in at home to complete [an] assignment, or two, so 

helping them, also see the pros, and assuring them that, again, this is a tool...it 

doesn’t have to be the only thing, and it shouldn't be the only thing that we’re 

going to be using [in the classroom]. 

Mr. Figgins tried to communicate his vision by telling a story, instead of relying 

on others or the media to tell it for him. He said, 

We have a very orchestrated structure within our building about how information 

flows, and images flow to your librarian, who puts things up on Facebook. We 

want to create images that we believe actually communicate the student 

experience within their building.  

Part of the school’s story relies on Screencastify, a Google extension designed to 

record the screen with a webcam and microphone. Staff use the platform to post videos 

presenting information on their website, so that caregivers may access the resources at 

any time. These presentations took the place of parent nights, which were historically 

typified by low participation and turnout. As Mr. Figgins noted, “People may not come 



 

178 

[into the school for a presentation], but we can house that information and make it 

available anytime, and as anywhere in the world.” 

The first year Dr. McQuire’s school used Chromebooks, the school hosted a 

presentation night, in which many community members participated. Even though there 

was one caregiver who was very vocal about her concerns regarding digital citizenship, 

students nonetheless received their Chromebooks, and staff gave a general presentation, 

complete with legal paperwork, to caregivers and students.  

However, there was pushback in some schools. Ms. Moore had caregivers contact 

teachers to ask them about how much screen time exposure students were receiving. One 

caregiver did not like the amount of screen time in which students engaged. Ms. Moore 

stated, “She’s [the caregiver] really would rather them be in a real book, and not doing 

that bit. And, so we had a little bit of push back from that.” Ms. Moore discussed that it is 

important to explain to caregivers what activities students are using the computers for, so 

that caregivers feel more comfortable.  

Mr. Oman liked to bring in the community and have students share what they are 

learning. He said that the “parents are blown away at the depth of learning.” However, 

despite some caregivers’ amazement at all the technology has to offer to the classroom, 

screen time remains a concern for some caregivers of middle school students. Mr. Oman 

felt that caregivers have “developed bad habits that transition to kids,” and schools need 

to help the community, including caregivers, become more responsible technology users. 

Mr. Oman said, “So my thought is once this generation has their own kids, they’ll be so 
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used to using technology, and how to use it responsibly, that they’ll be teaching their kids 

from an early age how to be a responsible user.”  

To do this, a focus on digital citizenship is key. Mr. Wentworth stated,  

We talk about keyboard courage. You get bold when you’re sitting behind a 

keyboard and you don’t have to look the person in the face. And so, we talk to our 

teachers, we talk to our parents, we talk to our kids about things like that. And, 

and we try to shape the good use of technology.  

Schools cannot educate and uphold expectations alone, however. Leaders and caregivers 

must work together with community members.  

Caregivers as Partners. As important as the content and delivery of education is 

to student success, caregivers are an equally vital component. Caregivers’ involvement is 

needed to support and enhance the student’s learning experience. Both caregivers and 

school principals want to protect students from accessing harmful information. Dr. 

McQuire, for instance, found a student searching the dark web. When she called the 

parent to discuss, the parent, an expert in the information technology field, helped explain 

the dark web. In fact, the parent even offered to help the district’s technology department, 

saying, “I would love to meet with your county people, because I think there are some 

things we can put in place additionally that I think you all are missing.” 

Mr. Oman’s school used a filtering system that alerts him should any words that 

would raise suspicion about negative student activity be used on the Google platform. For 

instance, through the use of the school’s Google tools, he found a student who was 

threatening suicide. He stated,  
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When you make a call to a parent on a Saturday night because their kid has 

threatened suicide, and they’ve done it through this device, and the parent had no 

idea what was happening, and then you found out that, wow, this was a real thing, 

the parents are super, super grateful.  

Security measures such as these helped caregivers feel more comfortable with students 

using devices. 

Beyond safety, school leadership and teachers needed caregivers to help remind 

students to ready their device and download specific applications to stay in touch with 

their teachers. For example, Ms. Brown said, “I wanted for our building to be consistent. 

So, when they [students] moved from kindergarten to first [grade], to second [grade], 

that, that stays consistent for parents, and they are downloading all kinds of different 

apps.” Ms. Bartlett also tried to create consistency among communication and application 

usage for caregivers: “Some [teachers] were using Remind, some were using ClassDojo, 

some were using—that’s too much for parents. So, and then it just becomes, ‘Okay, we’re 

going to use Seesaw, and this is what you must use.’” She goes on to state that caregivers 

enjoy using Seesaw: “They like getting a glimpse into a classroom. They like seeing their 

kids’ reading and getting to hear them in the classroom.” 

Despite the presence of devices in schools, some parents did not want technology 

in their homes. In those situations, principals tried to explain the affordances technologies 

provided to the student at home. However, ultimately, it is the caregiver’s wishes that are 

respected. Mr. Oman made accommodations for students whose caregivers did not want 

the devices in their home,  
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We’ve built safe places for kids to put their technology, so their Chromebook 

essentially. They can take it and drop the Chromebook off in this room, and they 

go home without it. Teacher knows to not have any expectations for use at 

home...Their [caregivers] not anti-kid-having-it-here, but they’re anti-them- 

having-it-at-home. 

Mr. Wentworth had similar conversations with caregivers who have found their child 

playing too many games on their device, and recalls the conversations went something 

like, “‘This [given behavior] is what we’re seeing at home. Are you seeing the same 

thing? Yes, okay. Please take it away for a week’. And so, we try to work in concert with 

the parents on that.” 

Summary. All principals discussed how educating the community inside and 

outside of the school was very important to the success of the initiative. The focus of the 

educational staff was to alleviate fears and assure caregivers of the focus of instructional 

technology. Taking one more step, eight out of nine principals expressed the need for 

caregivers to engage in a partnership with the school. The next section will focus on 

student engagement, a desire that is ideally shared by caregivers and educational staff 

alike. 

Student Engagement. Student engagement helps students understand and access 

the curriculum because they are actively using the information provided. The interviewed 

principals felt that technology enhanced instruction by allowing students to be more 

entertained, have a personalized experience, and emulate the real world. The next section 
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will explore these emergent codes in student engagement, which include entertainment, 

personalized learning, and emulation of the real world.  

Entertainment. For students, school can sometimes become mundane (McLeod & 

Shareksi, 2018). However, principals pointed out that in their schools there are teachers 

who are stepping outside of their comfort zone and using tools the students feel are fun or 

social. Mr. Hunter conveyed that teachers sometimes do not engage students due to a fear 

several teachers expressed: 

‘I’m losing my kids every day in terms of engagement because they're must not 

engage the same way that the kids I taught 20 years ago were, but I know how to 

do this and even if it’s not working I’m going to do this rather than try something 

new and worry about failing.’ 

Mr. Figgins echoed this statement by quoting an old saying, “Twenty years of 

experience is a good thing if every year you are reflecting, refining, and growing. But 

twenty years of the same thing is not good for kids.” He went on to say that as a school 

leader, it is his responsibility to ensure that students are experiencing a quality education, 

and he laments that principals sometimes do allow teachers who do not try to connect to 

persist in the field of education. 

The idea of staying relevant to try to spark student interest remains key for Mr. 

Hunter, as well. In fact, he promoted student choice and use of video games to create 

school projects. For example, he described an assignment completed in his school: 

They [students] use all of their tools to build their theme park right in Fortnite 

and then, and then recorded them taking you on a tour and posting it to their 
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YouTube channel. These are sixth graders. They aren’t—they weren’t gifted 

eighth graders. These were standard, regular education students in sixth grade. 

Interestingly, for this project, the teacher had to be absent from the classroom. Feeling 

guilty for not being with her class, one teacher sat down with Mr. Hunter: “I looked at her 

and I said, ‘No. it's unbelievable, it’s the most amazing thing I’ve ever seen.’ I walk into 

her classroom, ‘You haven’t been there for four days and the kids don’t even know 

you’re not there.’” In his example, the students were so engaged in their thinking and 

creating, that the teacher was merely a resource for support and facilitator instead of a 

leader with respect to the project.  

Mr. Oman also discussed creating a virtual world for educational fun. Even 

though he feels that students like to consume technology content, he feels they can 

“overconsume, and they could...they would much rather create. Like Minecraft is a 

classic example. They’d rather go into an empty world and build their own than to go in 

one that’s already built. So, let ‘em build it.” Mr. Oman found that when using 

technology during his teaching service, he noticed students become interested in learning 

new tools: “I saw the level of curiosity go up for kids, because, of course, it’s like the 

brand-new thing in the room. But I also watched kids access school in a way that maybe 

they didn’t access in the past.” Lending further support to the idea that technology can be 

a resource for student engagement, he cited playing games to help struggling students 

connect with the material.  

Mr. Wentworth liked when teachers pushed to engage the student, saying, “If we 

[educators] can get them into the computer labs, researching, let’s do that.” The idea 
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becomes that principals want their students to want to be in school. Continuing this line 

of though, Ms. Moore states that students are excited when they have the chance to 

create. When using Nearpod, an educational tool for presenting in class, a teacher found 

that she and “the kids really enjoyed it.” Ms. Bartlett highlights that “If students aren’t 

interested, they’re not going to truly learn it and be invested in it.” From these various 

observations and testimonies, it stands to reason that leaders and teachers can provide 

meaningful work to engage and entertain the student through both the consumption and 

creation of materials. One way they can try to ensure that students are getting what they 

need is to personalize learning within instruction.  

Personalized Learning. While personalized learning is defined in many ways, 

within the context of this dissertation, it is “the act of meeting a student at their level to 

help them to develop skills needed to thrive in a global society.” Teachers engage in a 

personalized learning philosophy when they assess students and create plans for them 

based on their proficiency in given skills, with the idea being to challenge the student to 

become more proficient in those skill areas. Leaders and teachers who facilitate student 

choice can, in turn, provide personalization for students. 

At Dr. McQuire’s school, administrators have scheduled an intervention time 

during the day where students can access their teachers for extra help in math or reading, 

or participate in a selected activity. “For those that don’t, they have a choice for an 

activity of what they want to go to. They rotate every nine weeks,” Dr. McQuire said. 

Students select their activity by watching short videos teachers have prepared about their 

given content or hobby. 
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Ms. Bartlett discussed how technology can help teachers assess their students, 

even when they are working with others. Seesaw has allowed her teachers to watch and 

listen to students reading. She said that, as a result of the technology, the teacher does not 

worry about student accountability during independent times: “We don’t have to worry 

that the kids aren’t doing what they’re supposed to be doing out in their stations [during 

reading time], because they have something to produce on Seesaw, and it’s a quick check 

for teachers.”  

Mr. Oman believed that when students have options and pathways “deeper 

learning happens. “Personalized learning is more than compliance, however. In Mr. 

Oman’s school, students are learning through formative assessment measures, where 

students can “make mistakes and they could go back, and they could just reset and do it 

again without judgement or punishment” Mr. Oman spoke of his students using devices 

when he was teaching, saying, “The computer wasn’t going judge them or punish 

them….their level of engagement went up.” He went on to state that personalized 

learning experiences require the teachers to relinquish control in the classroom, so that 

students can “control their pace and they’re not afraid to make mistakes on the 

computer.” The release of control as a means to promote real-world student learning is a 

concept Mr. Oman witnessed earlier in his career, but he found that it is now easier to 

implement within a one-to-one school building, where everyone has access to a device. 

Mr. Oman pointed out that one way that students can control their pace of learning is 

through teacher-created playlists, where students “have control of what order, the way to 
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access to complete a task, and how many of those things they want to access. It gives 

them [students] a lot more control; therefore, they get to control their pace.”  

Mr. Wentworth believed that students should have a choice in their learning. He 

provided an example with a typical assignment in the history classroom. Before, all 

students would be given the same political cartoon chosen by the teacher to critically 

review. Now, he said, students choose their own to discuss, “and that student, or those 

students in that class, benefits because it’s a level of engagement they never had before. 

It’s personal...then because that level of engagement is deepened. They have a better 

educational experience.” 

Personalized learning opportunities offer educational pathways tailored to the 

student, helping them to build skills. The principals interviewed mostly agreed that 

personalized learning, coupled with student choice, helped students feel engaged, which 

deepened their educational experiences. Extending beyond personalization, school 

leaders also discussed emulation of real-world practices in their schools to help students 

feel connected with the content. 

 Summary.  Having fun while learning makes the subject matter memorable and 

authentic for students. Eight out of nine principals felt that entertainment was important 

for engagement, and seven out of nine principals felt personalized learning was aided by 

instructional technology. Emulating the real world was a theme that also emerged as 

important to all of the participants.  

Supporting Student Outcomes. Even though students can benefit from safe and 

fun environments, student outcomes are the primary purpose of education. There is little 
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evidence that technology bolsters student outcomes (Cuban, 2018). However, employing 

instructional technology philosophies within a given school culture and vision could 

create experiences that lend themselves to better outcomes, such as improved test 

preparation, higher reading ability, and content creation for real-world work.  

Test Preparation. When Mr. Wentworth took over at his school, the student test 

scores were lower than expected. When the administration decided to provide all students 

with a device, they also purchased assessment software that simulated the state test to 

provide teachers with formative information and students with practice before the state 

tests officially took place. 

You can imagine your whole year you take a test and it’s on paper, and then the 

next—the state test now is on a computer. It is completely different than any test 

that you’ve ever taken...it’s like playing football and then all of a sudden, we 

change the football field to a pool. It completely changes the dynamics of how 

you would prepare for that test.  

Some students were resistant to the computer test at the beginning of implementation, but 

the principal was steadfast in his belief in test practice and preparation using computers. 

He attributes an increase in student test scores to the test preparation. As he was looking 

at the benchmark data prior to the interview, he noted that the test scores increased from 

39% to 71%.  

Higher Reading Ability. Some of the principals found that students, with the help 

of technology, were practicing their reading more diligently, which led to a higher 

reading ability. Mr. Figgins found, for instance, teachers were getting more feedback 
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about students, so they could then provide a personalized experience to help them 

increase their reading skills. According to Mr. Figgins, in a traditional setting, teachers 

have students reading the same books. But he believed that students should read books 

that are at the individual student’s reading level:  

It is a false presumption to believe that every child in 7th grade reads on the 7th 

grade level. Technology gives us the ability to quickly access and understand 

student’s Lexile [levels] for their reading and can give us a very, very quick 

insight into a child’s ability to read...We can quickly, within 20 min, we can 

understand the instructional reading level of a child...No one is going to become a 

better reader, if they can’t read. Technology, in that case, opens up the door for 

teachers to better understand the readers in their classroom, and to guide them to 

books that allow them to become better readers. 

 Ms. Bartlett also found that by using tools such as Seesaw, a student can 

demonstrate their reading proficiency and become more accountable for their classroom 

work. Ms. Moore echoed Ms. Bartlett’s commentary, as students in her school are also 

using the application to practice their sight words. Teachers could then “go back that 

afternoon and quickly [say], ‘Oh, yup. Got them. Got them. Got them.’” This type of 

formative assessment is quick and painless, and students are given the opportunity to 

perform for an authentic audience composed of the teacher, classmates, and/or partners. 

Content Creation. Creating content instead of consuming content has been a 

perpetual theme throughout the principal interviews. Principals felt they needed to help 

teachers learn why it is important for students to complete real-world work in order to 
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become prepared for their next transition, regardless of whether that is another level of 

schooling or postgraduate work.  

Content creation was an area of focus that Ms. Brown particularly noted:  

I think they [students] can consume, consume, consume, consume. But then the 

other thing that has to be solved. That’s another thing. If they [are] hands on or 

making something in Keynote, I feel like they’re way more involved in it and it 

has more accountability for it. And then more ownership as well, where they can 

say, ‘This is what I created because I…’ ‘Why did you create it? Why made it this 

way? Because dah, dah, dah.’ And then when they’re presenting on their own 

product, not something they read, that somebody else wrote, that somebody else 

did the research on. 

 In Ms. Bartlett’s school, fifth graders learned about the ocean floor, created a 3D 

model in an internet application, labeled parts of the ocean floor, and placed the image 

into Seesaw. The content was designed to help them “remember things that they did, the 

process.” She claimed that even though the information is important for students to 

review, it is more important for them to become good at learning:  

They [students] have to know what works best for them. They have to be exposed 

to many different processes for learning. Then, they have to evaluate which one 

works best for them, so that when they are going off to their next journey after 

high school, be it in the workforce or in college, they're still going to be learning 

something. 
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Summary. While some perceived outcomes may be correlated with technology, 

most outcomes cited are rather intrinsic, with a deep focus on student preparation for the 

real-world. Again, outcomes were not a trend discussed at all of the schools. One out of 

nine principals discussed instructional technology as helping with test preparation. Three 

out of nine principals discussed how technology was helping students develop reading 

skills. Lastly, six out of nine principals felt that content creation was a meaningful 

outcome of using instructional technology. While this research did not measure the 

impact of this focus, it is recommended for further research.  

Beliefs and Actions of Innovative Principals 

The next section will address two of the research questions, which will be 

answered by qualitative data. The first question focuses on the beliefs of the principals 

who employ change agency to change the school culture. The second question focuses on 

how leaders help teachers change their teaching practice. 

(a) What are the beliefs toward innovation of principals who display qualities of 

change agency and knowledge of integrating technology? 

 Principals discussed the following three beliefs during their interviews: (a) belief 

in equity, (b) belief in failing forward culture or risk-taking culture, and (c) a belief in a 

personalized learning experience for the students. These beliefs help shape school culture 

and norms within a one-to-one environment. Because principals have a direct influence 

on school culture, their beliefs can alter how the school operates and the teacher’s 

actions.  
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Mr. Figgins stressed that principals’ beliefs do impact culture. He described the 

difference between “climate” and “culture,” arguing that a leader must have their hand on 

the pulse of the building:  

Culture is an interesting thing in education. What I will say is that it tends to be 

very observable if it is really bad...The climate is something you can influence 

immediately. Culture is something that is impacted over time. So, if I say, ‘Okay. 

If we have 150 books checked out of the library this week by 6th, 7th, and 8th 

graders, I’m going to kiss a pig in the cafeteria.’ So, I’ll kiss a pig. All the kids 

will be really excited and it will all be ‘Rah, rah, Mr. Figgins, kiss the pig.’ It 

impacts climate, it doesn’t impact culture. If I kiss the pig every single day, it 

could potentially impact culture, but I don’t want to kiss a pig every day. The way 

you build culture, you need to figure out what you believe in. You need to 

prioritize your initiatives and what you think is important, and you need to 

communicate them over and over again. 

The beliefs that help guide the interviewed principals to practice invite more discussion 

on how principals act as change agents within their cultures. 

Belief in Digital Equity. Eight out of nine principals expressed a deep need for 

digital equity because they believed that every child should have the same opportunities 

and access to knowledge in today’s society. However, broadband connectivity in rural 

areas and lack of access were cited as top concerns. The principals wanted the students to 

have the same opportunities and access to information as any child across America. Some 

of the principals had to create this type of culture by providing the resources needed to 
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become a ubiquitous learning environment and other principals found that the school had 

already provided them with access before their arrival. Even though there were schools 

that already had devices in hand, the principals made it a point to ensure their use in their 

building on behalf of all students. In the case of all participants, after their teachers were 

provided with access, the focus shifted from using devices for low level activities (e.g., 

word processing or researching on a website), to using them for the more desired higher-

level learning activities (e.g., creation and project-based learning).  

Both Dr. McQuire and Ms. Brown had issues with equity when it came to leading 

their schools to access devices. Dr. McQuire described a barrier faced by teachers 

because they did not have ubiquitous access to Chromebook devices. Soon, she pulled 

funds together and decided she could purchase enough for the whole school; shortly 

thereafter, the Chromebooks became part of her school’s culture. Working in a one-to-

one setting, Dr. McQuire made it a point to ensure that all staff and students had the 

resources they needed to change the school’s environment and culture. Similarly, Ms. 

Brown came into a school where the culture of instructional technology was one under 

lock and key, where the teachers had to sign devices out with the principal, thus 

establishing a barrier to using the technology tools. When she started to lead the school, 

she provided iPads to students in the classroom, much to the surprise of the staff.  

Mr. Mitchell found that when he took over his building, a culture of using 

technology was built into the staff already. That said, he nonetheless tried to continue and 

expect the use of the tools provided by the district. While he stressed that relationships 
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and creation of content is more important than the device itself, it is important that tools 

are used properly in order to provide the best support possible for student learning.  

Belief in Creating Risk-Taking Culture. When instructional technology usage 

becomes a part of the school culture, many risks and rewards need to be considered by 

educators. Many teachers will be using something that did not exist when they were in 

school, and consequently feel uncomfortable or fearful of new teaching techniques and 

strategies. However, the interviewed principals discussed building a culture of risk-taking 

and supporting teachers by taking leaps in their work. Eight out of nine principals felt that 

they should not push technology too much without providing proper support, and 

expressed the overall feeling that forgiveness will certainly be granted should a teacher 

make a mistake. 

 Building a culture of risk-taking, and ultimately trust, takes time within any 

organization. The interviewed principals had to first show the teachers that they could be 

trusted by providing support and forgiveness when they took risks and their efforts fell 

short of expectations. Ms. Moore spoke of her first year as the principal in her current 

placement, and found that it took a year for her to build trust. At the time she started to 

lead, the school was low-performing and under government scrutiny, so she treaded 

lightly. As she began to grow her team, she attempted to balance the ideas of change and 

compliance with the social and emotional needs of her staff.  

Mrs. Bartlett reflected that building trust took time for her as well, because she 

had to prove that she would not judge teacher mistakes. To communicate this to her staff, 

she modeled making mistakes in her practice when using instructional technology. For 
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example, she used a video conferencing interface to speak to her students every morning 

and experienced several technical malfunctions. She explained what happened to her 

staff, and she tried again the next day, showcasing her ability to fail and try again.  

Mrs. Bartlett also stated that teachers feel nervous about using new tools or 

developing new methods of practice. Science, technology, engineering, and mathematics 

(STEAM) programs and lessons have become popular in education as of late, but she 

stated that teachers want to be in control, so it can be difficult to take a more guiding–as 

opposed to controlled—approach in the classroom. Support was very important for her 

teachers to embrace technology, even though she acknowledged that it may not be a 

sufficient impetus for everyone to integrate technology in their praxis.  

 Coaching, instead of evaluating, teachers was important to the interviewed 

principals, too. Coaching differs from evaluative methods because there is no judgement 

on the work of the teacher from the administrator. Instead, the principal views a lesson or 

listens to the teacher, and leads them by discussion through their next steps, drawing 

upon the teacher’s professional opinion within the culture of the school and district. Mr. 

Oman felt very strongly that his role is not to judge the work of a teacher, but to coach 

teachers through taking risks and facing challenges. He noted that, when he took on the 

leadership role in his school, some staff members felt targeted and condemned by the 

former administration, and he had to take time to re-build those relationships and re-

establish trust with his staff to demonstrate that he was truly going to support them. Mr. 

Oman noted that these relationships went beyond purely instructional support; he claimed 

that, in his school, social and emotional support is one of the most important factors in 
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creating success. Nine out of nine principals discussed building relationships to promote 

change within staff and students. 

 Much like Mr. Oman, Mr. Hunter believed in his staff taking risks. He supported 

his teachers by listening to their challenges and celebrations. In his school culture, he 

reiterated how teaching in another manner may benefit student engagement. He claimed 

that sitting down with teachers and listening to them, or giving them time to reflect on the 

cost-benefit analysis, was key to his practice. The benefit of using instructional 

technology when instructionally appropriate was something that all of the principals 

discussed, especially when building personalized pathways for student learning. 

Belief in Personalized Learning Pathways. The traditional narrative of public 

education involves the teacher lecturing in front of the classroom, providing knowledge 

to students who consume that information, and then reiterate the provided details on a 

written or electronic test to ensure they have effectively captured the knowledge. 

However, now, in education, the paradigm is shifting to a progressive technique, where 

students are learning how to build skills and create based on agreed upon standards. The 

interviewed principals all aligned with this paradigm shift, and spoke of personalized 

pathways to ensure the success of student skill building and development.  

Personalized pathways require teachers to be in touch with student needs and 

promote engagement with respect to the content. In fact, Mr. Figgins believed that it is 

important for teachers to meet students where they are on a given topic, instead of 

providing them all with the same material. He also believed that personalization requires 

a skilled professional understanding data-driven decision making on an individual student 
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level. For instance, in Dr. McQuire’s school, students had a choice for intervention 

enrichment time. There were students who receive extra minutes of reading and math 

instruction to help them build their skills, but the other students elected to learn about one 

subject or other, both or neither of which could be done with instructional technology. 

After sharing her own video recording, Dr. McQuire used instructional technology tools 

to help her teachers become more comfortable on camera, and committed to help students 

choose a pathway that best suited them. Because it is part of their everyday life, this 

practice could have helped teachers see how personalized learning based on interests can 

help students engage in their school work.  

When learning about a specific skill, teachers should be committed to showcasing 

student voice through their choice of medium, with or without the use of technology. Ms. 

Bartlett and Mr. Oman addressed student pathway options in their interviews, focusing 

specifically on helping students gain skills for their next steps in life. For them, authentic 

learning experiences and thoughtful integration on the part of the teacher developed 

students’ skills. These principals believed that not every child has to produce the same 

work for full credit; instead, students should attack an authentic problem with the 

information provided or integrated by the teacher, and attempt to provide a solution. Ms. 

Bartlett said one of her main goals is to help students realize the ways in which they can 

demonstrate their learning, so they are ready for their next phase in life. Mr. Oman agreed 

that students need to learn life skills, rather than content. Developing these skills may 

require creation and demonstration. He said: 
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The bigger picture is for them to develop skills and dispositions that will allow 

them as learners to learn whatever it is they want to learn for the rest of their life, 

rather than forcing content on top of them that they’re going to put into short-term 

memory, meanwhile not build any skills. They’re not learning how to learn; 

they’re just learning how to play school. The more they do that, the more 

struggles they’re going to have once they get out of school.  

To demonstrate this idea, he discussed teaching the skill of conflict resolution through the 

discussion of a war, reading a book, and allowing students to take various other pathways 

as developed by teachers in an effort to experience conflict resolution, rather than provide 

a lecture on the topic and encourage students to regurgitate information. 

 Using diagnostic scores to determine how students understand particular skills 

could help teachers easily identify misconceptions and provide extra support to students 

in need. Mr. Hunter’s teachers used instructional technology to identify where students 

are in their learning process, and provided extra lessons and assistance for students based 

upon a diagnostic score. This type of learning has the potential to positively affect student 

outcomes in terms of skills building. 

 In his school, Mr. Wentworth was instilling personalized learning ideals into the 

school culture. He found teaching the same skill at the same time to a group of students to 

be ineffective, and that student interest needed to be considered. He believed that a 

ubiquitous environment helped personalization to take place within his building.  

Summary. Overall, principals’ beliefs and attitudes influence the school culture 

within a ubiquitous learning environment. First, digital equity in access was especially 
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important to these principals. In fact, eight out of nine principals felt that digital equity 

was part of their overall vision—a vision that should be realized in the future. Second, the 

interviewed principals believed in taking risks in educational practice, even when 

teachers were fearful. Eight out of nine principals believed risk-taking to be a hallmark of 

change agency. Third, principals focused on personalized pathways for skill 

development, instead of rote memorization of facts. Seven out of nine principals believed 

that personalized pathways will help students maintain engagement in their work. Six out 

of nine principals valued content creation over consumption of information to help 

students reach their full potential. This question focused on the beliefs of innovative 

school principals; the next question showcases their actions and how they help teachers 

enact change. 

(b) How do school principals navigate and adapt school cultures in a ubiquitous 

learning environment, where each student has access to a device, to promote teacher 

practice change?  

While some principals provide very explicit expectations regarding technology 

use, others focus on support and coaching to encourage teachers to use it in their 

classrooms. However, it was an expectation across the board that technology would be 

used in all schools at appropriate times. To positively affect teacher practice, principals 

modeled technology usage to learn alongside teachers during professional development. 

When teachers would express a desire to learn, principals were quick to provide the 

resources (i.e., time or money). Lastly, they felt it was essential to provide information to 
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the community at large to help them understand the difference between traditional and 

ubiquitous learning environments. 

Expect but Model and Support. The principals set expectations for their staff to 

use technology, but also felt it was equally important that they modeled and supported 

their own usage. In fact, eight out of nine principals consider themselves self-taught when 

it comes to using new technologies or modeling ideas for integration into the classroom. 

Principals reported that setting expectations was necessary for teachers to use the 

technology provided, but also that allowing teachers to change in their own time—rather 

than focus exclusively on compliance—was more likely to produce a lasting impact.  

For example, Ms. Bartlett believed that support is needed for teachers to push 

through barriers of negative personal feelings or fear surrounding innovative techniques. 

She said,  

I think you set the expectation, and then you provide the support to get them 

[teachers] there. They may not want the support, and maybe that’s the mandate. 

Like, ‘You go work with so-and-so, to do this.’ But I think, again, once they see 

the benefit of it for our students and usually it’s more about their own personal 

feelings and fears. 

Even if staff felt comfortable and were excited about switching to a ubiquitous 

learning environment, Mr. Figgins pointed out that buy-in does not guarantee success. He 

believes in sustained professional development to ensure that teachers have ongoing 

support. Even though his staff was excited when they received the devices, support 
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obtained via training and coaching is a major contributor to his staff’s perceived success 

of the initiative. 

However, some principals felt that providing support through professional 

development and resources through financial means may not be enough. Principals also 

focused on modeling their own technology use to show teachers that they will also be 

involved in the learning process, even when they had to learn it on their own. For 

example, by showing them that she was learning every day too, Ms. Brown encouraged 

her teachers to start at their level of comfort, but to continue to move forward and grow in 

their profession.  

Again, nine out of nine principals believe that building relationships is important 

for change to take hold. Ms. Bartlett agrees that principals must understand teachers’ 

professional comfort levels to push them to meet greater expectations. In her 

organizational culture, Ms. Bartlett does not want teachers to feel alone; she wants them 

to be supported with resources, but also with relationships and community. 

Dr. McQuire felt that her staff needed a more explicit approach, explaining that 

she sometimes has to convey her desire for staff to technology as a directive. Her 

approach pushes all teachers forward at the same rate. She went on to say that expectation 

does not come without understanding and modeling. In fact, she purposefully tried to find 

a new tool to demonstrate each year to her staff and community. 

 In addition to technology use, Mr. Mitchell tried to model strategies to help 

students build skills to be used in contemporary society. During a faculty meeting, he and 

his leadership team enabled teachers to collaborate with one another as a way to focus on 
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their new vision as a school and school district. By allowing the staff to experience 

collaboration and creativity, he was demonstrating his expectations for classroom use.  

Learning Alongside Teachers. Eight out of nine principals claimed that they had 

little to no formal training in instructional technology. Instead, they were self-taught in 

instructional technology usage. Even the one principal who had formalized training 

thought that his degree may not be as relevant, due to the rapidly changing nature of 

technology tools. Just like any user, leaders have to learn new tools. They discussed how 

their learning process models the importance for teachers to participate in professional 

development.  

 Ms. Brown is a good example of leading by example. When she first asked the 

teachers to participate in training with an Apple representative, they were intimidated. 

Ms. Brown then said she would schedule her day to be in one-on-one training sessions 

with the Apple trainer and teachers. Because the teachers recognized her time as 

valuable, she felt that they interpreted this action to mean that she would look for ways 

that the teachers were using iPads in the classroom. Because she was part of the 

conversation on adoption of the devices, Ms. Brown understood how she can best support 

her teachers in learning about these devices, and how they can impact student learning.  

 Ms. Bartlett also found that it is important that the teachers feel they are learning 

together as part of a team. She realized that teachers will make mistakes, and she also 

explained that she makes mistakes, as well. Instead of being fearful of making mistakes, 

she encouraged teachers to try within a safe environment: 
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 You have to help everyone to see that we’re all in this together. Like, I am 

learning about technology right along with them. It’s okay to make mistakes with 

it. It’s okay if I come into your classroom, the SMART Board isn’t doing what 

you wanted it to do. 

Ms. Bartlett is committed to creating an environment where teachers and students feel 

free to move forward in innovative practices. 

Educating the Community. School cultures also are an extension of the local 

community. Teachers must feel confident that their community understands the need for 

devices.  Ubiquitous learning environments are far different from what most caregivers 

experienced during their formative years. Because students have access to a lot of 

information, and there is a concern over usage, some caregivers can become worried, 

questioning the need for the devices in the classroom at all. Mr. Figgins took the stance 

that, while equity in terms of technology and access to information is important to his 

school vision, educating caregivers in the community remains key:  

One of the things is true in our business...the more that you deviate from more 

what people know, the more you need to educate them about the change. So, 

education is becoming a lot different. It would not make sense for a school system 

to believe that they can exist as [a] silo and be radically, changing the experience 

for the children within the district without having to educate their parents on what 

that looks like. Because it is the one business that everyone has gone through, and 

everyone has an opinion about it, and typically their opinion is based off of the 

experiences they had—whether they were good or bad—that’s what they are 
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going to draw their opinion off of. So, one of the things is we will start using 

technology to educate our parents about our changes. 

Mr. Figgins pointed out that school districts should be understanding of parent questions 

and need for clarity. As he continuously changes the dynamics in his school, he relies on 

technology in the form of videos and social media to help parents learn information 

pertaining to the school.  

 Mr. Oman found that some caregivers come to him because they want something 

done in terms of their child’s use of the devices. In that case, he employs certain policies 

to help navigate the issue, and recommends a change in policy, if warranted. Generally, 

in these situations, he tries to point out that technology is embedded in the fabric of 

society today, so, to enable students to become ready for the real world, they need to use 

it in school. By explaining the need and through careful consideration of teacher choice 

of technological tools, caregivers seemed to understand the place of technology in the 

classroom.  

However, if a child’s behavior became a barrier to creating the school culture Mr. 

Oman desired, he believed in working with the family to ensure their ultimate success, 

which may mean limited use of technology. Likewise, In Mr. Hunter’s community, there 

was, what he called, an “anti-technology push” from caregivers. While he understands 

the concern, he believed that it can be “incredibly near-sighted” because society is 

inundated with technology. He wanted to help students learn how to use the tools, rather 

than be fearful of new gadgets.  
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Summary. According to nine out of nine principals, teacher practice change is 

rooted in expectations from the administration, students, and the community. Moreover, 

nine out of nine leaders found that expecting teachers to use tools of technology requires 

resources and ongoing support. Six out of nine principals specifically discussed 

resources, which include working technology, time to collaborate, and money for 

learning opportunities. Ongoing support is included through sustained professional 

development with the use of coaches, trainers, and leaders. Following these workshops, 

the interviewed leaders expected to see teachers include the discussed strategies in 

practice, but they also understood they would have to allow for mistakes and model 

technology use for their staff. Finally, the community, as a part of the school culture, 

needs to embrace and empower their students and teachers to use the devices with 

purpose. Nine of nine innovative principals agreed that educating the community of the 

changes made due to the ubiquitous learning environment was important for their 

success. Without the support and understanding of the community, funding and buy-in 

would not occur.  

Teacher Survey Results 

A total of 465 teachers were surveyed and 230 responded. The data was cleaned 

to only include teachers who fell into the participant definition, which excluded coaches, 

administrators, librarians, or any teacher who had less than three months experience in 

their current school. Those who did not consent or complete the survey fully were also 

excluded. A total of 46 respondents did not meet the requirements and, therefore, survey 
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data analysis accounts for 184 teachers who teach in a classroom and have more than 

three months experience in their current school.  

(c) How do teachers report their experience of technology integration in schools led by 

innovative leaders within a ubiquitous learning environment? 

Teachers' experiences of technology integration were gathered using multiple 

five-point Likert-type question (agreement) scales, including teacher attitudes, barriers, 

community relationships, knowledge, teacher motivation, school culture, school vision, 

student engagement, and student outcomes. Table 8 provides descriptive statistics for the 

overall sample. Overall averages indicated that teachers felt more positively about how 

technology integration influenced their practice (M = 4.01, SD= .582) and enhanced 

student engagement (M = 3.96, SD = .581). Teachers also reported working in a positive 

school culture (M = 3.96, SD = .496), where the leader has knowledge (M = 3.92, SD = 

.622) of technology application, and creates a school vision (M = 3.89, SD = .455) 

honoring technology integration. In these environments, teachers generally reported 

feeling motivated (M = 3.89, SD =.622) to use technology in their classrooms. Teachers 

also reported a mid-range of positive teacher attitudes (M = 3.82, SD = .529) toward 

technology integration. Teachers also felt that community stakeholders, including 

caregivers, wanted them to use technology in the classroom and moderately used 

technology to communicate with community members and to develop relationships with 

said members (M = 3.68, SD = .536). In general, teachers were socially aware (M = 3.67, 

SD = .761) that students wanted to use technology in the classroom. Teachers, on 

average, felt that instructional technology could help support student outcomes (M = 
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3.63, SD = .630). Lastly, the lowest rated scale according to the survey results was 

barriers (M = 2.89, SD = .535). Teachers, in general, felt that students’ misuse of 

technology was not a major concern, that teachers did not need to know more about 

technology than students, that there was a need to integrate technology, and did not report 

having a difficult time in integrating instructional technologies. Overall, they felt that 

schools and teachers were prepared for technology integration and not limited by policies 

and practices. The barrier scale is expected to be lower because the survey was conducted 

in an identified innovative environment.  

The overall trends show that school 1, Mr. Figgins’s school, has the highest 

averages in all categories and reported the fewest barriers. The averages are as follows: 

(a) teacher attitudes (M = 4.50, SD = .561), (b) community relationships M = 4.00, SD = 

.638), (c) teacher knowledge (M = 4.69, SD = .295), (d) teacher motivation M = 4.71, SD 

= .405), (e) school culture (M = 4.67, SD = .419), (f) school vision (M = 4.54, SD = .360), 

(g) social awareness (M = 4.29, SD = .756), (h) student engagement (M = 4.50, SD = 

.540), (i) student outcomes (M = 4.14, SD = .720), and (j) teacher practice change (M = 

4.69, SD = .476). For barriers, the teachers reported the lowest score (M = 2.54, SD = 

.550), which may suggest that Mr. Figgins paves the way for innovation and helps 

overcome any obstacles. 

School 4, Mr. Mitchell’s school, scored lowest in the areas of teacher attitudes (M 

= 3.66, SD = .492), student engagement (M = 3.66, SD = .570), and student outcomes (M 

= 3.42, SD = .570). School 6, Ms. Brown’s school, also scored lowest in the areas of 

student outcomes (M = 3.42, SD = .520) and social awareness (M = 3.00, SD = 1.00). 



 

207 

School 3, Mr. Hunter’s school, scored lowest on school vision (M = 3.73, SD = .475), 

teacher motivation (M = 3.78, SD = .492), and community relationships (M = 3.92, SD = 

.436). School 8, Mr. Wentworth’s school, scored lowest on teacher practice change (M = 

3.80, SD = .705). And School 9, Ms. Moore’s school, scored lower on teacher knowledge 

(M = 3.86, SD = .512). Despite having lower skills, there were no discernable differences 

between groups at the p ≥ .05 level
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Table 8  

 

Mean and Standard Deviation by School and Scale 

 

School 

M 

SD  

1 

Figgins 

M 

SD 

2 

McQuire 

M 

SD 

3 

Hunter 

M 

SD 

4 

Mitchell 

M 

SD 

5 

Bartlett 

M 

SD 

6 

Brown 

M 

SD 

7 

Oman 

M 

SD 

8 

Wentworth 

M 

SD 

9 

Moore 

M 

SD 

Scale 

(overall 

M/SD) 

n=184 

3.753/.572 

Teacher 

attitudes 

3.82 

.529 

4.50 

.561 

3.81 

.556 

3.81 

.475 

3.66 

.492 

3.81 

.482 

3.56 

.419 

4.06 

.454 

3.73 

.592 

3.91 

.438 

Barriers 

2.89 

.535 

2.54 

.550 

2.89 

.540 

2.957 

.521 

3.04 

.558 

2.68 

.547 

3.00 

.529 

2.51 

.429 

3.05 

.510 

2.93 

.407 

Community 

relationships 

3.68 

.536 

4.00 

.638 

3.75 

.556 

3.357 

.531 

3.73 

.437 

3.77 

.561 

3.78 

.385 

3.95 

.524 

3.47 

.576 

3.62 

.442 

Knowledge 

3.92 

.535 

4.69 

.295  

3.88 

.512 

3.94 

.568 

3.92 

.436 

3.88 

.495 

3.89 

.419 

4.14 

.407 

3.75 

.619 

3.86 

.512 

Motivation 4.71 3.917 3.55 3.78 4.06 4.33 3.95 3.75 3.88 
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3.89 

.622 

.405 .626 .687 .492 .570 .667 .743 .655 .538 

School 

culture 

3.96 

.496 

4.67 

.419 

3.83 

.429 

3.89 

.525 

3.96 

.439 

3.94 

.444 

4.00 

.441 

4.19 

.476 

3.87 

.561 

3.93 

.507 

School 

vision 

3.89 

.485 

4.54 

.360 

3.86 

.458 

3.73 

.475 

3.89 

.507 

3.93 

.444 

4.13 

.231 

4.02 

.451 

3.81 

.515 

3.79 

.445 

Social 

awareness 

3.67 

.791 

4.29 

.756 

3.82 

.723 

3.71 

.825 

3.26 

.760 

3.74 

.656 

3.00 

1.00 

3.77 

.725 

3.68 

.791 

3.91 

.848 

Student 

engagement 

3.99 

.581 

4.50 

.540 

4.04 

.508 

4.09 

.542 

3.66 

.570 

4.03 

.569 

3.83 

.144 

4.02 

.608 

3.98 

.629 

4.20 

.488 

Student 

outcomes 

3.63 

.630 

4.14 

.720 

3.55 

.614 

3.68 

.769 

3.42 

.570 

3.65 

.606 

3.42 

.520 

3.85 

.600 

3.62 

.664 

3.75 

.569 

Teacher 

practice 

4.01 

.582 

4.69 

.476 

3.96 

.500 

4.07 

.526 

3.93 

.521 

3.99 

.637 

3.83 

.33 

4.28 

.463 

3.80 

.705 

4.16 

.499 
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One-way ANOVA tests were conducted in SPSS with a post-hoc corresponding 

to the areas of significant difference between the schools at the p=.05 significance level.  

Scheffe post-hoc test was determined to be appropriate because it does not require equal 

sample sizes, allowing for more power (Cribble & Klockers, 2019). School 1 and School 

6 were deleted from the data prior to running the test due to low sample size. All tests 

met the assumptions of independence of observations, homogeneity of variance, and 

normal distribution. 

ANOVA tests revealed significant differences between schools for the following: 

(a) barriers [F(6,167)=2.996, p= .008)], (b) community relationships [F(6,167)=2.596, p= 

.020)], (c) social awareness [F(6,167)=2.473, p= .026)], and (d) student engagement 

[F(6,167)=2.724, p= .015)] were found significant at the p<.05 significance level. 

However, post-hoc tests did not reveal discernible differences between groups. 

Correlation. Bivariate correlations among the variables indicated a statistically 

significant relationship between all composite variables, with the exception of 

community relationships and barriers. (see Table 9). The data indicate a significant 

positive correlation between teacher motivation for using technology and perceptions of 

an innovative culture r(184) = .635, p <.01. Additionally, there is a positive statically 

significant correlation between teachers’ social awareness and perceived student 

engagement, r(184) = .671, p <.01. Teachers who reported as socially aware had a 

positive statistically significant correlation with perceived student engagement in their 

classes, r(184) = .737, p <.01. As expected, perceived teacher motivation and teacher 

attitudes had a positive statistically significantly correlation to the use of instructional 
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technology in practice, r(184) = .610, p <.01 and r(184) = .741, p <.01, respectively. 

There was no statistically significant relationship between perceived barriers and 

community relationships r(184)= -.059, p= .430. However, barriers did have a negative 

statistically significant correlation with all other variables, including teacher practice 

using technology in the classroom, r(184) = -.323, p <.01. 

Table 9 

Correlations of the Survey Scale Measurements 

 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1.School Culture -- 
         

2. Vision .534** -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

3. Barriers -.281** -.236** -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

4. Knowledge .557** .671** -.301** -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

5. Social 

awareness 
.513** .368** -.259** .387** -- -- -- -- -- -- 

6. Teacher 

motivation 
.635** .527** -.332** .540** .438** -- -- -- -- -- 

7. Teacher 

attitudes 
.570** .530** -.290** .680** .554** .607** -- -- -- -- 

8. Teacher 

practice 
.609** .626** -.323** .731** .486** .610** .741** -- -- -- 

9. Community 

relationships 
.524** .400** -.059 .387** .397** .458** .442** .398** -- -- 

10. Student 

engagement 
.584** .430** -.286** .438** .737** .562** .673** .619** .391** -- 

11. Student 

outcomes 
.633** .472** -.327** .524** .667** .601** .732** .660** .392** .808** 

Note: **p<.01 
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Multiple Linear Regression. According to the conceptual framework, leadership 

characteristics and vision shape innovative school culture, which encompasses teacher 

practice, community relationships, and student engagement; this finding supports 

favorable student outcomes. Therefore, I conducted standard multiple linear regression 

analyses to test this relationship and determine the strength of the predictor variables in 

perceived student engagement and teacher practice. Because there was no direct 

observation of student outcomes, and the qualitative data did not fully support this notion, 

I did not conduct a linear regression in terms of student outcomes, which, according to 

the framework, is the ultimate criterion variable. 

School culture and vision as cultivated by the administrator may be seen as 

predictors of student engagement. A linear regression analysis showed statistically 

significant results, which accounted for 36.0% of the variance; F(2, 181)= 50.994, p 

=.000. Table 10 provides the regression results. 

 

Table 10  

Regression of Composite Variables Predicting Student Engagement 

Variables Unstandardized β Std. Error Standardized β Sig. 

Constant .922 .317 -- .004* 

School vision .198 .084 .116 .020* 

School culture .580 .082 .495 .000* 

*Statistically significant at the a= .05 level 
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Additionally, to examine predictor variables informing teacher practice, another 

multiple regression analysis found that school culture, social awareness, school vision, 

and knowledge predict teacher practices. The model was statistically significant, 

accounting for 62.5% of the variance, F (4, 179) = 74.411, p=.000. See Table 11 for the 

regression results.  

 

Table 11  

Regression of Composite Variables Predicting Teacher Practice 

 

Variables Unstandardized β Std. Error Standardized β Sig. 

Constant .017 .247 -- .944 

School vision .195 .077 .163 .012* 

Social awareness .112 .040 .152 .005* 

School culture .221 .072 .189 .002* 

Knowledge .498 .071 .458 .000* 

*Statistically significant at the a= .05 level 

 

Mixed Methods 

To review each of the elements from a qualitative and quantitative approach, I 

created a mixed methods joint display (Guetterman et al., 2015), which allowed me to 

select the most appropriate quote from each of the principals to reveal how they felt about 

the area of interest (see Appendix F). I selected quotes that spoke to their self-reported 

school culture and belief system. It was from that list, that I pulled quotations to answer 

the research questions pertaining to qualitative research. This joint display also helps 

inform the quantitative work to try to reveal differences between innovative principals. 
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While each section is important, the highest rated scales according to teacher 

attitudes were teacher practice change (M=4.1080), student engagement (M=3.9851), and 

school culture (M=3.9593). The lowest rated scales included student outcomes 

(M=.3.6284) and barriers (M=2.8854). These results followed trends found in the current 

research literature.  

In teacher practice change, the trend in the highlighted quotes was building 

relationships and discussing the overall vision in great detail within explicit 

environments, such as faculty meetings, and also in casual conversations. Mr. Oman 

described this change as a shift in focus from how to deliver technology tools to how 

technology can be integrated into the content areas:  

I have seen a shift to an instructional lens of use of technology. So, where the 

conversation may be, ‘Hey, I want to be able to have kids do this thing. Is there 

technology out there that can help me get there?’ Where my training as a teacher 

was, ‘Hey, here’s BlackBoard…I want you to use it.’ 

Using technology with intent meant that teachers are moving away from the traditional 

practice towards meaningful integration.  

 Student engagement was also rated as higher by the teachers. According to the 

principal perspectives, student choice and voice through personalized learning pathways 

were noted as appropriate means to engage students in real-world, skill-building 

curriculum. According to Ms. Bartlett, “If students aren’t interested [in the materials], 

they’re not going to truly learn it and be invested in it.” Ms. Brown illustrated this with a 

story of a first grade class using essay writing as a precursor to creating their own 
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commercials: “We had the green screen, we had the kids. They were the director. Um, 

yeah (laughs). We made it all adult.” 

 Lastly, school culture was seen as innovative, according to the teacher scores. The 

principals wanted to build a culture where teachers had access to devices, and then 

expected them to use the devices with given supports for better student learning and 

engagement. They believe that culture-building takes time and consistent actions by staff 

and by themselves as leaders.  Mr. Oman said that his school culture enabled staff to 

build capacity to “become supportive of each other. Right? So, I’m going to go ahead and 

push my neighbor over here to say, ‘Hey, give this a try. I’m here to support you. It’s 

okay if you fail.’” 

 On the other end of the spectrum, teachers did not feel as confident about student 

outcomes as a result of technology use, and cited having low barriers for their work.  

Principals feel that technology did support student outcomes, but it was not necessarily 

“the end-all be-all,” as Mr. Mitchell stated. However, the more that a teacher used 

appropriate tools, the more information they could garner about individual students. As 

Mr. Figgins noted, figuring out a student’s Lexile indicator could provide valuable data 

for helping students access information. Ms. Moore found that students who are using 

tools like Seesaw can practice skills and receive quick feedback. 

 Barriers were the lowest score, as per teacher attitudes, meaning they have few 

barriers to complete their work in terms of support and policy regulation when using 

technologies. Principals cited caregiver and teacher resistance as being two of the main 

barriers to using technology in the classroom. They also pointed out that negative social 
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media interactions could play a role in student behavior at school. However, the 

principals mitigated issues over time. For instance, Mr. Wentworth noted students were 

cracking screens on purpose because there were few repercussions. Soon, he developed a 

policy that prevented students from taking advantage of the school’s generosity and made 

them “pay for the whole” Chromebook in specific situations. 

 In general, the survey results correlated with the interview transcripts, defined 

themes, and emergent themes. It seems that in schools with leaders who are valued as 

innovative, teachers tend to have an attitude of a high rate of practice change toward a 

shared school culture or vision. In addition, the teachers reported a low threshold of 

barriers to conduct their work. Future research needs to be completed on student 

outcomes to understand more deeply how technology can support and impact student 

learning. 

Summary 

It was expected that schools would have similar outcomes due to the nature of the 

research. During participant recruitment, all participants were nominated with the same 

definition of “innovative leadership” in mind, so the scores should be similar or vary 

slightly, suggesting that groups with innovative leaders will have similarities in 

operations and attitudes. The survey revealed that teachers have a positive outlook on 

proposed variables, which include school culture, school vision, barriers, leader 

knowledge, social awareness, teacher attitudes, teacher motivation, teacher practice 

change, community relationships, student engagement, and student outcomes. They also 

reported having low barriers to aid them in using instructional technology tools. 



 

217 

Chapter Five 

 

This mixed methods research design consulted innovative school principals (n=9) 

to learn about their beliefs and practices, as well as their staff (n =184) to learn about 

their perspectives. Additionally, this research reviewed teachers’ perspectives of their 

school culture and instructional technology. All participants were nominated to take part 

in the research, and all were located in the Mid-Atlantic area of the U.S. Each principal’s 

staff was surveyed, with the survey instrument focusing on the attitudes of teachers 

within an innovative, ubiquitous learning environment. The research found that there are 

similarities between the principals’ leadership and a variety of themes originating from 

the established conceptual framework. When analyzing the survey, there were no 

discernable differences between the school staff, which highlights similarities in the 

different school cultures. A theme did emerge in the teacher survey, suggesting that when 

teacher attitudes were considered more positive about technology integration, attitudes 

towards barriers were low. 

This research assumed that the leader has a direct impact on creating a school 

culture through their vision, and a direct impact on teacher behavior (Leithwood & Jantzi, 

2006; Mulford, 2013). Leaders situated within innovative cultures discussed being 

knowledgeable about instructional technology tools, socially aware of technology pitfalls 

and ideals, and having change agency. Teachers, assuming a direct effect on student 

outcomes, would change practice when prompted by their principal (Thannimalai & 

Raman, 2018).  Due to that change, students might be more likely to engage in 21st 
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century skill- building (Fishman & Dede, 2016), in turn suggesting better student 

outcomes. 

Chapter 5 focuses on a summary of key findings, a discussion of key findings, 

implementations for practice, recommendations, and limitations of the research 

conducted in response to the following research questions: (a) What are the attitudes 

toward innovation of principals who display qualities of change agency, knowledge of 

integrating technology, and social awareness? (b) How do school principals navigate and 

adapt school cultures in a ubiquitous learning environment, where each student has 

access to a device, to promote teacher practice change? (c) In schools led by innovative 

leaders, and in the context of a ubiquitous learning environment, what are the teacher 

attitudes towards technology integration?, The first chapter suggested the need for an 

innovative leader to promote digital equity, both in terms of student access and student 

skill. The second chapter introduced the history of instructional technology and research 

pertaining to the conceptual framework of a school with an innovative leader. The third 

chapter focused on the methodology used in this research study, and chapter four detailed 

findings derived from both qualitative and quantitative measures. All of this information 

will be summarized in this final chapter of the dissertation. 

General Review of the Research 

Throughout history, instructional technology has been evolving in terms of 

devices, access, and ways of knowing. The Progressive movement focused on students 

learning through experiences (Williams, 2017), while the Traditional movement relied on 

measurement and standardized tests (Saettler, 1990). Progressives are continually trying 
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to transition the paradigm in the current era of accountability. However, there are those 

within the Traditional camp who are skeptical of using instructional technology to 

enhance instruction, claiming that real change does not result from access to devices 

(Cibulka & Cooper, 2017; Cuban, 2018). While student outcomes are rarely the result of 

using technology (Cuban, 2018), technology enthusiasts believe that using technology 

can help emulate the real world, and prepare students for adulthood (Cibulka & Cooper, 

2017).  

The principals studied shared the views of the technology enthusiasts. Within 

their school culture, the interviewed principals focused on digital equity, risk-taking, and 

personalized learning experiences for students, which implies that they do try to infuse 

their practice with this instructional technology philosophy. The research suggests that 

the interviewed principals share a vision with teachers, a vision that uses student 

experiences to emulate the real world within the classroom.  

Two types of leadership—distributive and transformational—were researched and 

discussed as preparation for this research. Distributive leadership aims to empower others 

to make decisions, lead others, and learn the skills needed to elevate their understanding 

of practice to accomplish shared goals (Harris, 2014). In their research of 

superintendents, Levin and Shurm (2012) found distributive leadership to be a hallmark 

of those who integrate technology into their practice. Transformational leadership, on the 

other hand, occurs when the environment is radically changed based on a shared vision 

(Jeanes, 2019). Transformational leadership relies on relationship building, morality, and 

cultural change (Leithwood & Jantzi, 1999). It is suggested that the use of technology to 
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improve student learning and efficiency be a combination of the two leadership 

dispositions. 

The principals featured in this research used both distributive and 

transformational models to lead. As change agents, all of the principals valued 

relationships, building capacity in staff, and modeling and supporting teachers to focus on 

a shared vision. On the one hand, the research suggests that most principals do not feel 

comfortable enough with just a pre-service principal preparation program on technology 

integration (Machado & Chung, 2015; Pautz & Sadera, 2015; Stanhope et al., 2010). On 

the other hand, the interviewed principals found the challenge of learning new skills to be 

rewarding, even if it pushed them out of their comfort zone. The importance of leaders 

understanding technology was cited as important by all of the principal participants. 

Modeling and understanding tools can have an effect on teachers’ use of technology in 

their classrooms (Shamir-Inbal & Blau, 2017).  

All of the principals who participated in the research came from communities 

with rural areas. Rural areas often do not have the same degree of access to the internet as 

urban areas, a concern that most of the principals discussed in terms of broadband 

internet in the home (Hughes & Read, 2018). Rural areas are also said to have more 

teachers who are resistant to using technology, which is the top barrier identified by the 

principals (Kotok & Kryst, 2017; Wang, 2013). Due to this barrier, the research suggests 

that an innovative leader would help navigate and motivate teachers to move to more 

innovative practices. 
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Framework Discussion 

 Given this information, it is clear that a new type of school leader may benefit 

innovative teacher practice. I have theorized that a transformative digital leader who uses 

both distributive and transformational leadership practices can help create a strong 

foundation in a school’s culture and vision for technology integration. Within this 

framework, 12 elements were discussed: (a) school culture, (b) school vision, (c) barriers, 

(d) leader as knowledgeable, (e) leader a socially aware, (f) leader as change agent, (g) 

teacher motivation, (h) teacher attitudes, (i) teacher practice, (j) community relationships, 

(k) student engagement, and (l) supporting student outcomes (see Figure 2). The school 

culture and school vision comprise the totality of the framework, meaning that both of 

these elements impact all stakeholder behaviors. The leader needs to possess three 

elements in order to promote technology integration; these elements include the fact that 

he or she must be (a) knowledgeable about instructional technology, (b) socially aware of 

technology and its impact on society, and (c) understand how he or she can act as a 

change agent. This type of leader can then influence teacher motivation and attitudes, 

which changes the classroom experience through teacher practice and community 

relationships. Students will consequently experience increased engagement, which can 

support positive student outcomes.  

 



 

222 

 

Figure 2 

Transformative Digital Leaders Conceptual Framework 

 

School Culture and Vision 

 “School culture” refers to a set of beliefs, values, and assumptions for all 

stakeholders within a given school community (Association for School and Curriculum 

Development, 2018). Technology integration becomes part of the school culture when 

teachers use it over time, and when the leader has a positive perspective towards 

changing school culture (Shamir-Inbal & Blau, 2017). The interviewed principals 

described creating a school culture that purposefully promoted digital equity, allowed for 

risk-taking in professional practice, and enabled personalization of material for best 

practices in student learning. “School vision” focuses on future goals and sees creating a 

shared vision as important for leaders who use instructional technology to effectively 

implement it into their building (Levin & Schrum, 2012). In addition to digital equity, the 
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vision of the interviewed principals focused on simulating real-world practice within the 

classroom by providing authentic tasks for the learner to develop skills. Interviewed 

school leaders focused on student choice and voice when creating summative assessment 

opportunities for a greater student experience. 

Leadership 

Leaders must be knowledgeable about instructional technology to understand how 

to incorporate it into their school culture and vision, as well as the reasons for doing so. 

Even though principals, in general, claim that they are not offered professional 

development opportunities, the interviewed principals said they were self-taught and 

learned alongside staff members (McLeod et al., 2015). Understanding instructional 

technology can help principals act as change agents. Fullan (2001) explained how both 

moral purpose and relationship-building became important for an organization to create 

change. The principals discussed their moral purpose, especially in terms of digital 

equity, throughout the entire interview, but did point out the need for relationships to be 

able to build trust to actualize change. They also felt that they had to build capacity 

within the staff as a distributive leader, and model and support the desired changes.  

The leader must also be socially aware of technological changes in society. 

Technology rapidly changes and adults, including caregivers, administrators, and 

teachers, were not born into the same world that students are today. Children must 

navigate the digital world, and adults, just like in other parts of life, are expected to be 

stewards (Heiner, 2016). However, without an awareness of what students are using or an 

understanding of developmental appropriateness, schools may not have a firm vision. The 
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interviewed principals felt that understanding student development is important for 

leading an innovative school. The principals understood students’ need for guidance from 

the school and caregivers, and cited the negative effects sometimes incurred using social 

media and digital tools. For them, a sense of balance remained key. 

Barriers 

For any school culture or vision, there are always barriers to be mitigated by the 

leader and staff. The interviewed principals saw these barriers as challenges, and their 

most cited barrier was consistent with the research, which states that teacher resistance is 

the biggest hurdle to building a school’s culture and vision (Sincar, 2013). Student 

behavior and community concerns were also among the top barriers mentioned, which 

were mitigated through policy creation, relationship-building, and educating the 

community. Management of devices was also something leadership had to think through 

upon creating or maintaining a ubiquitous learning environment.  

Teacher Behavior 

 To overcome these barriers, especially teacher resistance, the interviewed leaders 

focused on how they could motivate their staff to make changes (Piper & Hardesty, 

2005). Teacher attitudes are tied to challenges in infrastructure, executive issues, and 

instructional issues; in these instances, teachers are less likely to use the technology for 

learning purposes (Vatanartiran & Karadeniz Bahcesehir, 2015). The interviewed 

principals did focus on how they help overcome teacher resistance through a coaching 

approach, rather than an evaluative one. While McLeod and Garber (2018) developed a 

protocol to help administrators utilize technology-rich instruction for evaluative 
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measures, the protocol is more reflective in nature, which remains consistent with the 

message received from the principals. Additionally, the teacher survey suggested that 

teachers in innovative schools are positively motivated to integrate technology within the 

classroom and report little barriers for use.  

Even though teachers in innovative schools are using the technology, this research 

did not fully address classroom practice change due to devices. However, all of the 

interviewed principals felt that teachers should be emulating real-world practice as part of 

their vision. Cuban (2018) referred to this type of change as incremental rather than 

fundamental. Incremental changes allow for formative assessment to help teachers 

provide the proper assessment through a more personalized approach (Gheradi, 2017).  

Community Relationships 

Community relationships were important to all of the interviewed principals 

because they believe caregivers to be partners in student learning. Should a community 

desire or not desire technology, the district and school leadership would be impacted 

politically. In the case of the innovative principals, most of their communities did support 

the initiative; however, there were pockets of parents who wanted more information and 

education, which the principals were happy to provide.  

All of the schools were situated within rural communities or had areas in their 

districts with rural students. Rural schools have issues with economic disparity and 

access to broadband internet service (Hughes & Read, 2018). Cuban (2018) also found 

that students who are disadvantaged were normally given skill-and-drill practice rather 

than creation projects; however, his finding was not supported by the innovative 
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principals. Within the interviews, they felt that creation was needed in classroom practice 

and promoted the idea through explicit and implicit actions.  

Student Engagement 

 Students are engaged when they have authentic learning tasks that emulate the 

real world (Hattie, 2009; Vygotsky, 1978). Project-based assessments allow for skill 

building and engagement (Boss & Larmer, 2018). The interviewed principals felt that 

student engagement was synonymous to entertaining students with relevant materials and 

assignments. Principals celebrated teachers who used popular tools, such as Minecraft or 

Fortnight, to allow for world-building in class. The innovative principals wanted students 

to feel like school was a fun place that helped them acquire skills they would use 

throughout their lifespan. 

Supporting Student Outcomes 

Currently, there is little research on how technology, as an isolated variable, can 

support student outcomes; however, within any school culture and vision, the ultimate 

purpose of a school is to help students with their life by producing optimal outcomes. 

Allen et al. (2009) found that high levels of student engagement are positively correlated 

to a leader’s role as a producer, monitor, and innovator. Therefore, a leader can help 

support student outcomes through facets of engagement.  

There were no consistent themes among the principals, except in the area of 

content creation, which was a theme that continued to an outcome. Six out of nine found 

that, through the use of technology, students were more readily able to create based on 

the material learned. One principal cited using technology for test preparation as having a 
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positive effect on students, and three out of nine principals thought that technology 

integration was helping to provide meaningful data and ways to track and showcase 

reading skills, thus leading to higher reading ability.  

Summary 

The interviewed principals felt that instructional technology efforts were braided 

into their overall school culture and vision, making their ubiquitous learning environment 

essential for everyday learning. While they may not have fundamentally changed the 

business of school, innovative principals felt they are knowledgeable about instructional 

technology practices, remain socially aware and relevant to today’s society, and act as a 

change agent to promote teacher practice change through the motivation and cultivation 

of positive teacher attitudes. While there are barriers to be addressed, innovative 

principals see barriers as challenges to be mitigated through relationship- building, 

community education, resources, support, and model behavior. Community relationships 

still tend to remain important, though, as caregivers are viewed as school partners. The 

culture and vision for the future supply the environment for students to become engaged 

with their work, which, in turn, can support student outcomes. 

Overall Key Findings 

While the research questions directed a focus on belief systems, practices, and 

teacher experiences, the overall data provided interesting findings based on the 

conceptual framework. These overall key findings represent the most frequently 

discussed points in principal interviews:  
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1. School Culture: Digital Equity and Risk-Taking. School culture resulting 

in a sense of equity, risk-taking, and personalized learning are important to 

the principals when building a school culture of innovation.  

• Digital Equity - Eight out of nine principals felt strongly that all 

students should have access to information and broadband 

connectivity. 

• Risk-Taking - Eight out of nine principals also believe that a 

culture of risk-taking promotes innovative practice and encourages 

it with their staff. 

2. Vision: Emulating the Real World. Shared vision is important when 

determining direction (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2006; Mulford, 2013). In this 

research, the principal participants all discussed emulating the real world 

to be a vision of theirs. To emulate the real world, the participants talked 

of skill-building and authentic learning tasks. 

3. Barrier: Teacher Resistance. For any culture and vision, there are barriers 

to overcome (Norton & Hathaway, 2011). Teacher resistance is the barrier 

that all of the principal participants discussed. Principals discussed 

building relationships and modeling strategies to help teachers move 

toward leadership expectations. 

4. Leadership Knowledge: Understanding Instructional Technology. Most 

of the leaders are self-taught in terms of instructional technology usage. 

They felt they had to take initiative in learning new tools to show their 
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staff. Understanding the tools was key to helping teachers change or adopt 

tools and ideas within the classroom (Hsieh et al., 2014). 

5. Change Agency. There were three areas within the broader category of 

change agency that all principals addressed: (a) a focus on relationships, 

(b) building capacity within staff, and (c) modeling and supporting the 

teachers. Because all of the principals discussed each of these areas, I will 

be focusing on all three as key findings. 

• Focus on Relationships. Relationships with the staff and 

community continue to remain a constant for a 

transformative leader (Fullan, 2001). The principals 

discussed their focus on relationships as being an important 

element of change. 

• Building Capacity within Staff. Distributive leadership 

empowers and emboldens staff members to make and 

improve decisions interdependently (Harris, 2014). 

Building capacity also allows for staff buy-in because they 

are shared decision-makers (Levin & Schrum, 2012).  

• Model and Support. Modeling and supporting teachers 

can make for a more efficient culture building (Weng & 

Tang, 2014). From the perspectives of the principals, 

modeling helped teachers use tools in the classroom. 
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6. Social Awareness: Understanding Student Development Principals seem 

to be curious and understand student development in terms of technology 

use and digital literacy.  

7. Teacher Attitudes and Motivation: Expectations from Administrators. It 

can be inferred that teacher attitudes and motivations are spurred from the 

expectations and innovations of administration (Piper & Hardesty, 2005). 

Expectations must align with the overall vision. 

8. Community Relationships: Educating the Community. All principals 

discussed educating the community to be fundamental to a ubiquitous 

learning environment.  

9. Student Engagement: Entertainment. The principals discussed how 

teachers can help student engagement by providing them with ways to be 

entertained through more of a hands-on approach to learning, situated in 

authentic practices. 

10. Teacher Attitudes: Teacher attitudes are suggested to be positive with a 

low barrier to technology use in innovative schools.  

Methods Review 

In this mixed methods design, instructional technology leaders from five districts 

in the U.S. Mid-Atlantic were asked to nominate up to three principals who were 

considered innovative based on the definition of innovative leaders as “technologically 

knowledgeable, a change agent, and socially aware while understanding the deep roots 

encompassing cultivated school culture and vision.” Innovative leaders motivate and 
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influence teacher attitudes and practice, which, as a result, influences student engagement 

and outcomes. At the same time, community relationships and partnerships with the 

principal and his or her staff help provide access and encourage skillset acquisition. 

While there were 15 nomination slots available for inclusion in this study, 11 principals 

were nominated and asked to participate. Nine principals accepted the nomination and 

committed to a one-hour semi-structured interview, and agreed to have a survey 

disseminated to their teachers. Principals had the option of sending out a survey to the 

staff via email or having me deliver the survey in person. Eight out of nine participants 

chose the electronic distribution of the survey.  

After the interviews were conducted, I reviewed the transcripts and organized the 

material in a way that could help explain specific portions of the conceptual framework 

by using a priori codes. Then, I reviewed each conceptual framework area and further 

organized quotations into emergent codes developed from research-based understandings. 

I also reviewed the survey data and summarized the results to help better understand the 

teacher experience within the leader's cultivated school culture. Lastly, I developed a 

joint display to provide transparency as to how both the quantitative and qualitative 

overlap.  

Research Questions Summary 

 Investigated in this dissertation were three research questions pertaining to the 

principals of schools within a ubiquitous learning environment and teacher attitudes: (a) 

What are the beliefs toward innovation of principals who display qualities of change 

agency and knowledge of integrating technology? (b) How do school principals navigate 
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and adapt school cultures in a ubiquitous learning environment, where each student has 

access to a device, to promote teacher practice change? (c) How do teachers report their 

experience of technology integration in schools led by innovative leaders within a 

ubiquitous learning environment? The first two questions focused on the role of the 

principal, while the last investigated the teachers’ reported experiences of technology 

integration within their school culture.  

Beliefs 

The first research question focused on the belief systems of identified innovative 

principals who displayed change agency and knowledge of integrating technology. In 

general, there were three beliefs that were evident after organizing the transcripts: (a) 

belief in digital equity, (b) belief in creating a risk-taking culture, and (c) a belief in 

personalized learning pathways. First, principals stressed the need for digital equity to 

access information via broadband internet, and expressed a desire for all students to have 

the same educational opportunities. They tried to ensure digital equity by providing 

devices for each student; however, broadband internet in rural areas remained a barrier to 

student learning opportunities outside of the school day. Secondly, the principals believed 

in creating a risk-taking culture, where teachers trust their administrator to try new ways 

of instruction, even if calculated risk is involved and failure may occur. In fact, these 

administrators encourage learning through failure. Lastly, there is a belief in creating 

personalized student learning. The principals found it important that teachers create 

pathways for student choice, voice, and experiences to help promote authentic skill-

building for life outside of school.  
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Practices 

The second research question focuses less on the beliefs of the administrator and 

more on their current practices and approaches to leading their schools. The interviewed 

principals expected the use of instructional technology; however, they understood the 

need to model and support teacher and student learning with ongoing professional 

development and continuous learning. Additionally, it was important to these principals 

that they learn alongside their teachers, in partnership with them; the principals favored 

this style of relating to an authoritative, top-down approach. Lastly, they felt it was 

important to educate the community about the changes to education brought about by 

using devices within a ubiquitous learning environment. They found that caregivers and 

teachers often did not understand the shift to technology or the need for devices in the 

classroom. Therefore, it was important to forge community partnerships by taking time to 

listen and educate those with questions. 

Teacher-Reported Experiences 

The third question focused on teacher-reported experiences within a school 

culture where their leader was identified as innovative. Teachers were asked a series of 

Likert-type questions in accordance with the conceptual framework. Overall, teacher 

survey results were consistent among the measured schools, with results suggesting that 

teachers in these schools are using technology within their practice,  and also 

experiencing few barriers to practice. The survey results suggest that teachers had a 

positive outlook on practice, as in the teachers are using technology tools, intend to 

continue to use technology tools, and feel comfortable using tools in the classroom. The 
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teachers’ survey results also suggest they have few barriers to using technology in their 

practice; the few barriers which they did have included student misuse, preparation, and 

limitations due to policies. In general, the schools did not demonstrate any discernible 

differences among the attitudes of teachers. However, teachers in the schools with the 

most positive outlook on integrating technology also reported a lower than expected 

number of barriers to technology use. It can be suggested that teachers in innovative 

school cultures, with leaders who have envisioned this type of environment, may have 

similar attitudes. Moreover, the principals also held similar attitudes, as represented by a 

mixed methods joint display (see Appendix F). 

Implications for Practice 

This research provides implications for practice within principal preparation 

programs, as well as for principal practitioners and district leaders. Principal prep 

programs should include explicitly taught skills related to technology integration. 

Principal practitioners could use this information to help inform their practice. Lastly, 

district leaders can provide financial resources and professional development, in addition 

to recruiting leaders who can demonstrate the attitudes and beliefs of innovative 

principals. 

Recommendations for Principal Preparation Programs 

This research has implementations for principal preparation programs. Most 

principals indicated they were not formally trained in digital tools or leadership 

philosophies. To attract more innovative leaders, principal preparation programs would 

benefit from offering a course on skill development, and from establishing explicit 
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expectations in the course of learning about innovative tools, strategies, and dispositions. 

Dawson and Rakes (2003) discovered that principals with more training in integrating 

technology into the curriculum led their schools with a different philosophy than those 

who did not.  

Recommendations for Principals 

This research has implications for the practice of principals. Outside the world of 

education, technology is used for connection and assessment. It is recommended that 

principals learn the tools, skills, and dispositions associated with innovative principals to 

promote authentic learning experiences in their schools. To help students gain 

technological skills that they could use in post-secondary contexts, teachers need to use 

technology in the classroom. To motivate teachers, principals should model the 

effectiveness and use of the tool (Thannimalai & Raman, 2018). They can also model 

risk-taking and display their reactions to learning through failure (Ertmer & Ottenbreit-

Leftwich, 2010). This research suggests that teachers who are in the same school as the 

perceived innovative principals tend to have less barriers to overcome to use and a 

positive attitude towards using technology in the classroom. 

District Leaders 

District leaders can recruit or help empower candidates who show elements of 

innovative mindsets. District leaders can also demonstrate the use of technology 

themselves, demonstrate distributive and transformational leadership, and celebrate 

schools that help students build real-world skills. Additionally, district leaders can 
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provide resources and plan professional development experiences to help bridge a digital 

divide.  

Recommendations for Future Research 

 This research was limited in scope. Data were self-reported and based on personal 

perception. Additional research with use of a focus group and direct observations would 

be helpful to learn more about school culture and teacher perspectives within selected 

schools. Researchers could also address and investigate the models by using methods that 

allow for causal inferences. 

Additionally, the focus on student outcomes did not generate a particularly 

specific trend among the principals; therefore, student outcomes were not indicated in the 

list of key findings and relabeled as “supporting student outcomes.” This research is more 

likely to produce perceived student outcomes than actual outcomes of specific 

intervention. While this research suggests there could be outcomes supported by teacher 

practice change, it does not address specific ones.  

The conceptual framework should be continually tested and modified based on 

feedback from future studies. More research focused on the leadership role in adopting 

innovative attitudes and tools can help provide greater relevance to the need for an 

innovative leader in schools today. It would be helpful to compare school leaders who are 

considered innovative with those who are not considered innovative to see if key 

differences exist between the groupings. 

Further research can also be done on the digital divide in terms of technology 

skills. While this research assumed the barrier of access was removed due to technology 



 

237 

being readily available, more information about skill development for student outcomes 

could be helpful for practitioners. Many of the principals discussed how teachers were 

given the choice to use tools in their classroom, even with explicit expectations from 

administrators. Further research questions could be framed as follows:  

• Within the context of a ubiquitous learning environment, are innovative 

leaders creating a digital divide with respect to skill-building among 

students whose teachers use digital tools and those whose teachers are 

resistant?  

• Do student outcomes differ for those teachers who use specific technology 

tools in their classroom and those who do not? 

• Do teacher attitudes differ in schools with innovative principals and 

schools without innovative principals? 

 

Limitations of Research  

There were limitations to the overall research in both the qualitative and 

quantitative portions of the mixed methods approach. Overall, the methodological design 

was nonexperimental, and participants were not in direct comparison to principals who 

may not focus on innovation in their practice. However, the design was based on 

nominations of participants, which was a strategy for the interviewer to find like-minded 

individuals for research. Qualitatively, the research is viewed as an extension of my 

thoughts and feelings on the subject. Quantitatively, higher response rates could have 

yielded stronger results. The following describes the limitations for both methods. 
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Qualitative Limitations 

Qualitative research is always subjected to researcher dispositions, attitudes, and 

personal bias. As a current director of technology for a school district, I personally find it 

important that teachers use provided tools in their classrooms to promote the best 

possible student outcomes. I find that leadership enthusiasm is necessary for teacher buy-

in to any initiative created by the district or school. I tried to negate this bias by inviting a 

critical friend to reach a coding agreement, creating reflective memos, and collaborating 

with the methodologist on my dissertation committee. I also employed member checking 

with a sampling of quotes with each participant to ensure that I was representing the 

information the way it was intended. One principal questioned the definition of equity as 

employed in the research. After I explained that I was referencing digital equity 

specifically, in terms of access and skill-building rather than societal equity, he was 

agreeable to the analysis. 

Quantitative Limitations 

 For the quantitative portion of the research, there were key limitations, including 

the overall response rate and survey items, to consider. 

Response Rate. The response rate was lower than anticipated in two schools. In 

school 1 and school 6, I could not use the information for an ANOVA analysis. While 

most schools did have enough participants, school 1 (n=7) and school 6 (n=3) did not. 

Therefore, I only received a more accurate picture for analysis in 7 of the 9 schools. The 

principals had the choice for me to present the survey in person or through email. Only 
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one of the principals, Mr. Wentworth, chose the in-person option, which resulted in an 

over 60% response rate. Should I have completed the others in-person during a faculty 

meeting or training, I would expect the response rates to be higher. 

Survey Items. There were two areas of the survey I would recommend expanding 

for future research: leader as a change agent and leader as socially aware. Both of these 

areas should have more survey items included in future research. Some suggested items 

include: 

• My leader inspires me to adopt technology.  

• My leader expects me to change practice to stay relevant with current best 

practices.  

• My leader is considered a change agent.  

• My leader is socially aware.  

• My leader understands me as a person, not only as a professional. 

• My leader values a relationship with me.  

• My leader understands current trends in education.  

• My leader understands current technology trends. 

Additionally, an exploratory factor analysis did not show outstanding results; however, 

the survey items were found to be internally reliable. 

Conclusion 

According to the collective group of innovative principals, this research suggests 

changing the traditional trajectory rests on a belief system that encourages digital equity 

in access and use, risk-taking in professional settings, and personalized learning 
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experiences that emulate real-world work for students. This belief system also 

emphasizes the needs to use technology to enhance instruction, as well as the need to 

develop ways to generate content, instead of falling back on the traditional approach, 

which espouses the regurgitation of facts. The research further suggests that the practices 

of the interviewed principal include expectations, modeling, learning alongside teachers, 

and educating the community.  

In summary, the research suggests the access to information and the affordability 

of creating skills for students designed to emulate real-world work rests on the ability of 

the school system and community to provide a more equitable environment in the future. 

In part, a change within the traditional school structure can occur by ensuring more 

equity for students in terms of technology and connectivity, and via an intentional focus 

on building an innovative school culture and shared vision. Overall, it is the school leader 

who can build capacity in others to distribute leadership and transform the school 

experience with the hope of creating authentic learning tasks and supporting favorable 

student outcomes. 
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Appendix B 

Email Scripts 

  

Recruitment Email 1 - Technology Director 

Subject: Research for PhD Request 

[Name of Technology Director], 

Recently, I have been granted research rights by [institution name] by [gatekeeper name 
and title] as I am working on my PhD in Educational Leadership with a concentration in 
Learning Technologies Design Research. Your district was identified as having a one-to-
one ratio of students and computers which means you have bridged the Digital Divide for 
student access. To complete my research, I am asking for three nominations of 
innovative leaders in your district. These nominees will be asked to provide time for an 
interview and survey their respective staffs, so that other practitioners and researchers 
can learn from their practices. 

Given this definition, please nominate your three most innovative principals in your 
division: 

"Innovative leaders are technologically knowledgeable, a change agent, and socially 
aware while understanding the deep roots encompassing cultivated school culture and 
vision. Innovative leaders motivate and influence teacher attitudes and practice to 
influence student engagement and outcomes. At the same time, community 
relationships and partnerships will help provide access and encourage skill set 
acquisition." 

Please let me know your three leaders by using this form. The first two leaders will be 
automatically asked to participate. The third nomination will be kept in case the first 
decline to participate in the study. If needed, I will ask for an additional two nominees. 

This study has been approved by George Mason University’s Institutional Review Board 
(IRB) with the reference number 1527001-1.  

Sincerely, 

Jennifer Rowan 

  

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSfkS8lNMSD-LlyDOM4NQKhKvWzvx4dhEtlwoTkCMytumBvnJg/viewform?usp=sf_link
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Recruitment Email /Phone Call 2 - Technology Director 

Subject: FOLLOW UP: Research for PhD Request 

[Name of Technology Director], 

I would like to follow up on my initial email. As a Technology Director myself, I know that 
we are all busy during this time of year. 

Recently, I have been granted research rights by [institution name] by [gatekeeper name 
and title] as I am working on my PhD in Educational Leadership with a concentration in 
Learning Technologies Design Research. Your district was identified as having a one-to-
one ratio of students and computers which means you have bridged the Digital Divide for 
student access. To complete my research, I am asking for three nominations of 
innovative leaders in your district. These nominees will be asked to provide time for an 
interview and survey their respective staffs, so that other practitioners and researchers 
can learn from their practices. 

Given this definition, please nominate your three most innovative principals in your 
division: 

"Innovative leaders are technologically knowledgeable, a change agent, and socially 
aware while understanding the deep roots encompassing cultivated school culture and 
vision. Innovative leaders motivate and influence teacher attitudes and practice to 
influence student engagement and outcomes. At the same time, community 
relationships and partnerships will help provide access and encourage skill set 
acquisition." 

Please let me know your three leaders by using this form. The first two leaders will be 
automatically asked to participate. The third nomination will be kept in case the first 
decline to participate in the study. If needed, I will ask for an additional two nominees. 

This study has been approved by George Mason University’s Institutional Review Board 
(IRB) with the reference number 1527001-1.  

Sincerely, 

Jennifer Rowan 

 

Recruitment Email 3 - Principal 

Subject: Innovative Leader Nomination 

[Name of Principal], 

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSfkS8lNMSD-LlyDOM4NQKhKvWzvx4dhEtlwoTkCMytumBvnJg/viewform?usp=sf_link
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You have been nominated by your Technology Director, [name], as one of the most 
innovative of the district. Innovative leaders can be defined as: 

"Innovative leaders are technologically knowledgeable, a change agent, and socially 
aware while understanding the deep roots encompassing cultivated school culture and 
vision. Innovative leaders motivate and influence teacher attitudes and practice to 
influence student engagement and outcomes. At the same time, community 
relationships and partnerships will help provide access and encourage skill set 
acquisition." 

I would like to learn and write about your experiences. I am currently working on my PhD 
in Educational Leadership with a concentration of Learning Technologies Research 
Design. Your institution has provided me permission and the study has been reviewed 
by George Mason University. 

In part of my study, I am writing my dissertation which includes interviewing leaders such 
as yourself and surveying your staff. Participation in the study is completely voluntary 
and would result in the following time commitments: 

●   Interview: 45 - 60 minutes at a time before or after school at a place of your 
choosing 

●   Survey: 15 - 20 minute survey for staff. 

After the interview, I will ask you to confirm a transcript of our conversation. In addition, I 
would like to complete the survey on site during a faculty meeting, but if you would rather 
me send it through email, I can do that as well with a staff email. 

If you feel you can participate in this study, please email me back, and I’ll be happy to 
call so we can schedule an appointment for the interview and/or survey. You will receive 
a $25 Amazon gift card for your time. 

Thank you in advance for your commitment in sharing your story so that others may 
learn from your practices. 

This study has been approved by George Mason University’s Institutional Review Board 
(IRB) with the reference number 1527001-1.  

Sincerely, 

  

Jennifer Rowan 

 

Recruitment Email/Phone Call 4 - Principal 

Subject: FOLLOW UP: Innovative Leader Nomination 
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[Name of Principal], 

I just want to follow up on my initial email. 

You have been nominated by your Technology Director, [name], as one of the most 
innovative of the district. Innovative leaders can be defined as: 

"Innovative leaders are technologically knowledgeable, a change agent, and socially 
aware while understanding the deep roots encompassing cultivated school culture and 
vision. Innovative leaders motivate and influence teacher attitudes and practice to 
influence student engagement and outcomes. At the same time, community 
relationships and partnerships will help provide access and encourage skill set 
acquisition." 

I would like to learn and write about your experiences. I am currently working on my PhD 
in Educational Leadership with a concentration of Learning Technologies Research 
Design. Your institution has provided me permission and the study has been reviewed 
by George Mason University 

In part of my study, I am writing my dissertation which includes interviewing leaders such 
as yourself and surveying your staff. Participation in the study is completely voluntary 
and would result in the following time commitments: 

●   Interview: 45 - 60 minutes at a time before or after school at a place of your 
choosing 

●   Survey: 15 - 20 minute survey for staff. 

After the interview, I will ask you to confirm a transcript of our conversation. In addition, I 
would like to complete the survey on site during a faculty meeting, but if you would rather 
me send it through email, I can do that as well with a staff email. 

If you feel you can participate in this study, please email me back, and I’ll be happy to 
call so we can schedule an appointment for the interview and/or survey. You will receive 
a $25 Amazon gift card for your time. 

Thank you in advance for your commitment in sharing your story so that others may 
learn from your practices. 

This study has been approved by George Mason University’s Institutional Review Board 
(IRB) with the reference number 1527001-1.  

Sincerely, 

Jennifer Rowan 

 

Recruitment Email 5 - Teacher Survey 
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Subject: Innovative School Survey 

Your principal, [Principal Name], was nominated as an innovative leader from your 
district to be part of a dissertation study on technology integration. I have received 
permission from your principal to ask you to commit 15-20 minutes for a voluntary survey 
on technology innovative. Your name and identity will not be associated with the 
answers of the survey. All participants will have the opportunity to enter into a drawing 
for a $25 Amazon Gift Card at the completion of the survey. Please click here to view the 
terms of consent and to take the survey. 

This study has been approved by George Mason University’s Institutional Review Board 
(IRB) with the reference number 1527001-1. 

 

Recruitment Email 6 - Teacher Survey - Follow up to be emailed two times 

**Please disregard this message if you have already taken the survey.** 

I would like to follow up to my initial email. Your participation will help other researchers 
and practitioners learn about innovative environments. 

Your principal, [Principal Name], was nominated as an innovative leader from your 
district to be part of a dissertation study on technology integration. I have received 
permission from your principal to ask you to commit 15-20 minutes for a voluntary survey 
on technology innovative. Your name and identity will not be associated with the 
answers of the survey. All participants will have the opportunity to enter into a drawing 
for a $25 Amazon Gift Card at the completion of the survey. Please click here to view the 
terms of consent and to take the survey. 

This study has been approved by George Mason University’s Institutional Review Board 
(IRB) with the reference number 1527001-1.  

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1i8_S5mQFFp3ZfRbdTpnLbQW9cQUVLCa6jr50dyq7gBI/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1i8_S5mQFFp3ZfRbdTpnLbQW9cQUVLCa6jr50dyq7gBI/edit?usp=sharing
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Appendix C 

Interview Protocol 
 
Introduction: My name is Jennifer Rowan and I’m a PhD candidate at George Mason University. You 

have been nominated by the Director of Technology or Director of Instructional Technology to be a part of 

the study. This interview is voluntary. You may answer the questions fully or refrain from answering any 

question. You can stop the interview at any time. This interview will last 45 - 60 minutes and all personal 

identifiers will be removed from the transcript.  
 
Background 

• What is your educational background? 

• According to your personal and professional beliefs, what are the purposes of technology in 

education? 

• Think back to your training related to technology integration. What type of technology training did 

you have formally or informally?  

o Probe: Do you think you had adequate preparation with technology in your preservice 

classes or professional development courses? 

 
Vision & School Culture 

• If you could do anything, what would be your vision for schools and instructional technology use? 

• Now that we talked about your vision, let’s touch on school culture which is more about processes 

and the way the climate feels to staff and students . How does technology fit into today’s school 

culture? 

o Probe: Technology promises to help students learn 21st Century skills. These skills 

include critical thinking, creativity, collaboration, and communication. 

 
Leadership and Technology  

• How do you communicate your vision to your staff? 

• Now that I understand more about your vision, let’s talk more about your leadership experience 

with technology. How do you use technology to enhance staff performance? 

• It has been said that innovative leaders model the use of technology to motivate their teachers to 

use it too. Do you find this to be true? What do you do to model technology use? 

 
Teachers and Technology  

• When you are observing teachers, how would you like to see your teachers use technology? 

o Follow Up Question: Can you think back to a recent successful lesson you have observed 

with teachers using technology? What were the highlights of teacher and student use? 

How did technology add to the lesson? 

• Sometimes, there can be resistance by staff in using learning technologies. What are some 

strategies you might use to help teachers overcome resistance? 

o Follow up Question: What are some challenges you may face as a leader? 
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Barriers 
• Think back to some challenges that may have occurred in the efforts of technology integration. 

Can you describe some of those times where you or your staff was met with challenges? 

 
Students and Technology 
 

• We talked a little about staff, but I want to turn our attention to students. Think of a lesson or 

moment where technology has been beneficial to student learning. Can you describe an example 

for me? 

• Now, think of a time that technology hinders student learning. When did you see technology not 

helping student growth? 

o Beyond being off-task, do you think technology affects the way students learn 

negatively?  

• What types of student outcomes can be realized when using learning technologies than cannot be 

done without the technology in place? 

o Example: Student has greater gains due to formative assessment data and instructional 

shifts 

 
Community 

• The community can have a big impact on technology adoptions. Today, parents and the 

community are expecting students to use technology in their learning for workplace skills and 

college readiness. How are you navigating parent requests and/or community expectations? 

o Have you had issues with digital equity such as internet access at home? 

o Have you had anyone worried about using technology too much? 

• Technology can help keep in touch and form relationships with community partners. How do you 

or your staff members foster community relationships with technology? If you do not, how can 

you see technology helping in the future? 

 

Conclusion: Thank you for taking part in this study. I appreciate your time and willingness to share your 

experience with me. I will look forward to surveying your staff to learn more. 
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Appendix D 
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Appendix E 

Innovative Attitudes and Practices for 
Technology Integration Survey 
 

 

Start of Block: Consent Agreement 

 

Q1  

STUDY TITLE: Transformative Digital Leaders: Learning of innovative attitudes and 

practices for technology integration in the primary and secondary schools 

 

 

RESEARCH PROCEDURES 

This research is being conducted to learn about the attitudes and beliefs of identified 

innovative school leaders. It will also fulfill a PhD dissertation project conducted by 

Jennifer Rowan at George Mason University.  If you agree to participate, you will then be 

asked to answer survey questions about your experience working in your school culture. 

The survey will take approximately 15-20 minutes to complete. 

 

 

RISKS 

There are no foreseeable risks involved in participating in this study other than those 

encountered in day-to-day life. 

 

 

BENEFITS 

There are no benefits to you as a participant other than to further research in educational 

leadership and instructional technology.  

 

 

CONFIDENTIALITY 

The data in this survey will be confidential. Data will be stored in a password protected 

electronic format on a personal Google Drive, in a Qualtrics Survey password protected 

account provided by George Mason and on George Mason University campus in the 

office of the Dissertation Director. All data will be electronically and physically deleted 

after five years. Participants may review the Qualtrics privacy policy 

here: https://www.qualtrics.com/privacy-statement/. In addition participants may review 

Google's website for information about their privacy statement: 
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https://edu.google.com/training-support/privacy-security/?modal_active=none. While it is 

understood that no computer transmission can be perfectly secure, reasonable efforts will 

be made to protect the confidentiality of data transmission.   

 

 

Identifiers may be removed from data and de-identified data could be used for future 

research without additional consent from participants.  

 

 

PARTICIPATION 

Your participation in this survey is voluntary, and you may withdraw from the study at 

any time for any reason. If you decide not to participate or if you withdraw from the 

study, there is no penalty or loss of direct benefit to which you are otherwise 

entitled.  You are free to decline to answer any particular question you do not wish to 

answer for any reason. There are no costs to you or any other party.  

 

 

At the end of the survey, you can elect to enter for a chance to win one of the $25 

Amazon Gift Cards. you will be prompted to provide your email address using a separate 

link at the end of the survey. in addition, your responses may help researchers and 

practitioners learn more about technology integration in relationship to school 

leadership.  

 

 

 

ELECTRONIC CONSENT: I have read this consent form, all of my questions have been 

answered by the research staff, and I agree to participate in this study.  

o I agree  (1)  

o I would not like to participate.  (2)  

 

Skip To: End of Survey If STUDY TITLE: Transformative Digital Leaders: Learning of innovative attitudes and 
practices for t... = I would not like to participate. 

End of Block: Consent Agreement 
 

Start of Block: Personal Attitudes and Practices 
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Q2 Educational technology is useful in my teaching. 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (3)  

o Agree  (4)  

o Strongly agree  (5)  

 

 

 

Q3 I am motivated to use educational technologies with my class. 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (3)  

o Agree  (4)  

o Strongly agree  (5)  

 

 

 

Q4 Educational technology is compatible with the way I teach. 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (3)  

o Agree  (4)  

o Strongly agree  (5)  
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Q5 I could easily use educational technology on my own. 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (3)  

o Agree  (4)  

o Strongly agree  (5)  

 

 

 

Q6 I believe that I could communicate to others the purpose of using educational 

technology in the classroom. 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (3)  

o Agree  (4)  

o Strongly agree  (5)  
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Q7 I have the knowledge and abilities to use educational technology. 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (3)  

o Agree  (4)  

o Strongly agree  (5)  

 

 

 

Q8 I know enough to use educational technology. 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (3)  

o Agree  (4)  

o Strongly agree  (5)  
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Q9- Q15 I feel using educational technology....  

 
Strongly 

disagree (1) 
Disagree (2) 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree (3) 

Agree (4) 
Strongly 

agree (5) 

makes me 

comfortable 

using all 

educational 

technology. 

(1)  

o  o  o  o  o  

makes me 

innovative in 

my practice. 

(2)  
o  o  o  o  o  

helps my 

students 

learn more 

about the 

subject. (3)  

o  o  o  o  o  

improves 

students' 

experiences 

in my class. 

(4)  

o  o  o  o  o  

improves 

students' 

grades. (5)  
o  o  o  o  o  

improves 

students' 

satisfaction. 

(6)  
o  o  o  o  o  

is easy. (7)  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q16 I will add educational technology to my class next quarter. 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (3)  

o Agree  (4)  

o Strongly agree  (5)  

 

 

 

Q17 I intend to use educational technology within the next semester 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (3)  

o Agree  (4)  

o Strongly agree  (5)  

 

 

 

Q18 I would have ease explaining why educational technology may be beneficial 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (3)  

o Agree  (4)  

o Strongly agree  (5)  
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Q19 The advantage of using educational technology outweighs the disadvantages of not 

using it. 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (3)  

o Agree  (4)  

o Strongly agree  (5)  

 

 

 

Q20 I would have ease explaining why educational technology may NOT be beneficial. 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (3)  

o Agree  (4)  

o Strongly agree  (5)  
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Q21 Using educational technology is a good idea. 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (3)  

o Agree  (4)  

o Strongly agree  (5)  

 

 

 

Q22 I feel that using educational technology is easy to incorporate in my classroom 

environment 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (3)  

o Agree  (4)  

o Strongly agree  (5)  
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Q23 I feel encouraged to take risks in my practice. 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (3)  

o Agree  (4)  

o Strongly agree  (5)  

 

End of Block: Personal Attitudes and Practices 
 

Start of Block: Stakeholder Insight 

 

 Student Stakeholders 

 

 

 

Q24 Students think that I should use educational technology in the classroom 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Neither Agree nor Disagree  (3)  

o Agree  (4)  

o Strongly Agree  (5)  
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Q25 My students think it is important that I use educational technology in my classroom. 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (3)  

o Agree  (4)  

o Strongly agree  (5)  

 

 

 

Q26 Technology helps my students engage in the practice of 21st Century Skills. 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (3)  

o Agree  (4)  

o Strongly agree  (5)  
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Q27 I see better student outcomes when my students use educational technologies in 

classes. 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (3)  

o Agree  (4)  

o Strongly agree  (5)  

 

 

 

Q28 To help my students better learn the material, I incorporate educational technology 

in the classroom. 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (3)  

o Agree  (4)  

o Strongly agree  (5)  

 

 

 

 Parent Stakeholders 
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Q29 Parents want me to use technology in classrooms with students. 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (3)  

o Agree  (4)  

o Strongly agree  (5)  

 

 

 

Q30 I connect with parents about student progress using available educational 

technologies. 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (3)  

o Agree  (4)  

o Strongly agree  (5)  

 

 

 

 Community Stakeholders 

 

 

Community Stakeholders are considered anyone outside of the school which could be but 

is not limited to employers and/or tax payers. 
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Q31 The community stakeholders want me to use technology in classrooms with 

students. 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (3)  

o Agree  (4)  

o Strongly agree  (5)  

 

End of Block: Stakeholder Insight 
 

Start of Block: School Culture 

 

Q32 The school culture encourages using educational technologies in practice. 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (3)  

o Agree  (4)  

o Strongly agree  (5)  
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Q33- Q38 My administrator...  

 
Strongly 

disagree (1) 

Disagree 

(2) 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree (3) 

Agree (4) 
Strongly 

agree (5) 

confirms my 

ability to use 

educational 

technology in 

the classroom. 

(1)  

o  o  o  o  o  

thinks it is 

important I 

use 

educational 

technology in 

my classroom 

(2)  

o  o  o  o  o  

thinks I should 

use 

educational 

technology in 

the classroom 

(3)  

o  o  o  o  o  

discusses 

technology 

integration in 

my 

evaluations (4)  

o  o  o  o  o  

is 

knowledgeable 

about current 

trends in 

educational 

technology (5)  

o  o  o  o  o  

motivates me 

to try new 

available 

technologies. 

(6)  

o  o  o  o  o  
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Q39 - Q42 My colleagues... 

 
Strongly 

disagree (1) 
Disagree (2) 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree (3) 

Agree (4) 
Strongly 

agree (5) 

are using 

educational 

technology 

in their 

classroom. 

(1)  

o  o  o  o  o  

think I will 

benefit from 

using 

educational 

technology 

in my 

classroom. 

(2)  

o  o  o  o  o  

who are 

important to 

me would 

think that I 

should use 

educational 

technology 

in the 

classroom. 

(3)  

o  o  o  o  o  

who 

influence my 

behavior 

would think 

that I should 

use 

educational 

technology 

in the 

classroom 

(4)  

o  o  o  o  o  
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End of Block: School Culture 
 

Start of Block: Potential Challenges 

 

Q43 Using the educational technology is entirely within my control. 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (3)  

o Agree  (4)  

o Strongly agree  (5)  

 

 

 

Q44 Schools are not prepared to provide resources for students. 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (3)  

o Agree  (4)  

o Strongly agree  (5)  
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Q45 Using educational technology fits well with the way I teach. 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (3)  

o Agree  (4)  

o Strongly agree  (5)  

 

 

 

Q46 I have a difficult time using technology because it takes a lot of time to learn. 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (3)  

o Agree  (4)  

o Strongly agree  (5)  

 

 

 

Q47 To use technology, teachers need to know more about it than students. 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (3)  

o Agree  (4)  

o Strongly agree  (5)  

 



 

272 

 

 

Q48 I plan to use educational technology in my classroom. 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (3)  

o Agree  (4)  

o Strongly agree  (5)  

 

 

 

Q49 Teachers' use of technology in the classroom is limited by policies and practices.  

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (3)  

o Agree  (4)  

o Strongly agree  (5)  
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Q50 Students' misuse of technology is a major concern. 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (3)  

o Agree  (4)  

o Strongly agree  (5)  

 

 

 

Q51 There is no need to integrate technology if a teacher is successful without it.  

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (3)  

o Agree  (4)  

o Strongly agree  (5)  

 

End of Block: Potential Challenges 
 

Start of Block: Demographics 

 

Q52 What is your gender? 

o Male  (1)  

o Female  (2)  

o Prefer not to answer  (3)  
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Q53 What is your primary role at the school? 

o Teacher  (1)  

o Coach  (2)  

o Counselor  (3)  

o Substitute Teacher  (4)  

o Other  (5) ________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q54 How many months have you been employed at this particular school? 

o Less than 3 months  (1)  

o More than 3 months  (2)  

 

 

 

Q55 How many years of teaching experience do you have? 

o 1 - 5 years  (1)  

o 6 - 10 years  (2)  

o 11 - 15 years  (3)  

o 16 - 20 years  (4)  

o 20 - 25 years  (5)  

o More than 25 years  (6)  
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Q56 What is the level of your current teaching assignment? 

o Primary  (1)  

o Secondary  (2)  

 

 

 

Q57 I identify my race as:   

 (select all that apply)   

▢ Asian  (1)  

▢ Black/African  (2)  

▢ Caucasian  (3)  

▢ Hispanic/Latinx  (4)  

▢ Native American  (5)  

▢ Pacific Islander  (6)  

▢ Prefer not to Answer  (7)  

 

End of Block: Demographics 
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APPENDIX F 

School Culture Connection 
 

 
Scale M SD 

Quotations 

Henry Figgins Rachel McQuire Jack Hunter Joe Mitchell Emma Brown 

Years in field of education Over 26 years 21-25 years 16-20 years Over 26 years 16-20 years 

Years in leadership capacity 21-25 years 21- 25 years 11-15 years 16-20 years 5-10 years 

Years district has been one-to-one environment 2 years 1 year 2 years 6 years 6 years 

Years school has been one-to-one environment 2 years 3 years 4 years 6 years 7 years 

School Culture 3.9593 .49527 

“So, if you believe 

in the culture of 

access and 

opportunity, as a 

leader you better 

be talking about 

that all the time 

otherwise people 

might not be 

thinking about it. 

If you believe in a 

culture where 

technology 

integration is 

important you 

better talk about it, 

you better model 

it, and you better 

create conditions 

that people feel 

It was really just, 

for me, I just 

wanted to make 

sure we were not 

stuck in kind of 

paper, pencil world 

and to do that - I 

almost had to kind 

of force to say, 

‘Every kid has a 

Chromebook now. 

There are no 

excuses.’” 

“It’s [school 

culture and teacher 

practice change] 

really about just 

hearing them out 

on their fears and 

listening to them 

and sometimes not 

even responding 

right away, say, 

yeah I get where 

you’re coming 

from here so, you 

know, let me think 

about those things 

and here’s 

something I’d like 

you to think about 

like, cost benefit, I 

talked a lot about 

“The culture is that it 

is expected that 

everybody is going 

to use it [technology 

tools]. Um, students 

and staff. It is a 

culture of, we know 

that, we know that 

it’s part of our daily 

routine, but it’s not 

necessarily the end 

all be all.” 

“I would say when 

I started here it 

[technology] was 

just extra, but they 

[teachers and 

students] didn’t 

have access to it. 

So, something 

they knew about 

and something 

we’ve, they’ve 

heard about and 

you could do great 

things, but having 

access to it, it 

wasn’t there.” 
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comfortable to 

try.” 
cost benefit 

analysis.” 

 

 

 

Vision 3.8951 .48860 

“I would want to 

focus on equity 

and access. I think 

that your zip code 

has a daily large 

determinate on 

what school you 

go to and 

potentially the 

pathway people 

can follow. So, I 

think equity is one 

of the biggest 

issues that we face 

within America 

with 

education...Of 

course, the other 

part of the quest is 

with technology, 

so along with 

equal access with 

everything in 

school, you want 

the same access to 

technology for 

kids and for 

families. In rural 

parts of America, 

there’s many 

families who do 

not have access.” 

“My vision would 

be students have 

access to lots of 

different, um, 

technology 

application tools, 

not just 

Chromebooks. I 

think giving them 

that opportunity 

and exposure and 

that experience to 

lots of different 

tools when it 

comes to 

technology and 

how to use those 

and how does that 

enrich your 

experience--to 

really prepare them 

for when they 

leave school. 

Because that thing 

that’s--for me, 

when I think about 

what sour students 

need with 

technology--they 

need to know how 

to and experience 

that later on, so 

that when they see 

something similar, 

I want students to 

be creating 

content. I think 

that’s a shift in the 

way we think like, 

it, in the early 

2000’s educational 

technology was 

about having 

access to content to 

show kids and to 

guide kids through 

and then there was 

a transition 

through 

educational 

technology as um, 

something for the 

kids to use 

independently in 

their learning 

process. But, I 

don’t think that’s 

far enough, I think 

that if I had the 

magic want or 

funding or 

whatever we 

would focus on 

using the 

technology to 

create content. At 

the end to the day, 

there are so many 

I would want my 

vision would be that 

everybody is 

comfortable and 

fluid in using things 

that will help them 

accomplish what 

they ‘re trying to do. 

Students and staff. 

That we would have 

the support, um, 

needed to help one 

another. And I think 

most- I think the 

vision would be that 

there would be 

enough experts 

throughout the 

building on the staff. 

The could help 

anyone at any 

time….So,, same 

with with students. I 

would want students 

to be curious. I 

would want teachers 

to plant those seeds 

enough, and give 

them at lease enough 

guidance so that 

students would know 

where they could - 

where and how to 

use these devices. 

“I feel like right 

now, it’s being 

utilized too much 

to be, to consume 

information. 

Where at this 

school in 

particular, our 

focus is on 

students creating it 

as an educational 

resource just as a 

book in their 

textbook is [an] 

educational 

resource.” 
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they have a 

connection and it’s 

not just your phone 

or Chromebook.  

higher level 

thinking 21st 

century thinking 

skills that come 

into the creation of 

content.” 

Barriers 2.8854 .3635 

“So, we have had 

problems with 

parents 

questioning where 

the kids are going, 

really tech savvy 

parents realizing 

that when they dig 

through the history 

of their kids 

computer there 

may be some 

questions. 

Definitely had 

some big and 

that’s an ongoing 

kind of thing. I 

don’t know if there 

is one easy answer 

to that. I would say 

the impulsive 

reaction to things 

that don't go well-

like kids using 

social media. “Ban 

it!” That’s the 

quick kind of 

emotional 

response when 

things aren’t going 

I have pockets [of 

teachers] who are 

really comfortable 

with the 

technology and are 

more willing to 

find ways to 

incorporate it into 

their classroom 

beyond -- we’re 

just going to do a 

test online. I have 

others who are a 

little more 

resistant. And, it 

really, for me boils 

down to, it really 

goes back to the 

question -- we 

have never 

provided them with 

any adequate 

training. We really 

just said, ‘Every 

kid is going to 

have a 

Chromebook. 

Now, go forth and 

teach with a 

Chromebook.’ We 

“And you know, 

there were a lot of 

a lot of legitimate 

fears in that first 

year we talked 

through a lot of 

things, like well 

how are we going 

to afford the kids 

breaking things 

and, you know, 

those are all very 

good questions, it’s 

important really to 

listen to people and 

hear their fears and 

try to address their 

fears and, the 

reality is that we 

were having 

Chromebook 

getting broken all 

the time.” 

You know, I mean, if 

a student mentioned 

suicide, or bomb, or 

you know, there are 

various keywords 

and phrases that will 

get there. Um, but 

going back to the 

social media part. 

Uh, so in that way 

it’s a help. But, uh, 

one of the barriers 

that we have found, 

you know is, social 

media is really 

difficult to manage at 

times with regard to, 

Snapchat and 

Instagram, and 

TikTok, and all the 

different types of 

apps that students 

communicate with. 

Um, that-it makes it 

very challenging, 

very difficult at 

times. That is 

probably our biggest 

challenge with 

student discipline is 

“It’s like it [the 

technology] 

wasn’t available 

[to teachers before 

I was the 

principals]. You 

[teachers] had to 

come to the 

principals, he 

signs it out and 

you had to 

schedule it. You 

had to get the idea, 

they would go and 

unlock it.. Um, so 

when I came that 

Summer, I just 

said, How many 

iPads do we 

have?” And that’s 

all right, we’re 

going to bring 

them out to the 

classrooms. I said, 

I don’t need a 

lockbox for, and 

their minds were 

like, blah, I was 

one here (laughs_ 

what do you 
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well. Our response 

in this building 

would be to teach 

them how to use it. 

have never said, 

‘What does that 

look like? What 

am I doing with 

this item? What am 

I going to do with 

this?’ You know, 

we kind of 

expected them to 

figure it out. I 

think, because of 

that, then we aren’t 

really using it to 

beneficial as we 

could be.” 

social media. Student 

posting things that 

are threatening, 

inappropriate. 

mean? We had to 

get them schedule 

out? Like, like key 

(laughs) and like 

we all need a key. 

We’re good. 

That’s okay. No, I 

don’t think I was 

coming here to , to 

take you iPads. 

So, that was a 

mind shift. Like, 

okay, they’re not 

locked away or are 

actually in our 

room and we don’t 

schedule this. 

Leader Knowledge 3.9243 .53780 

“I were responding 

to that question 

with the schooling 

that I had -- I was 

in college in 1984, 

so I didn’t have 

any experience in 

college about how 

technology was, in 

that case, enhance 

my understanding 

on psychology 

when I was in 

undergrad or really 

Business. So, I am 

very much self-

learned on that.” 

“When I did my 

masters in 

administration, our 

technology class 

was how to use 

Excel, how to use 

Word, and how to 

make a 

PowerPoint. And - 

I remember that 

class, I was one of 

the few that was 

already using those 

tools, and so the 

instruction, when 

he would turn 

everybody loses to 

practice, I would 

kind of help 

“I think every, 

every piece of 

technology training 

I’ve ever had has 

been self, self-

taught. Uh, I can’t, 

I can’t think back 

to a time where I, 

I’m sure at some 

point I went to 

some class 

somewhere to 

teach me 

something and uh, 

but so much of 

what I did in the 

classroom and, and 

what I do now and, 

and, even our, even 

“Sometimes, you 

have to learn it on 

your own though. 

And maybe that’s the 

way that you learn 

the best is to learn on 

your own. I 

remember sending a 

school message over 

the [school 

messaging system].  

I had to just sit down 

and figure it out, it 

took me forever. But 

because I taught 

myself how to do it, 

I knew after one… 

So, I’ve always 

found out that, you 

“So they need to 

see that I’m 

learning along 

with them and I’m 

figuring things out 

along with them. 

Um, I think seeing 

it, how I can use 

it, whether to sign 

in, using it as the 

QRcode, um, 

showing my ways 

as an 

administrator, how 

it can be used 

throughout the 

school to make the 

school run more 

smoothly.” 



 

280 

everybody else. In 

fact, actuality, I 

went back and 

actually went back 

and taught that 

course.” 

our project for the 

virtual museum, is 

really just kin do 

try and fail or y, 

you know, how do 

I do this better?” 

know, you train 

yourself, or if you 

actually teach 

someone else what 

you know, that it 

stuck with you a 

little bit more. But, 

I’ve had specific 

training on different 

applications like 

Microsoft, I’ve had 

training on all the 

different, you know, 

applications that we 

have here.” 

Leader as Change 

Agent --- --- 

“So I see it 

[instructional 

technology] as a 

tremendous 

enhancer for the 

classroom. I don't 

see it as a replacer 

for the teacher in 

the classroom, and 

ah, I don’t think a 

lot of people do 

know this. I do 

know , many many 

years ago, my 

father, before he 

became a college 

professor, he was a 

middle school 

teacher and, this is 

back in the early 

1950’s and back 

“Personally, like, 

as a leader, I kind 

of take that 

[modeling] 

approach. I try to 

use the most 

technology as a 

leader to really 

model for my staff 

different ways that 

you can use 

technology. And, 

how using it can 

make you more 

efficient.” 

“My leadership 

philosophy is 

about supporting, 

supporting my 

people and trying 

new things and 

um, being there to 

provide them the 

financial resources 

the capital 

resources the 

human resources 

whatever it is to 

run with these new 

ideas.” 

“I try to model it 

[technology use]. So, 

for instance, we just 

got out of a faculty 

meeting. And the 

theme of my faculty 

meetings this year 

has been all about 

our new direction. 

And so, today’s 

focus of our faculty 

meeting was on the 

competency of 

collaboration. Also 

getting them to- 

getting them to see 

how, 

collaborate...The, 

you know, the power 

in collaboration, the 

power in creativity. 

“I think they 

[teachers] see that 

it’s important [that 

I participate in the 

same professional 

development]. If 

it’s important to 

me for me to block 

my day out, to sit 

with them and to 

learn along with 

them, I think they 

see that, ‘Okay, 

this is important to 

her that I should 

probably take it a 

little more 

seriously ‘cause 

she’s probably 

gonna be looking 

to see how I’m 
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then they were 

bringing in film 

strips. There was a 

big belief in the 

1950’s film strips 

and/or TV was 

going to replace 

the classroom 

teacher. Of course, 

people quickly 

find out it doesn’t 

because, one of the 

kids, especially in 

middle school 

teaching, is the 

relationship 

between the 

teachers and 

student.” 

The power in 

understanding how 

you learn the 

metacognition and 

all that.” 

utilizing these 

devices, and just I 

wanna...If it’s 

something that 

I’ve scheduled for 

them to do, then I 

feel like I need to 

be part of it as 

well.” 

Social Awareness 3.6703 .79018 

“I use [my TEDx 

talk] a lot within 

the building and a 

lot within the 

decision making 

that I try to use 

when I do 

initiative. The 

basic premise is -- 

when you are 

young, you are 

much more likely 

to take a risk and 

take a leap. But, as 

you get older, life 

makes you careful. 

You don’t want to 

“I’m a big 

advocate of all Gen 

Z and I think they 

really get a bad 

rap. And, so, I 

think that for them 

it’s [technology] 

it’s part of who 

they are, and we 

[educators] need to 

teach them how to 

really use it for the 

good that it can be 

in their lives. 

People, I feel like 

right now, 

everywhere you 

“Our kids have 

zero time to reset 

now, so they made 

fun of at school, 

they come home, 

their parents tell 

them the same 

thing my parents 

told them and then 

right in the middle 

of that 

conversation their 

phone vibrates and 

it’s a Snapchat 

messages that says, 

‘Hey guess what so 

and so’s saying 

“[Some] people have 

to be uptight these 

days, you know. 

And- but that’s not a 

problem with today’s 

youth. They learn 

that early again. But 

being able to create 

things, you have to 

willing to- you have 

to be willing to get in 

and try something 

even when you don’t 

know how to try.” 

“I’m not uh...You  
Gotta do it or else’ 

type of 

administrator  
Cause that doesn't 

work. At least I 

have not seen, it 

may work for 

others. I don’t 

know, I’m young 

in this field. I’m 

learning every 

day, but, I see, use 

it to whatever 

level you [as a 

teacher] feel 

comfortable,. But I 
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be embarrassed, 

you don’t want to 

fail. You don’t 

want to let 

someone down. 

So, some of the 

raw impetus that 

you had when you 

were twelve years 

old, we all lose it. 

What I will say is 

that it’s important 

to think back on 

that and bring that 

element of daring 

into your live 

comes everyone 

who has become 

successful in 

everything in life -

- whether it’s 

education, music, 

sports--they have 

taken a leap” 

look there is all 

this negatively 

about cell phones. 

And cell phones 

are a distraction 

and they absolutely 

are, but they are 

for everybody. It’s 

just for the kids at 

school. I often tell 

teachers, ‘Well, we 

just need to take 

their phones 

away!’ and I say, 

‘Okay, let’s think 

about way back. 

I’m sure the first 

pen and paper 

came out and 

school and kids 

were making paper 

airplanes and we 

didn’t suddenly 

take every piece of 

paper from the 

school and say, ‘no 

more paper.’ We 

taught them the 

purpose of paper 

and how do we use 

paper.” 

about you now? 

Check this out.’ 

And then next 

thing you know, 

like, they so they 

look at their 

parents and give 

them lip service 

and then they’re 

totally engrossed 

and they never get 

a chance, they 

never get a chance 

to step away from 

it and so from, you 

know, from five to 

nine they’re in the 

middle of a drama 

and their anxiety 

and their stress and 

there, and so they 

come to school the 

next day anxious 

and they never get 

a break from that. 

And that impacts 

them in the 

classroom because 

they’ve never had 

a change to process 

it, clear their mind 

and move on to 

something else. “ 

need to see you to 

wanna continue to 

grow, yourself 

personally in this 

area, so how are 

you gonna do it? 

Teacher 

Attitudes/Motivation  

3.8234 

(TA) 
.52881 (TA) 
.62016 (Mot) 

“So, in terms of 

the staff 

willingness to 

“So, when we have 

grade level 

meetings, when we 

“And then those 

people become 

adopts of those 

“And then the other 

one is share your 

strategy [with other 

“So we’ll, we’ll 

figure this out 

together and then 
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3.8901 

(Mot) 
embrace that 

initiative, it was 

extremely high 

here and, but I 

think the initiative, 

high buy-in a good 

thing upfront but it 

doesn’t work 

unless you have 

sustained 

professional 

development to 

keep that high 

otherwise people 

feel like--if the 

technology doesn’t 

work for them, if it 

fails or if it’s 

frustrating, people 

start questioning 

the benefit of it.” 

have faculty 

meetings -- I feel 

like that’s when 

I’ll talk to them 

about and I’ll say, 

like ‘Why don’t 

you all try to do 

this…’ So, last 

year was a big one 

and it was met with 

a little bit of 

resistance, but 

again, it was a 

nonnegotiable. 

Everyone had to 

have a Twitter 

account, and I 

didn’t care if they 

did it or not. But 

once a month, we 

would do Twitter 

Chats and that 

would be our 

PD….It was an 

expectation that 

you were either in 

a room with 

someone if you 

weren’t 

comfortable doing 

it yourself….And , 

again, for some 

people who are a 

little resistant, by 

the end, they were 

really into what 

they were doing. 

technology 

because there was 

support systems in 

place and so, you 

know , the 

technological 

culture of the 

building is just like 

any other culture, 

it adapts and 

evolves over time, 

you have your 

early adapters who 

are, are you, you 

have to try to get to 

be ambassadors for 

why this is so 

important, you 

have your middle 

adopters who are, 

you know, they 

kind of put, they’ll 

put the toe in the 

water and then you 

have the people 

who, they’re not 

going near the poo 

and you just have 

to be okay with 

that because you 

can’t, it doesn’t do 

anybody any good 

to check people 

into the water and 

say, I’m forcing 

you to swim,, it 

doesn’t do the kids 

teachers], share what 

you do. I mean, 

show each other 

what you’re doing on 

a daily basis. So, by 

teacher constantly, 

you know, every 

other day, having 

time with their 

colleagues, we trust 

that, you know, 

different technology 

strategies are being 

shared.” 

be, they were 

intimidated a little 

bit by, you know, 

the Apple app. 

You’re from 

Apple! Oh my 

gosh. And so like 

[a teacher might 

say], ‘I don’t 

know how to turn 

this thing on.’ So I 

think learning to 

trust, trust the 

process, trust me, 

trust her. And 

together we’re 

gonna figure this 

out. No matter 

what, how fast you 

go or how slow 

you go, we’re 

gonna support 

whatever level 

you’re on and how 

quickly you wanna 

learn it or how 

slowly you wanna 

take us on. So 

we’re not all 

gonna do this at 

the same pace.” 
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And then, I had a 

couple teachers 

who were also like 

our chat people so 

they facilitated the 

conversations. So, 

one time the topic 

was on writing so 

all the questions 

were about writing 

instruction. It was 

phenomenal.” 

any good, it 

doesn’t do the 

teacher any good.” 

Teacher Practice 

Change  4.1080 .58460 

“So, one of the 

ways I branded 

within the 

building, I’ll use a 

simple slogan over 

and over again, 

‘Everything that 

you do is designed 

to get you exactly 

what you get.’ So, 

I always use that 

to open up the 

door for 

conversation. So, 

when you work 

with teachers, say, 

test scores aren’t 

good, what I can 

say, ‘Whatever 

you are doing 

designed to give 

you those test 

scores. And, if you 

repeated it over the 

“Um, so , 

sometimes 

explicitly because 

I’ll say, ‘This is 

what--’ Like the 

videos [all teachers 

had to create]. 

There is no--

everyone is doing 

one. There is no 

way out of this. It’s 

an expectation. It’s 

what you will do.” 

“Over the couple 

of years we have 

spent time in 

professional 

development 

talking or just 

conversations in 

the hallway or 

informational 

conversations are 

the best way to 

change a culture. 

Just sitting down in 

teachers rooms 

asking them what 

their fears are, 

what their 

concerns are, why, 

why they don’t 

want to use it and a 

lot of it comes 

from their own 

fears, like they’re 

not, they’re not 

“Continually talking 

about it [the school 

vision], and then 

actually many times 

teachers are like, 

‘Hey, do you mind if 

I go to this 

conference?’ Or 

more, you know, I 

have a hard time 

saying no. So, any of 

those types of ways 

that I try to support 

teachers with their 

tech.” 

“So I’m really 

impressed with 

what they’ve [the 

teachers] have 

done and a little 

over a year that 

I’ve been here, 

they’re 

phenomenal. But 

it was a process 

and so I had to say 

I go to the Apple 

contractor that 

came here and I 

just scheduled her 

out a couple of 

times, no more 

than a couple of 

times, quite a few 

times throughout 

each semester. 

And we have a 

sign up sheet right 

now for her to 
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next year, the 

exact same way, 

you’ll probably 

have the same 

result. So, you 

need to do 

something 

different.’ and 

getting, and that’s 

the culture of 

innovative, the 

culture of change, 

the culture of 

reflection, and 

trying things new, 

and being very 

very repetitive 

with that.” 

like me, they’re 

not, they’re okay 

opening 

Canva...but they’re 

not okay with just 

like 

experimenting” 

come back...and 

she meets with 

every teachers for 

40 minutes.” 

Community 

Relationships 3.6811 .53481 

“One of the things 

is true in our 

business, ...the 

more that you 

deviate from more 

what people know, 

the more you need 

to educate them 

about the change. 

So, education is 

becoming a lot 

different. It would 

not make sense for 

a school system to 

believe that they 

can exist as silo 

and be radically 

changing the 

“So, in October, I 

send out a 

newsletter to the 

community, I will 

post it to our 

webpage, I talk to 

the parents. But I 

use Wakelet. 

Again, what I 

loved about the 

way, the parents 

can have it read to 

them. So, it 

contained 

information from 

each grade level or 

department, and so 

that way we have a 

“Even some of our 

parent like, I don’t 

want my kids to 

take their computer 

home because they 

don’t need to be on 

that stuff. It’s an 

incredibly near-

sighted thing, but I 

get where they’re 

coming from, like, 

I get what they’re 

worried about and 

so , yeah, that’s a 

tough job [to 

educate the 

community]. I 

don’t know that 

“So, um, our parents 

are, uh, they expect, 

and know to come to 

our … They come to 

our website, so that 

they can-they can see 

what’s going on in 

the school. Twitter, 

uh, that’s not a 

county expectation, 

whereas Facebook is. 

But we do have an 

official Twitter page, 

James Wood High 

School, uh, Twitter 

page. 

I have a personal 

Twitter page that I 

“I mainly hear 

from like during 

PTA meetings or 

School 

Improvement 

meetings and I’m 

more of a, let’s be 

proactive, let me 

explain what 

we’re drawing 

instead of parents 

saying, ‘What’s 

going on here’ I’d 

rather just get the 

word out there, 

this is what we’re 

doing. This is why 

we’re doing it. 
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experience for the 

children within the 

district without 

having to educate 

their parents on 

what that looks 

like. Because it is 

the one business 

that everyone has 

gone through and 

everyone has an 

opinion about it 

and typically their 

opinion is based 

off of the 

experiences they 

had -- whether 

they were good or 

bad, that’s what 

they are going to 

draw their opinion 

off of. So one of 

the things is we 

will start using 

technology to 

educate our 

parents about our 

changes.” 

mass email that we 

can send out. I try 

to keep up with our 

social media. So, I 

od the Twitter, 

Instagram, and 

Facebook feeds.” 

we've some of the 

things with 

technology that 

should be no 

brainers are really 

fought hard in our 

community and 

their fought hard at 

all kinds of 

communities, you 

know. And you 

know now there’s 

an anti-technology 

push.” 

use for professional 

purposes, all the 

administrators do. 

We constantly tweet 

what’s going on in 

the classroom. Take 

pictures, tweet it out. 

Uh, people follow 

us. It's probably one 

of the easiest ways to 

communicate with 

the community. A lot 

of people are on 

Facebook, a lot of 

people are on 

Twitter.” 

Here’s your 

chance to ask me 

questions about 

it.’ Um, ‘cause I 

heard a lot, uh, my 

other school, 

‘Kids are just 

sitting from a 

device all day, 

why do we have ..’ 

You know, it’s 

coming out like, 

‘Why are there so 

much technology? 

They don’t need it. 

They have it at 

home, then it’s all 

they wanna do 

when they get 

home, when...And 

so that my job I 

felt when I came 

here with my 

vision was to 

educate the 

parents on what 

we’re 

doing….Um, I 

think being open 

and honest and 

explaining the 

purpose was really 

helpful. That 

parents were like, 

“Oh, okay. Oh this 

is why we do that. 

This is why they're 
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doing this.’ 

Instead of getting 

the phone calls, 

‘Why my kids?’” 

Student Engagement 3.9851 .57941 

“We are using in 

7th grade English 

classroom we are 

using Schoology 

as a learning 

management 

system and I don’t 

know if you are 

familiar with that 

management 

system, but that 

management 

system allows for 

an incredible 

degree of 

personalization for 

kids. It requires a 

skilled teacher and 

someone who as a 

very high 

knowledge of what 

the curriculum 

should be but the 

potential for the 

teacher to create 

different learning 

opportunities for 

multiple kids 

within the 

classroom is 

absolutely 

astounding.” 

We have 

intervention 

enrichment 

time...it’s 38 

minutes everyday. 

For kids that need 

extra math and 

reading that's what 

they’re getting. For 

those that don’t 

they have a choice 

for an activity of 

what they want to 

go to. They rotate 

every nine weeks. 

And, so what we 

decided this year 

was, when kids 

were being 

introduced to 

whatever the 

activity was that 

they were getting 

to select from, the 

teachers had to 

create a video , and 

the kids would 

watch the video. 

And, so , we 

uploaded these 

videos into folder, 

showed them to the 

“It was just, it was 

phenomenal 

[watching the 

students work]. 

They [the students] 

had no idea their 

teacher wasn’t 

there for four days, 

and she about a 90, 

she had 100% 

completion rate 

and about a 92% 

completion on time 

rate and really the 

reason why almost 

all of the kids 

didn’t complete 

[the project] on 

time was because 

they just didn’t, 

they didn’t give 

themselves enough 

time to create the 

vision they had in 

their head.” 

“So we [educators of 

the building] talked 

about today’s point 

was what does it 

look like when we 

challenge kids just 

right? Because no 

growth is going to 

take place if there is 

no challenges. 

Everybody has to be 

challenged. Um, you 

know, or if people 

stay stagnant, they 

get too comfortable, 

they get lazy or 

whatever, and they 

don’t move. Then 

there is no growth. 

But if we push too 

hard, we challenge 

too much, they we 

frustrate, or we panic 

people. So, how do 

you know where that 

sweet spot is 

between the two of 

those?” 

“We had another 

first grade class 

who are doing 

opinion essays and 

they turned that 

into a commercial. 

And so they sat 

right here. We had 

the green screen, 

we had the kids, 

they were the 

director. Um, 

yeah. (laughs). So, 

we made it all like 

adult. You know, 

we’re making sure 

it’s happening the 

day we know they 

were, they had to 

teach them. Okay, 

you have to be 

still. You had to 

make sure you 

view here, you 

can’t talk out here 

[we’re] 

recording.” 
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kids, and when 

they were picking 

when they were 

going to do Yoga, 

or Legos, or 

Fishing, or 

whatever it was 

going to be, the 

teacher had to 

create a video to 

sell what they were 

really doing.” 

Student Outcomes 3.6284 .62885 

“So, technology 

gives us the ability 

to quickly access 

and understand 

student’s Lexiles 

for their reading 

and can give us 

very, very quick 

insight into a 

child’s ability to 

read. We read SRI, 

which is a Lexile 

indicator through 

Scholastic. We can 

quickly, within 20 

minutes, we can 

understand the 

instructional 

reading level of a 

child which will 

open up the door 

for the 

conversation for 

‘Why does it make 

“They [a Science 

classroom of 

students were 

doing digital 

breakouts. 

Um...which is 

another a really 

great tool when 

they are using their 

computers. And, 

um, there is a kid 

in there who was 

really special ed 

kid, really been 

struggling 

throughout the day, 

just kind of 

maintaining. Got 

him into that class, 

it was his assigned 

class, and cause he 

loves being on the 

computer, to see 

him get in there 

“We have a 

program called 

IXL an IXL if we 

use it right, it’s a 

diagnostic tool, it 

pinpoints 

remediation, it 

provides 

opportunity for 

kids to practice 

math problems that 

are either what 

they’re doing now 

or the underlying 

issues like, you 

might have a sixth 

grader working o, 

on number 

sentence, you 

know, working on 

timelines because 

they’re having a 

problem with 

fractions because 

“Like I said, I mean, 

we’re so past not 

having technology, 

that I don’t know 

what a non-

technology lesson 

would look like. 

We’re so into it that, 

it would be hard to 

imagine not having. 

And I know, I said 

earlier that it’s not 

the end all be all, and 

some days students 

don’t use 

technology. But 

more time certainly, 

more times than not 

they are [using 

technology.]. So, it’s 

hard to imagine. So, 

I have to say that 

yes, it is - it is 

iBook, the kids 

didn’t realize that 

they are capable of 

doing that and 

there was 

someone, I can’t 

do that [create an 

iBook from their 

writing]. I’m like, 

‘Yeah, you can, 

we’re gonna do it. 

Or I’ll walk 

through it just like 

it has from a 

couple of teachers. 

It’s like, we can 

do. And the same 

for the kids that 

they just didn’t 

know that was 

even possible. 

Um, so the kids 

are like, some 

they’re typing it 
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sense that every 

child is reading the 

same book, when 

this child can’t 

read it?’ No one is 

going to become a 

better reader if 

they can’t read. 

Technology in that 

case opens up the 

door for teachers 

to better 

understand the 

readers in their 

classroom and 

guide them to 

books that allow 

them to become 

better readers.” 

and completely 

change in his 

demeanor and feel, 

see success. Like, 

he could get in 

there and really get 

in his own role. He 

just, I mean, 

completely 

changes. He just 

complete, and then, 

he was helping 

other kids versus 

being completely 

shut down and not 

wanting to be 

engaged at all.” 

they don’t 

understand that 

between, there’s 

numbers between 

one and two.” 

helping the 

outcomes.” 
word for word and 

I said, ‘That’s 

overwhelming, 

you can talk, it’ll, 

the words will 

come right up for 

you.’” 

 

 
Scale 

   

SD  

Quotations 

   M Linda Bartlett Shane Oman Max Wentworth Angela Moore 

 
Years in field of education 
 
Years in leadership capacity 
 
Years district has been one-to-one 

environment 

5-10 years 21-25 years 16-20 years 21-25 years 

5-10 years 11-15 years 5-10 years 11-15 years 

1 year (11:1 iPad) 6 years 3 years 1 year 

 
Years school has been one-to-one 

environment 
 

1 year 
 

6 years 
 

3 years 
 

2 years 
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School Culture 

 

3.9593 .49527  

“So building that trust at 

the same time knowing 

that it’s okay to make 

mistakes, and I want you 

to try things. But also 

being building in support 

for them [teachers], and 

kind of pushing a little 

bit.” 

“We’ve created that 

environment here. And-and 

by-by doing that, you 

become supportive of each 

other. Right? So, I’m gonna 

go ahead and push my 

neighbor over here to say, 

‘Hey, give this a try. I’m 

here to support you. It’s 

okay if you fail. It doesn’t -

doesn’t matter.’ You know? 

Um, so yea, we’ve done 

that.” 

“Again, going back to that, 

you know prescriptive, one 

to one. What does that 

student need to learn? Is it, 

is it best for, for everybody 

No. Is it best for 80%? 

Yeah, sure ‘cause those, 

that 80% needs it. Does 

the, the other 20% who are 

struggling with it, ,do they 

need to learn how to use it 

responsibly? Absolutely. 

Do we work to do that? 

Sure.” 

“I would say it’s just, 

everyday, you know, it’s 

just a part of what we do. 

You know, I don’t push 

it. I try to be as 

supportive of it as 

possible. You know, 

teachers I feel like know 

and it’s taken a while.  

 

 

 

Vision 

 

3.8951 .48860  

“You have to, you have to 

help everyone to see that 

we’re all in this together. 

Like, I am learning about 

technology right along 

with them. Um, and so, 

that it’s okay to make 

mistakes, um, with it. It’s 

okay if I come into your 

classroom, you know, the 

SMART Board isn’t doing 

what you wanted it to do. 

Um, or you know, at the 

beginning of the year, 

when it takes 

kindergartners 10 minutes 

to log in.” 

We don’t know they’re 

[students] learning 

everything, but they’re not 

learning everything now 

anyway. (laughs) Right? So 

in a traditional setting 

they’re not learning 

everything anyway. And 

what we want...The bigger 

picture is for them to 

develop skills and 

dispositions that will allow 

them as learners to learn 

whatever it is they want to 

learn for the rest of their 

live, rather than forcing 

content on top of them that 

they’re gonna put into short-

term memory, meanwhile 

not build any skills 

“I would love, you know, if 

we were able to, have open 

labs where students are 

able to come in, and you 

know, we are learning, 

we’re learning about 

history and thing, for 

example. And this is our 

time period that we’re 

learning about. Okay, let’s 

go and research and let’s 

find information. Let’s find 

data. And then let’s share it 

with each other. Let’s have 

a conversation. You know, 

I think sometimes we get, 

as educators we get locked 

into this is the, this is the 

material that I have to 

cover, and I have to cover 

it instead of, we are you 

know, in Science we’re 

“I could do anything. 

Well, it would be, first of 

all, that technology 

works perfectly the way 

we always wanted to, 

you know.” 
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gonna talk about DNA. 

Let’s, let’s all research 

DNA and let’s find out 

everything that we can 

about DNA 

Barriers 

 

2.8854 .3635  

“I, you know, our district 

does a nice job with 

filters, and you know. So 

it’s not often that our kids 

get to something that they 

shouldn’t be on. But it 

does happen. Um, and so 

we try to use that. 

Obviously if it’s 

intentional there would be 

some, you know, 

consequences. But at the 

same time, we try to do 

some teaching with it 

about why that’s not, um, 

a good idea, or what could 

potentially happen with 

that information that 

you’ve put out there. Um, 

more often than now, um, 

if something does happen 

with technology that is 

unfortunate or we would 

not like to see happening, 

um, it usually happens at 

home, um, on social 

media. But it does come 

into the classroom. And so 

then we have to talk about 

social media, you know, 

“We were just supposed to 

take a diagnostic assessment 

the other day, and, um, there 

was a - there was- there’s 

something with they updated 

some systems here, and there 

was a bandwidth issue. And 

so the purpose of the 

assessment is to drive...So 

we-we don’t just do 

diagnostic here to count 

beans. What we do it here 

for is - is it’s going to drive 

how we group and regroup 

and all these kind of things. 

Which is...That’s happening 

all the time anyway, but this 

is a big piece of it. But no 

one can get on, and so the 

kids get frustrated. Then, 

you start to see the 

behaviors.” 

“The first year we had so 

many cracked screens [on 

the Chromebooks], just 

students putting and 

forgetting their pencils and 

shutting, shutting the case 

or shutting the top. Or 

they’re their um earbuds 

and closing the case it 

would crack the screen. So 

we had so many it was like, 

okay, this is an accident 

,you’re not used to the 

technology. That one’s 

free. You know, so the first 

one we would give free, 

and um, and then this year 

we changed that because 

last year’s kids started to 

take advantage of it. And 

so, now they’re smashing, 

smashing the screens on 

purpose because it’s free.  

 

And it’s like, the 

investigative process to 

find out, well was this on 

purpose or was it not was 

cumbersome. And it was 

taking so oolong, you have 

to pull in witnesses and 

“You know, so, but you 

can’t live in fear of it. 

Like, I think a lot of our 

teachers are in fear of 

technology because of 

the, they don’t 

understand it or, you 

know, they’re afraid 

something’s going to 

happen. Get them into 

trouble or what have 

you. But , so now, I view 

it as we have to use it as 

a means. Like it’s part of 

what we do. It’s just, it’s 

not extra. It’s just part of 

that’s one of the means 

you might deliver 

instruction through.” 
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even though they’re not 

using it here.” 
everything like that. So, 

now it’s, if there’s a screen 

that’s cracked, you gotta 

pay for the screen. If keys 

are popped off, you have to 

pay for that. If looks like a 

bike ran over it, yeah you 

gotta pay for the whole 

thing.” 

Leader Knowledge 

 

3.9243 .53780  

I mean, when, when I did, 

well, I guess in high 

school, we had some 

[computer training]. I 

learned to type on the 

typewriter, (laughs). Um, 

but then after that, you 

know, we did have 

Microsoft.So just some, 

like basic Microsoft 

Office things. Um, and 

then in college, we were 

also required to do some 

technology classes. But it 

was like the same thing. It 

was like, Microsoft things. 

Didn’t have a whole lot 

of, like, integrating 

technology into the 

classroom. It was kind of 

completely separate at that 

time.”  

“My first job out of college 

is for a company. And, um, 

it was actually in 

technology. So, um, like that 

at the time was...I’m gonna 

age myself a little bit. But 

that’s when they were 

looking to, um, put one 

computer per classroom 

schools were. That’s - that's 

the movement that was 

happening in schools...I saw 

the impact firsthand. So my 

job was to go into schools 

and help design what this 

would look like. ‘Cause you 

gotta pull cables. Schools 

weren’t built to run all these 

things. And wi-Fi was like 

not even a thing then. Right/ 

So, uh, but I watched the 

impact that having a 

computer in the classroom 

had on kids.” 

“I was probably three years 

into teaching and I said, do 

I want to go into 

administration? Do, do I 

want to oversee technology 

for a county or a district? 

What do I want to do? And 

I’m like, I love technology 

so let’s go there it’s, it’s a 

neat thing. But, um, you 

know, my degree’s kinda 

stale now ‘cause I 

graduated in 2017- or 2007 

[with a degree in 

technology], so um, but it’s 

provided me the ability to 

communicate with teachers 

about technology, aslo how 

to manage people, which 

you don’t get that in 

administration and 

supervision.” 

“If something comes up, 

I, in fact find something 

that, you know, I’m like, 

‘Oh they [the teachers] 

need to know about 

this.’I do a lot of 

modeling with the data 

that would probably be 

more of what I, 

technology-wise show 

them.” 

Leader as Change 

Agent 

 

--- ---  

“I think you set the 

expectation, and then you 

provide the support to get 

“I believe that leadership 

plays a huge role in it 

[change], I believe that 

“I really pushed that 

[preparation for a one-to-

one program] saying they 

“You [as a leader] can’t 

force them to it [use 

instructional technology 
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them there. Um, and that, 

you know they may not 

want the support, and 

maybe that’s the mandate. 

Like, ‘You go work with 

so-and-so, to , you know, 

to do this.’ Um, but I think 

, again, once they see the 

benefit of it for our 

students and usually it’s or 

about their own personal 

feelings and fears. So, you 

know, it’s not about the 

kids at that point for them. 

It’s about what works, 

what they’re comfortable 

with. 

we’ve created a team there 

that expects mistakes, 

expects failure, expects 

teachers to push themselves 

to failure. Uh, we don’t 

judge anybody. Our 

administrative staff here, we 

-we will not walk in and just 

a teacher at all. That...So-so 

it starts with me. And it 

starts with the team that I put 

around me that stays we’re 

not gonna go in, and we’re 

not gonna tell somebody 

something’s bad. We not 

gonna...we’re not judging. 

But instead we’re gonna do 

something; we’re gonna go 

in, we’re gonna support, and 

we’re gonna coach, and 

we’re gonna support, and 

we’re gonna coach.” 

are going to need this here 

in two years, I do a weekly 

newsletter for my staff, so 

my first two years we, a lot 

of it was, hey it’s coming. 

You know, are you-are you 

gonna be prepared? You 

know, what are you gonna 

do? What’s your classroom 

gonna look like? And I 

would challenge the staff to 

kinda reflect and process 

that for themselves. Your 

kids are gonna have this 

magic box, you know, that 

they are gonna be able to 

do research a reach a wider 

world. And you are no 

longer gonna be the 

repository of information, 

even, even less so than you 

have been because we 

kinda, as teachers and 

educators we kinda lost 

that 20 years ago.” 

tools], they’re just going 

to hate it. So, you just 

kind of guide them and 

hope that they will find 

something that feels 

comfortable to them.” 

Social Awareness 

 

3.6703 .79018  

“You have to build a 

relationship [with the 

teachers] and know where 

they are as a professional. 

Um, and it’s important for 

you [as a leader] to know 

how they learn best. Um, 

and so making sure that 

you’re supporting their 

learning. Um, and as far 

as building trust, I just 

“So that first year [I was 

hired]...Actually, that first 

summer, I met with every 

teacher, and I gave them as 

much time as they wanted. 

Um, and we sat and we 

talked. We did exactly what 

you and I are doing. And, 

um, I took notes, and I 

learned, and I learned. And I 

learned what people’s 

“But our time is so much 

pulled to, oh I gotta watch 

television because that’s 

going to keep me occupied. 

Or I’m gonna play video 

games, or no I’m gonna, 

you know, we live for the 

weekend, and then we are 

you know, even our 

students we we are, we run 

ourselves, Oh, we gotta go 

“Kids lie about their age 

[to sign up for social 

media accounts] and, you 

know, it’s just like hare 

to keep up with, too with 

all of the different like, 

social media things they 

use. So like when 

TikTock came out, I was 

like ‘What is, what is 

TikTok?’ So one of the 
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think it’s being very open 

and honest with them, and 

willing to say, ‘Hey, I 

don’t have all the 

answers.’ Um, you know, 

and so often that they 

want me to just give them 

answer. And I don’t ,I 

don’t have them all. So 

saying, ‘But I’m happy to 

help you figure it out 

together,’ and then just 

being in there with them, 

um, to try to figure it out.” 

buttons were and what 

offends them and what they 

things wrong. Um, and then 

they learned about me in as 

authentic- authen-in as 

authentic way as possible. 

Um, I’m a real person. I 

have issues and concerns 

like everybody does. 

(laughs). You know? And 

when you share that with 

people, you touch ‘eem 

emotionally and you get 

everybody in the same, um- 

same train moving in the 

same direction. Though on 

the train they may be 

walking in different 

directions, buty they’re all 

on there going the same 

direction.” 

here because we have to do 

something. We gotta go 

there, we never give 

ourselves just time to relax. 

And our- we see that in our 

students. The students will 

come and be like, I am so 

glad I’m back here because 

it’s, it’s a slower pace than 

my life outside of the 

classroom.” 

kids sat down and 

showed me what it was.” 

Teacher 

Attitudes/Motivation  

 

3.8234 

(TA) 
3.8901 

(Mot) 

.52881 

(TA) 
.62016 

(Mot)  

“I think you, teachers, are 

like kids in that they’re all 

in different places. So you 

have to meet them where 

they are. Sometimes all 

they need to do is get an 

idea from you that’s 

something that you’ve 

modeled, and they’ll run 

with it. Sometimes, they 

might be a little more 

hesitant, and maybe just 

need a, you know, quick 

conversation with you 

about it. Other times, you 

“I know that's gonna happen 

to, but I’m authentic. I’m 

there. I show up every day. 

And by doing that, and start 

that capacity with the in...It 

always starts with the 

individual person. So you 

build that capacity with the 

one individual, then with 

two, then with three, then 

with five, then with seven. 

Um, and it grows and it 

grows and it grows.” 

“So, but a lot of times it’s 

more veteran teachers that 

struggle with it [using 

technology]. So it’s, it’s 

just introducing them. It’s 

one thing showing them 

that it can work. A 

simulation. Getting, um, 

having a conversation with 

them that says, have you 

tried this? Come where, let 

me show you it. How 

would this work in your 

classroom?” 

”We’re fortunate to have 

such enthusiastic 

teachers here, too. So, 

they kind of spearhead a 

lot of ideas and they just 

come and like get our 

approval. It’s like, 

‘Yeah. That sounds 

great.’” 
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have to be willing to ‘Hey, 

would you like me to 

come in and we can do 

that together?’ You know, 

or ‘Would you like me to 

come do it and you 

watch?’ So it, you have to 

meet them where they are. 

I don’t know that just 

modeling is what 

encourages them to do it, 

but then, if it takes more 

than that, then that’s what 

you do.” 

Teacher Practice 

Change  

 

4.1080 .58460  

“So definitely people 

[teachers] are taking some 

risks and feel a little 

nervous themselves, with 

you know the Kodables 

program. Or really any of 

that kind of STEM design. 

Those challenges. 

Because as teachers, we 

want to be in control of 

things. And so, when we 

kind of just put something 

out there with guidelines 

for students, we don’t 

really know what’s going 

to happen. And so that’s a 

risk that we’re taking. 

Um, and I think that’s 

tough for teachers, 

because they want to be in 

control the whole time” 

“I’ve seen a shift to an 

instructional lens of use of 

technology. So where the 

conversation may be, ‘Hey, I 

want to be able to have kids 

do this thing. Is there 

technology out there that can 

help me get there?’ Where 

my training as a teacher was, 

‘Hey, here’s Blackboard.’ 

I’m just going to use that for 

an example as something 

that, uh...Right? So-so, 

‘Here’s Blackboard. I want 

you to use it.’” 

“They [teachers] need to be 

able to see themselves 

using it. They need to be 

able to put themselves into 

that situation and say, ‘Ph 

yea, this, this whiteboard, 

or this smartboard, I can 

use for that. This 

Chromebook, I-yep. This is 

how I can use it for 

Science. Or this is how I 

can use it for English.” I 

mean, I think a lot of 

people say, oh 

Chromebook, you type on 

it and I can type papers. 

You know, a lot of people 

see it as that.  

 

 
But no, you can see a 

simulation of the solar 

“Um, we've got a lot of 

teachers that are coming 

around to like Kahoot 

and some of those quick 

things that they can do. 

Um, and so we just, the 

Technology Coaches are 

really good about trying 

to present little things 

that might be helpful to 

them. And so, you just 

hope that they might see 

something and go, ‘Ph, I 

think I’d like to try that.’ 

Um, and we do use them 

as coaches. So, they'll 

put out little things like, 

you know, ‘Hey. If 

you’re getting ready to 

do a unit and you’d like 

for me to come so I can 

help you think about 
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system on it. And zoom in 

and check and see different 

things and see pictures. But 

they have to be able to see 

themselves in that 

technology, using that 

technology, and 

understanding the 

technology because if they 

feel that they’re gonna be 

in, if they’re gonna be in 

the way of instructing their 

kids because they don’t 

understand the technology 

then you know, it broke 

down. Now what do I do?” 

ways to incorporate 

technology into that, let 

me know.’” 

Community 

Relationships 

 

3.6811 .53481  

“I wouldn’t call it a 

challenge, but a concern 

from parents was, of 

course, screen time, and 

were we going to have 

students, you know, 

they’re going to be 

looking at a screen all day. 

And, so I think it, you 

know, kind of trying to 

plan ahead for those 

challenges, and kind of 

meet them head on. And 

again, finding out what 

the fears or the resistance 

is, and trying to find a c-, 

a way to, you know, work 

through that.” 

“Another concern we get 

from parents is, the kids 

have this device and they 

can go anywhere in the 

world on this device. And 

the things they can see and 

do on this device, you know, 

scares parents. It scares 

them. Um, Gaggle helps us 

with a lot , um the fact that 

we have firewalls, and we 

can control a lot of what 

happens. That helps a lot 

with parents. When you, um 

- when you make a call to a 

parent, on a Saturday night, 

you know because their kids 

has threaten suicide and 

they’ve done it though this 

device and parent had no 

“With policy we 

communicate with parents 

what would you like to 

see? You know, when 

parents come in and they 

have a complaint, like okay 

what would you like to see 

done? Wheel, I would like 

them all banned. Okay, but 

when they get out into the 

world and they, you know, 

what are they interested in / 

X, Y, and Z. Well, they’re 

gonna have to use 

technology.” 

“So, I think once we 

educated them 

[caregivers] a little bit, 

kind of, and teachers that 

on a case-by-case basis. 

Um, but had a little bit of 

pushback in that regard. 

And then we also had 

others that aware like 

impressed about what the 

kids were able to do. So 

we have out Chamber of 

Commerce in the 

community has a 

leadership group and it’s 

different businesses that, 

can send a person. And I 

don’t even really know 

what all they do to be 

honest with you. But 



 

297 

idea what was happening, 

and then you found out that, 

wow, this was a real thing,, 

the parents are super, super 

grateful.” 

they come here for a 

tour. And so, when they 

came for a tour, we took 

them around the different 

classrooms. And so, one 

of our classroom was the 

project-based room 

where they were peer 

editing their writing 

assignments. And I 

remember a mom 

looking up and she’s a 

business person in our 

community,. And She 

looked up and she’s like, 

‘They’re in the same 

document. How are they 

doing that?’ And I was 

like, ‘That’s called 

Google.’ And, like we 

live in that world.” 

Student Engagement 

 

3.9851 .57941  

“If students aren’t 

interested [in the 

materials], they’re not 

going to, they’re not going 

to truly learn it and be 

invested in it.” 

“I’ve got teachers doing 

project-based learning now 

that I never...If you’d have 

told me a year ago, just a 

year ago that, ‘Hey, a year 

from now they’re gonna be 

doing…’ I would’ve been, 

‘No way.’ They’re doing it. 

It’s one of those things. You 

know it’s like anything out. 

It gets momentum, and then 

the kids, as the kids move 

through six, seven, and 

eight, they get more of it , 

and more of it, and more of 

“We [leaders] always tried 

to push, hey let’s do 

PowerPoints with the kids. 

And let’s do, let’s get them 

engaged. If we can get 

them into the computer 

labs researching let’s do 

that.” 

“I have a 4th grade 

teacher that’s using 

Nearpod. Um, but I don’t 

really know a whole lot 

about it but she was 

really excited about it 

because we got exposed 

to it when she did her 

student teaching. And I 

was like, ‘Sure. Yes.’ So 

she’s been really excited 

and the kids have really 

enjoyed it. We actually 

have a lot of kids which 

again, this goes back to 
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it. Now they want more. And 

then the high school 

principal has to deal with it 

as they come to him. 

(laughing) Right? They’re 

coming to him, and they 

want these experiences, and 

they’re not gonna accept 

anything other than that 

because to me, you’ve 

empowered the learn to say, 

‘This is yours. This is yours. 

This isn’t mine. This is 

yours, and you should be 

getting the most out of it that 

you can.’” 

our generation versus the 

student generation. They 

really like to read books 

online.” 

Student Outcomes 

 

3.6284 .62885  

“I think the more and 

more we go towards 

student voice and choice 

and know your students, if 

they are interested in 

creating a product that, 

just to show they're 

learning, oftentimes 

they're going to tell us if 

they need the technology 

or not. While another 

student maybe is not, um, 

that’s not their pathway. 

Maybe they just want to, 

good old pencil and paper, 

or create a poster. Or, is 

really, we have to listen to 

students, and how do they 

choose to get their 

information and how do 

“The big- the bigger picture 

is for them to develop skills 

and dispositions that will 

allow them as learners to 

learn whatever it is they 

want to learn for the rest of 

their life, rather than forcing 

content on top of them that 

they’re gonna put into short-

term memory, meanwhile 

not build any skills. They 

don’t...they’re not learning 

how to learn; they’re just 

learning how to play school. 

The more they-the more they 

do that, the more struggles 

they’re gonna have once 

they get out of school.” 

“Test scores have gone up 

[after using technology to 

practice testing]. Um, we 

were just looking at 

benchmark data here at the 

leadership meeting and test 

scores for our eighth grade 

students, in just for 

example in reading went 

from 39% to I think it was 

56% to 71%.”  

“The kids in 

Kindergarten are using 

Seesaw and so, they’re 

asked to practice reading 

their sight words. So 

they’ll video themselves 

reading their sight words. 

And then the teachers 

can go back that 

afternoon and quickly, 

“Oh yup. Got them. Got 

them. Got them.” 
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they choose to 

demonstrate their 

learning? Again, it can be 

with or without 

technology. Our job is to 

show them both pathways 

and let them decide how 

they can get there.” 
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APPENDIX I 

Consent Agreement - Interview 
STUDY TITLE: Transformative Digital Leaders: Learning of innovative attitudes and practices for 

technology integration in the primary and secondary schools 

 

RESEARCH PROCEDURES 

This research is being conducted to learn about the attitudes and beliefs of identified innovative school 

leaders. It will also fulfill a PhD dissertation project conducted by Jennifer Rowan at George Mason 

University.  If you agree to participate, you will then be asked to answer approximately 15- 20 questions 

about your leadership practices of instructional technologies in your school. The interview will take 

approximately 45 - 60 minutes to complete.  

 

RISKS 

There are no foreseeable risks involved in participating in this study other than those encountered in day-to-

day life. 

 

BENEFITS 

There are no benefits to you as a participant other than to further research in educational leadership and 

instructional technology.  

 

CONFIDENTIALITY 

The data in this study will be confidential. Your interview will be recorded, transcribed, and stored on a 

Google Drive and George Mason University's campus in the Dissertation Director’s office. The researchers, 

which include the dissertation committee, will have availability to the de-identified complete transcripts. 

Critical friends of the researchers may have access to portions of de-identified information.  All audio files 

will be deleted upon transcription.  

 

Transcripts will be stored in a password protected electronic format and deleted after five years. 

Participants may review Google's website for information about their privacy statement: 

https://edu.google.com/training-support/privacy-security/?modal_active=none. While it is understood that 

no computer transmission can be perfectly secure, reasonable efforts will be made to protect the 

confidentiality of your transmission.   

 

Identifiers may be removed from data and de-identified data could be used for future research without 

additional consent from participants. Pseudonyms will be used instead of your real name on any 

publication. 

 

 

PARTICIPATION 

Your participation in this interview is voluntary, and you may withdraw from the study at any time for any 

reason. If you decide not to participate or if you withdraw from the study, there is no penalty or loss of 

direct benefit to which you are otherwise entitled.  You are free to decline to answer any particular question 

you do not wish to answer for any reason. There are no costs to you or any other party.  

 

The interview will be recorded using an audio device. Audio files will be stored on the device and a 

personal, password protected Google Drive. Interviews will be transcribed using an online service, 

Rev.com. Rev.com has an Non-Disclosure agreement which you can read here: 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/104xs3WO9V3XoXWweVO02YjSAdQcFob9a/view?usp=sharing. After 

transcription, audio files will be deleted and de-identified transcripts will be kept in a personal, password 

protected Google Drive and on George Mason University’s campus in the Dissertation Director’s office for 

five years. After five years, all data will be electronically deleted or physically shredded. 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/104xs3WO9V3XoXWweVO02YjSAdQcFob9a/view?usp=sharing
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After the interview, the researcher may reach out to you to verify the interpretations made from your 

interview responses. 

 

For your time, you will receive a $25 gift card. The gift card will be issued electronically, so we will need 

to ask for your personal email address.  In addition, your responses may help researchers practitioners learn 

more about technology integration in relationship to your school leader. 

 

If you agree to participate in this study, the researchers would also like to administer a 15-20 minute survey 

to the teachers in your school. The survey will be administered electronically via email or in-person. By 

signing the consent form, you agree to provide the time for teachers to complete the survey.  

 

 

Participant Consent  

I have read this form, all of my questions have been answered by the research staff, and I agree to 

participate in this study.  

 

 

____ I agree to audio taping.  

____ I do not agree to audio taping.  

 

Printed Name:  _________________________  

 

Signature:         ________________________ 

 

Email Address: ________________________ 
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APPENDIX J 

Interview Protocol 
 
Introduction: My name is Jennifer Rowan and I’m a PhD candidate at George Mason University. You 

have been nominated by the Director of Technology or Director of Instructional Technology to be a part of 

the study. This interview is voluntary. You may answer the questions fully or refrain from answering any 

question. You can stop the interview at any time. This interview will last  45 - 60 minutes and all personal 

identifiers will be removed from the transcript.  
 
Background 

• What is your educational background? 

• According to your personal and professional beliefs, what are the purposes of technology in 

education? 

• Think back to your training related to technology integration. What type of technology training did 

you have formally or informally?  

o Probe: Do you think you had adequate preparation with technology in your preservice 

classes or professional development courses? 

 
Vision & School Culture 

• If you could do anything, what would be your vision for schools and educational technology use? 

• Now that we talked about your vision, let’s touch on school culture which is more about processes 

and the way the climate feels to staff and students . How does technology fit into today’s school 

culture? 

o Probe: Technology promises to help students learn 21st Century skills. These skills 

include critical thinking, creativity, collaboration, and communication. 

 
Leadership and Technology  

• How do you communicate your vision to your staff? 

• Now that I understand more about your vision, let’s talk more about your leadership experience 

with technology. How do you use technology to enhance staff performance? 

• It has been said that innovative leaders model the use of technology to motivate their teachers to 

use it too. Do you find this to be true? What do you do to model technology use? 

 
Teachers and Technology  

• When you are observing teachers, how would you like to see your teachers use technology? 

o Follow Up Question: Can you think back to a recent successful lesson you have observed 

with teachers using technology? What were the highlights of teacher and student use? 

How did technology add to the lesson? 

• Sometimes, there can be resistance by staff in using learning technologies. What are some 

strategies you might use to help teachers overcome resistance? 

o Follow up Question: What are some challenges you may face as a leader? 

 
Barriers 

• Think back to some challenges that may have occurred in the efforts of technology integration. 

Can you describe some of those times where you or your staff was met with challenges? 

 
Students and Technology 
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• We talked a little about staff, but I want to turn our attention to students. Think of a lesson or 

moment where technology has been beneficial to student learning. Can you describe an example 

for me? 

• Now, think of a time that technology hinders student learning. When did you see technology not 

helping student growth? 

o Beyond being off-task, do you think technology affects the way students learn 

negatively?  

• What types of student outcomes can be realized when using learning technologies than cannot be 

done without the technology in place? 

o Example: Student has greater gains due to formative assessment data and instructional 

shifts 

 
Community 

• The community can have a big impact on technology adoptions. Today, parents and the 

community are expecting students to use technology in their learning for workplace skills and 

college readiness. How are you navigating parent requests and/or community expectations? 

o Have you had issues with digital equity such as internet access at home? 

o Have you had anyone worried about using technology too much? 

• Technology can help keep in touch and form relationships with community partners. How do you 

or your staff members foster community relationships with technology? If you do not, how can 

you see technology helping in the future? 

 
Conclusion: Thank you for taking part in this study. I appreciate your time and willingness to share your 

experience with me. I will look forward to surveying your staff to learn more. 
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