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ABSTRACT

By

Cynthia A. Sager

The work of the school principal is an increasingly complex and

demanding job. The demands of this position have created a need for

assisting the principals in their work. With the increasing development of

computer technology in our society, the purpose of this study is to explore

the use of computer technology by principals in their practices and to

understand how computer technology does or does not shape the form

and content of their work. This study will address the research question:

In what ways does computer technology shape the form and content of the

principal’s work?

The researcher explored the use of computer technology by

principals through both quantitative methods (survey) and qualitative

methods (interviews and observations). The information that was gathered

from this data collection allowed the researcher to look critically at the

leadership and management tasks of the school principals, therefore

giving details to the influence that computer technology is having on the

work of the school principal. The query of how computer technology may

provide principals with an avenue for increased organizational

effectiveness during this turbulent time appears missing in the current

literature.

The research in this study clearly indicates that principals are using



computer technology in their work, yet there is also a lack of dialogue

among principals regarding computer technology. it is evident, though,

that this use is almost as varied as the principals who participated in this

study. It is apparent that principals have not had the opportunities to

further their development of skills due to lack of access to updated

equipment, software, and to training designed for principals.

Principals must be given support by their local districts and regional

service agencies in order to help them understand the application of

computer technology to their practices. Principals will not be able to apply

computer technology to the complex tasks of their jobs without the

following changes: local districts placing an emphasis on assisting the

principals in learning these applications; universities addressing the

computer training needs of aspiring principals; and principals themselves

accepting and embracing the challenges that new technology brings to

their practices. State of the art technology is available throughout our

society, yet education and principals have not taken full advantage of

these sophisticated technologies.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

Introduction

As a longtime member of the principal team, I have recently become

curious why there is little written in professional journals and books about

how computer use impacts the role of the principal. The recent literature

addresses the impact of computers in the teaching and learning process,

but very little research addresses the impact of computers in the

administration and management of schools. The reason that the use of

computer technology in the principal’s practice has not been written

about may be. that this aspect of the principal’s job has not caused

substantial questioning on either the part of the principal or the school

district.

The complexity of my job has become almost overwhelming;

therefore, this tension has led to my interest in using technology in my own

practice. I often ask myself and my peers: can the expectations placed on

school principals today be more effectively dealt with through the use of

computer technology? Computer technology may allow school principals

the opportunity to manage time and multiple tasks more effectively by

having immediate access to people and information at our desktops. My

personal experience with computer technology has been fragmented at

best, but even with this splintered exposure, I might infer that having
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access to information and people in a timely fashion may allow me the

opportunity to become a more effective leader.

There may be very little emphasis placed on the administrative use

of computers because the focus of most districts, in regards to this new

phenomena, has been on how technology impacts the teaching and

learning process within the school. While principals have been asked to

place an emphasis on implementing technology in the classroom, it may be

difficult to be educational leaders if they do not understand the capacity of

computer technology. The term technology includes many different forms;

e.g., voice, video, data, etc. It is the intent of this study to focus on the use

of computer technology and its intersection with the principal’s practice.

This exploratory study does not examine the principal’s intimate

knowledge of the technical nature of the computer, nor will it address the

role of computers in the schools. This study will investigate how principals

apply and implement computer technology in their practices.

Purpose of Research Study

The purpose of this study is to examine how current K-1 2 school

principals are utilizing computer technology in their practices and how

computer technology shapes the form and content of their work. Because

of the lack of research regarding the use of computer technology in

educational leadership, we look to the corporate world where there is a

growing body of literature. This literature refers to technology and





systems thinking, the changing nature of our society, and the impact that

technology is having on the world of business (Senge, 1990; Salisbury,

1996; Deal and Kennedy, 1982). White, Hodgson and Crainer (1996) talk

about technology and its impact on managers:

Technology has had a huge impact on our lives. The ability to store

and retrieve information from databases means that any individual

has access to vast amounts of data. The comparatively cheap and

ready access that most seniormanagers have to computer

databases (whether they use them or not) means that they can

easily tap into historical, financial and market information. It may be

that they cannot find the right piece of data when they want it and

they may feel submerged in vast quantities of data that prove

unnecessary, but the availability of technology means that choice -

alternative ways of identifying problems and solving them - is greatly

increased.(p. 59)

In order to meet the needs of our changing society, therefore,

students will need computer technology skills and schools will need to

restructure to meet these needs. Our educational leaders, the principals,

must lead the school organization to meet the needs of our changing

society and work environment. Educational leaders must provide

opportunities for our teachers to reconstruct learning experiences so that

skills such as competencies in critical thinking, reasoning, creative



 

1
‘



problem solving and technology application will be addressed in our

schools. Principals, like managers in the corporate world, must be willing

to embrace these changes and develop programs that address these

issues. School leaders who accept these challenges will provide an

environment for learning that will allow our students to gain the skills that

they need as they move into the 21" century. The Center for Educational

Leadership (1995) reflects on the challenges posed by technology in the

world of educational management and leadership:

The most difficult challenge educational mangers presently face is

to release the gap between power of technology and their abilities

to understand and use that power effectively to achieve their goal of

providing quality education to all students. The variability of

, technology in educational management provides another catalyst

for rethinking the ways we structure, organize and manage our

public schools as we attempt to meet the contemporary needs of

students. (p. 29)

In essence, principals should understand and apply computer

technology in their practice. One example of how computer technology is

used in school administration is in the creation of a class schedule for 630

students. Five years ago this task could take months to complete. Today,

this task may only require a couple of days. The computer is capable of

scheduling all of these students within a matter of minutes. This is one
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management task that has been modified in a very positive manner with

the use of a computer. In this case, one might hypothesize that

streamlining the management tasks of the principal’s practice will then

lead to a better use of time that might be spent in instructional leadership.

It is this knowledge of the effect of computer technology on the K-1 2

school principal’s practice that has given purpose to this study. It also

gives reason to infer that if school principals can manage their managerial

tasks more effectively, there will be more time available to enhance

leadership processes in learning, teaching, school-community relations,

team building and disseminating (See Sergiovanni, 1995; Barth, 1990;

Lauda, 1994).

Statement of the Problem and Need

The research regarding the principal’s use of computer technology

is limited. The National Association of Secondary School Principals

Bulletin (NASSP) in the last twelve months had no articles dealing with the

principal’s use of technology specifically in relation to the principal’s

practice. The last six Issues of The Association for Supervision and

Curriculum Development (ASCD) flucational Leadmjp magazine has

not referred once to the principal’s use of technology. Education Week

produced a special report on technology in October, 1998, and not once

mentioned the importance of computer technology and principal

leadership. ASCD also produced a yearbook called 1999: Preparing our
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Schgois for the 21" Centm (1999) and again did not address the issue of

computer technology and school leadership.

In a recent NASSP article by Portin, Shen and Williams (December,

1998), they argue that more attention must be placed on the changing

nature of the principalship especially during the era of significant changes

in federal programs, state mandated curriculum standards, the growing

importance of community communication, and now towards site-based

decision making. -

Much attention has been given to the impact these changes are

having on teachers, parents, and students. Scant attention has been '

given, however, to the impact of these changes on principals, who

are expected to lead the implementation of school reform and

restructuring. The school effectiveness research of the last 20 years

repeatedly affirms the role of principal leadership in school

success. Principals remain key individuals as instructional leaders,

initiators of change, school managers, personnel administrators,

problem solvers, and “boundary spanners” for the school. (p. 1)

Through their research, Portin et al., (1998) identified the following

information regarding the changing nature of the principalship from

interviewing focus groups:

9 They were expected to collaborate more with others when making

decisions.





+ They were required to comply with increasingly complex state

reform and truancy legislation.

+ They were required to assume additional and sometimes

unfamiliar roles.

+They were expected to respond to changing and sometimes

conflicting community demands.

0 They were required to expand the work week. (p. 2)

While this article and others about the changing nature of the work

of the principalship is essential to both practioners and educational

researchers, they do not examine the intersection of computer technology

andthe principalship. The query of how computer technology may provide

principals with an avenue for increased organizational effectiveness

during this turbulent time appears missing in the current literature. There

is also a lack of dialogue among principals regarding computer

technology. The regional meetings that are a part of the Michigan

Association of Secondary School Principals organization continue to

dialogue about legal and regulatory issues relating to the practice of the

school principal, but not the effects of computer technology on principal

practice. In essence, the discussion, in the State of Michigan, of computer

technology in principal leadership generally revolves around how to fund

instructional technology, instead of, how to think about and use

technology to frame effective practice.
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At the same time that K-1 2 level school leaders and educational

leadership researchers are ignoring the intersection of computer

technology and principal practice, schools of higher education that

prepare building-level administrators do not focus on this issue.

Reviewing the requirements for Master of Arts in Educational Leadership

programs (see Tables 1.1-1.5) in the State of Michigan, the only university

that has a computer technology requirement for prospective school

administrators is Saginaw Valley State University.

 

   
   

   

   
   

   

  

    

   

 

  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

EAD 800 Organizational Theory in Education

EAD 801 Leadership and Organizational Development

EAD 803 Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluation

EAD 804 Administration of Human Resources in Education

EAD 813 Education, Development, and Social Change

H EAD 852A Elementary and Middle School Administration

EAD 8528 Secondary School Administration

EAD 853A Legal, Fiscal, and Policy Environment of Schools

EAD 8538 Schools, Families, and Communities   

 

 

EAD 853C Instructional Supervision   
    

 



Tat

p
,

,
7
7
7
5
4
1
7
.
;

“
J
\
\
\
\
L
\
\
\
\
1
i
l
l
l

 

 



 

’ Table 1.2 MA Core Coursework at Grand Valley State University A

ED 633 Race, Class and Language
 

 

   

     

   

   

   

    

  
Table 1.3

EAD 600

ED 671 Current Issues in Education

EDG 666 Curriculum and Leadership

EDG 668 Personnel Administration

EDG 669 School Finance

EDG 670 School Law

EDG 665 Educational Leadership

EDG 685 Practicum/Graduate Field Experience

__ f Research Agglications ‘

 

  

 

    

 

  

 

Research in Administration J
   

EAD 660

EAD 663

EAD 664

- 66

  

 

   

 

Principles of Educational Administration

Personnel Administration   

  Public School Finance    

 

  

 

    

 

   
   

 

 

 

  

Table 1 .4 MA Core Coursework at University of Michigan ' I

\ EDL 551 4 Organizational Analysis of Schools

EDL 552 Instructional Leadership in Schools
'\

\ EDL 553 Administrative Leadership in Schools

EDL 55 _ Legand Fscal Eironment  
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, - Table 1.5 MA Core Coursework at Saginaw Valley State University

 

 

 

     

   

     

 

 

 

EDL 550 Leadership Theories and Practices

EDL 552 Curriculum Development

EDL 553 School Law

EDL 554 Administrative Microcomputing

 

  EDL 555 Educational Research and Program Evaluation
 

It is clear that the principal’s position is becoming increasingly

complex and that at the same time, the use of technology is having an

impact on all facets of our lives. The attention to technology in education is

currently focused on students and teachers and very little attention is

being placed on the principals’ use of technology. For principals to

become educational leaders in the area of technology, they must be

Prepared to enter this technology-driven era with technology knowledge.

Schools of Educational Leadership may be able to provide this knowledge

to aspiring principals.

Significance of the Problem

Because of the important role that computer technology plays in

schools, the principal must be committed to modeling the use of

techlrtology for the purposes of facilitating student achievement and

gathering and synthesizing information (Center for Educational

Leadership, 1995; Fullan, 1993; Hughes, 1994). It is no longer possible for

Principals to ignore this phenomenon. School principals need to have

some computer technology expertise for a variety of reasons. First, there

10
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is the issue of student data that is generally part of a networked student

management system. Principals need to know how to access and use this

data for accountability and decision making purposes. Second, the

amount and type of educational information that is available on the web

(e.g . , curriculum research, Department of Education information, etc.). It

is important information for principals to be able to access in order to

better inform decisions. Third, principals must be able to model the

practice of using computer technology for the purposes of teaching and

learning. Fourth, building administrators must be able to communicate

effectively with the community that they serve. More and more homes have '

access to computer technology, therefore principals may be able to

maximize their communication within the community by utilizing computer

tetzhnology.

Understanding computer technology as a tool, may make a

SIQNificant Impression on the principals’ work as instructional leaders.

0‘"'Our (1999) suggests that principals must act as a gatekeeper for

infol‘rl'iation and training on learning and teaching. Thereby, sorting and

disseminating information effectively. Dufour (1999) writes, “prlncipals

Shot-"d be committed to empowering their staff members, they must never

overlook their own responsibilities as instructional leaders. They must

Provide staff members with relevant background information and research

findings” (p. 14). Given the principal’s role as Instructional leader, slhe

11
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might find computer technology an effective tool to disseminate

information. At the same time, the principal must also “ensure that

teachers receive the training and coaching to master skills that make them

more effective” (Dufour, p. 14).

The infusion of technology into our schools not only creates a

necessity to understand the impact of technology on teaching and

learning, but also the impact on the limited resources with which schools

continue to work. Principals must understand how computer technology

might support their practice of resource allocation. Ross (1996) argues

that: “Issues relating to the technology, budgeting, access, use in the ‘

classroom, must be resolved by effective building and district leaders if

their schools are to participate in the next wave of educational technology

er\hancements” (pp. 3-4).

The impact of computer technology also has important implications

for principal preparation. This information regarding principal preparation

is GVident in Tables 1.1-1.5. Kearsley and Lynch (1994) write:

One of the critical areas of technology leadership that has largely

been ignored is school administrators. Few administrators at any

level have received formal preparation for instructional technology.

In general, they have learned what they know about technology

through informal experiences and observation. In many cases,

administrators depend completely on teachers or technology

12
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specialists (or, in a few cases, vendors) for guidance. ( p.1 3)

Technology training, specific to the principals’ practice, may

prepare future principals in a way that practicing principals have not been

prepared. Prospective principals would have an advantage with the

technology knowledge that those of us who are currently practicing have

had to learn on the job. Incorporating technology use into the programs of

prospective principals would be advantageous for the principals and for

the districts in which they will be employed (Richardson, 1991; National

Commission on the Principalship, 1990). Ross (1996) further asserts,

“Effective administrators will not battle with technology, but prepare for it.

Institutions and organizations that prepare school leaders must

incorporate these new skills into their curriculum” ( p. 2).

This research study also suggests that principals who understand

the capacities and applications of computer technology can impact the

integration of computer technology as a teaching and learning tool in their

schools. For example Kearsley and Lynch (1994) write:

Technology leadership is inherently linked to innovation and this

provides unique considerations. While leadership usually involves

dealing with change, technology leadership deals almost exclusively

with new procedures, policies, and situations. A critical element in

technology leadership is the ability to develop and articulate a vision

of how technology could produce changes. (p. 6)

Drawing from this concept, principals who use the computer for

13
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gathering information on teaching and learning on the Web can

disseminate this information to teachers creating professional

development opportunities. Principals might search for grant money on

the Internet which can have significant impact on development,

implementation and sustainability of innovative educative programs in

their schools.

Principals who use the computer as a tool for better communication

can become more involved in the complex world of educational leadership

through dialogue with other school principals and community leaders. A

principal who has a thorough knowledge of the use of the computer will be

able to model this to teachers, who in turn will model this practice to

students; thereby having an impact on the teaching and learning that

takes place within a school.

Context of the Study

The Changing Principalship

This study is grounded in the literature regarding the principalship

and the complex nature of this position. It was imperative to define the

principalship in a framework that could show the complexities of the job.

The literature speaks to the issue of how the role of the principal has

changed over time and the implications that these changes have on the

importance of this position in leading our schools into the next century.

The history of the principalship traces the development of this

position from that of being a “headteacher” to the current encompassing

14





role of the instructional leader. The “headteacher” was in charge of the

school, but spent most of his time teaching in the classroom. However,

Richardson, Flanigan and Blackbourn (1991) point out that: “The

increasingly complex organizational demands of schools forced many

principals to abandon instructional duties for management functions” (p.

6). The literature today, on the principalship repeatedly refers to the

principal as the most critical element in an effective school (Richardson,

Flanigan & Blackbourn, 1991; Sergiovanni, 1996; Hallinger, Bickman &

Davis, 1990). Sergiovanni (1995) points to a change in the principalship

from a traditional management view of factory-like conditions (linear) to a

view of nonlinear theory. Sybouts and Wendel (1 994) talk about the

changes in expectations for the principalship:

Perhaps one of the major changes in the principalship has been the

range of expectations placed on the position. These expectations

have moved from demands for management and control, with

presumptions for forced compliance, to the demand for an

educational leader who can foster staff development, program

improvement, parent involvement, community support, and student

growth. (p. 2)

Fullan (1993) adds that principals need to lead the learning

organization in a complex environment which is essential for the future of

schools. Principals no longer are just required to open the doors of a

school building, but they are expected to create a vision through

15



understanding the culture of the school community. The changing nature

of the principalship is important to understanding the context of the

schools of the 21't century.

In an article titled The Changing Principalship and Its Impact: Voices

from Principals (1998), Portin, Shen and Williams discuss the changing

nature of the principals’ job today:

Principals are saying they are approaching the limits of the amount

of time they can dedicate to the job. Legislators, school boards, and

district administrators who are proposing additional changes that

will affect the school and the principal’s role should realize that the

capacity to take on additional duties is severely limited for many

principals. In addition to the time restraints, the principals, because

cf external priorities, are increasingly becoming managers rather

than instructional leaders. (p. 7)

Literature regarding the principalship describes the complexities and

responsibilitiesof the building principalship. Roland Barth (1990) speaks

to the fact that the principal is responsible for “almost everything” that is

associated with a school. He refers to the fact that principals are

accountable for everything from getting the students on the buses in the

morning, feeding the students, student security and then making sure that

the students arrive home safely. These concerns must be addressed while

the principal is also responsible for the achievement of the students in

their academic pursuits. Barth also speaks about the fact that “principals

16





have assumed one small additional responsibility after another” (p. 32)

over time and that these responsibilities continue to increase and become

more complex.

Lunenburg (1995) describes the work of principals as a “heavy

workload at a fast pace and variety, fragmentation and brevity” (p. 9).

These realities of the principal’s practice are echoed throughout the

literature on the principalship. Van Cleve Morris and his associates (in

Sergiovanni, 1995) use such words as “moving and dynamic; frequent and

abrupt shifts” (p.9) to describe the work of the principal. Sergiovanni

(1995) uses terms such as “enthusiastic, aggressive and adaptable” (p.1 6)

when describing the principal.

The fragmentation and brevity of the principal’s job require that

principals find ways to manage the school so that the principal can attend

to the variety of duties that hlshe encounters on a daily basis. Expectations

placed on the principal have changed over time. The principal’s job has

changed from a position where control was the key factor to a position

which demands an “...educational leader who can foster staff

development, program development, parent involvement, community

support, and student growth” (Sybouts and Wendell, 1994, p.2). If they are

to effectively function in the 21 " century, principals must understand that

these changes are constant.

Many scholars (Sergiovanni, 1996; Fullan, 1993; Leithwood, 1992;

Lunenburg, 1 995) today speak about the contextual nature of the
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principalship and how the principal must understand the changes that are

taking place in education. The expectations placed on the principal are

becoming even more numerous as we move into the next century. Lauda

(1994) writes, “Indeed, the principal’s role becomes one of transforming

the public school in order to meet the demands of the twenty-first century”

(p. 44). The job of the principal has changed so dramatically that Hughes

(1994) talks about principals venturing into “uncharted waters” in order to

facilitate growth (p. 70). The dimensiOns that have been added to the

principal’s role may mean that the principal will have to develop new

techniques while keeping up with the already demanding tasks of the job.

The changing face of the principalship require the skills necessary to lead

a learning organization. Principals must understand the importance of

change within the school organization and accumulate the skills

necessary to expedite the growth and changes.

Because of shifting roles and expectations, the National

Commission on the Principalship in 1990 defined the principalship in terms

of four performance domains, which are the Functional Domain,

Programmatic Domain, Interpersonal Domain and Contextual Domain. This

model was selected in order to define the role of the principal in

measurable language. The Functional Domain is described as, “the

organizational processes and techniques by which the mission of the

school is achieved. They provide for the educational program to be

realized and allow the institution to function” (p. 21). The Programmatic

18
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Domain is defined as, “focus on the scope and framework of the

educational program. They reflect the core technology of schools,

instruction, and the related supporting services, developmental activities,

and the resource base” (p. 23). The Interpersonal Domain, “recognizes the

significance of interpersonal connections in schools. They acknowledge

the critical value of human relationships to the satisfaction of personal and

professional goals, and to the achievement of organizational purpose” (p.

24). The Contextual Domain, “reflects the world of ideas and forces within

which the school operates. They explore the intellectual, ethical, cultural,

economic, political, and governmental influences upon school, including

traditional and emerging perspectives” (p. 25). These domains reflect the

increasingly complex structural/organizational, human, and political

demands the school places on the building-level school principal.

Principal as Leader and Manager

A major issue in this study is whether or not technology allows

principals to more efficiently manage their tasks in order to have more

time for instructional leadership. Larry Hughes (1 994) argues that there is

a distinction between managing and leading an organization:

While leaders may describe dynamic efforts such as translating into

action a vision for the organization, creating change, and

developing new policies, management emphasizes a supportive

status quo to provide people with stability and balance in the

workplace so that they can work in relative comfort. (p. 31)
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This argument is further supported by Fred Lunnenburg (1995). He

emphasizes: “leaders are concerned with ‘doing the right things’ and

managers emphasize ‘doing things right’” (p. 3).

Portin, Shen and Williams (1998) refer to the balance between

leadership to management for school principals:

It is useful to think of the principal’s role as a balance between

leadership and management. Leadership covers the important role

of supervising the curriculum, improving the instructional program,

working with the staff to identify a vision and direction for the

school, and building a close and congruent working relationship

between the school and its community. Management, which is also

important, includes managing the budget, maintaining the building,

completing and submitting required reports, and complying with

legislative mandates and state and district regulations. Because the

management tasks are often more explicit, not complying with them

becomes very visible to district administrators. Some management

tasks also can have legal consequences. As a result, principals

understandably give high priority to attending to managerial

responsibilities often at the expense of leadership responsibilities.

There simply is not enough time to do both. (p. 5-6)

The distinction between leadership and management is clearly a

significant factor when looking at the principal’s effect on the teaching

and learning process in a school. Principals must provide an environment
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in which students and staff are safe and free to engage in the learning

process, but a principal must create an environment in which learning is

the priority. Managing a school takes specific skills according to Gordon

Donaldson (1991 ). He speaks about the “common time allocations” in a

principal’s job: availability to clientele, supervising students, organizing

staff, teaching and developing curriculum development, representing the

school at public functions, running the office, and operating the school.

Sergiovanni (1 995) speaks about the distinction between linear and

nonlinear responsibilities of the principal. He describes the management

role of the principal, which encompasses linear conditions:

Under linear conditions, simplicity, clarity, and predictability are

present. Examples of administrative tasks that typically fit linear

Conditions include the routing of bus schedules, purchasing books,

planning conference times, and other events and activities In which

human interactions are simple, incidental, or nonexistent. (p. 41)

There is substantial literature (Robbins 8: Alvy, 1995; Richardson,

Short 8: Pricket, 1993; Serglvanni, 1995; Donaldson, 1991) that describes

the managerial functions of the principalship. The principal’s work as

manager ls somewhat reminiscent of the early role of the principal as

gatekeeper. Understanding that the daily tasks of running a school are

essential to the success of the students, principals, as practioners, “need

to make sure that schedules work, the chalk is in the classroom, and

transition times run smoothly” (Robbins & Alvy, 1995, p. 10).
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Leading the organization, on the other hand, requires a different set

of skills. Peter Senge (1990) refers to a new view of leadership. When

speaking about the learning organization and the responsibilities of the

leader, Senge refers to the vision that the leaders must be “designers,

stewards, and teachers” (p. 22). Furthermore:

In a learning organization, the leadership continuously provides

opportunities for generative learning to occur. As people learn their

abilities expand. An organization that generates learning is able to

grow and develop in an infinite number of ways. (p. 340)

The principal, as leader, must be able to give purpose to the people

within the organization. In short, to lead a learning organization the

principal must influence the people in the organization. Sybouts and

Wendel (1994) write: “Successful schools do not have one set of qualities

in common, but have many different, as well as similar, qualities. But

effective schools share one quality; an exceptional principal or leader who

influences teachers and students through knowledge of instruction” (p. 7).

This particular statement by these authors inform this study by referring to

the importance of the principal in the school. There is evidence of this

reference throughout the literature on effective schools, therefore, giving

this study purpose for defining the principalship and the tasks of this

position.

Leading the 21“ century organization will require a vision entirely

different from that which informed previous leadership techniques.
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Margaret Wheatley (1992) speaks about leadership evolving from chaos.

This approach, for the principal, will require asking ‘why’ when in the past

it required just making the decision. Creating an environment in which all

people in the organization may become leaders will test the resolve of all

school administrators to truly create an authentic learning organization.

Wheatley (1992) writes:

I believe that we have only just begun the process of discovering

and inventing the new organizational forms that will inhabit the

twenty-first century. To be responsible inventors and discoverers,

though, we need the courage to let go of the old world, to relinquish

most of what we have cherished, to abandon our interpretations

about what does and doesn’t work. As Einstein is often quoted as

saying: No problem can be solved from the same consciousness

that created it. We must learn to see the world anew. (p. 32)

The distinction between leadership and management is clearly a

significant factor when looking at the principal’s effect on the teaching

and learning process in a school. Principals must provide an environment

where students and staff are safe and free to engage in the learning

process, but a principal must also be able to lead the school to continuing

achievement. Lunnenburg (1995) describes leadership “as the process of

influencing individuals or groups to achieve goals” (p. 10).
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Implications of Computer Technology Use for Principal Management and

Leadership

 

According to Donald Ely technology is prevalent in our society: “We

cannot escape the reality of the information age in which we live any more

than we can avoid the need for radio or a telephone in our everyday life.

We are caught up in the web of technology” (1995, p. 8). Technology is

everywhere in our society: the bank, the supermarket, the telephone

industry, and telecommunications; unfortunately technology and its

integration into education continues to lag behind the rest of society.

Although computer technology pervades our reality, schools are lagging

behind in its implementation for teaching and learning. Claudia Cohl

states, “Like it or not, we must deal with technological advances if we are

to bring our school into the present, let alone the future” (1996, p. 22).

Donald Lauda speaks to the need of “educating a generation who can

comprehend, cope with and direct new technology” (1994, p. 44). It is

apparent that the integration of technology is imperative to the success of

our students in the 21" century. Schools have been the product of the

Industrial Age where accomplishments of the individual have been the

most important indicator of the school’s success. Learning in the twenty-

first century will require new skills of problem-solving, collaborative

thinking and connectedness to the world through the use of technology.

To meet the technological career demands of the 21 " century,

students will need to acquire a new set of skills. They will need to be able
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to use a variety of tools to search and sort vast amounts of information,

generate new data, analyze them, interpret their meaning, and transform

them into something new. They must have the ability to see how their work

fits into the larger picture, to understand how the pieces work together,

and to assess the consequences of any changes. They must develop the

capacity to work with others to develop plans, broker consensus,

communicate ideas, seek and accept criticism, give credit to others,

solicit help, and generate joint products (ASCD Yearbook, 1998). Hawkins

(1993) writes “Schools must be organized to supply students with

excellent materials and tools, but also to promote inquiry, interpretation,

discussion, judgement, and revision of ideas and products” (p. 4).

The International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE)

developed a project to develop National Educational Technology

Standards (NETS) for PreK-1 2 students. Their organizing document (1999)

describes this initiative: “The NETS Project will develop standards to

guide educational leaders in recognizing and addressing the essential

conditions for effective use of technology to support PreK-1 2 education”

(p. 1). The Technology Foundation Standards for Students are as follows:

1 . Basic operations and concepts

9 Students demonstrate a sound understanding of the nature

and operation of technology systems.

+ Students are proficient in the use of technology.

2. Social, ethical, and human issues
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0 Students understand the ethical, cultural, and societal

issues related to technology.

4 Students practice responsible use of technology systems,

information and software.

4 Students develop positive attitudes toward technology uses

that support lifelong learning, collaboration, personal

pursuits, and productivity.

3. Technology productivity tools

+ Students use technology tools to enhance learning,

increase productivity, and promote creativity.

+ Students Use productivity tools to collaborate in

constructing technology-enhanced models, preparing

publications, and producing other creative works.

4. Technology communication tools

+ Students use telecommunication to collaborate, publish,

and interact with peers, experts, and other audiences.

+ Students use a variety of media and formats to

communicate Information and ideas effectively to multiple

audiences.

5. Technology research tools '

+ Students use technology to locate, evaluate, and collect

information from a variety of sources.

.+ Students use technology tools to process data and report

26



results.

9 Students evaluate and select new information resources

and technological innovations based on the appropriateness

to specific tasks.

6. Technology problem-solving and decision-making tools

4 Students use technology resources for solving problems

and making informed decisions.

+ Students employ technology in the development of

strategies for solving problems in the real world. (NETS

Project, 1 999)

Restructuring our schools in a world of technology, in order to help

our students meet technology standards, requires a shift in society’s

thinking about education. There has been a great deal of discussion

regarding restructuring over the last twenty years, and this discussion has

revolved around the fact that the world is changing dramatically and

“evolving both as a technological and global society” (Richardson, et al.,

1991. p. 5). These changes are forcing schools to better prepare their

students for the 21" century. Richardson, et al., continue speaking about

how schools need to be restructured differently for collaboration and

accountability. The infusion of technology into schools may help create the

restructured systems that these authors speak about.

It Is essential that technology becomes “as widely infused in our

schools as it is in our economy” (Center for Educational Leadership and
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Technology, 1995, p. 3). The Center for Educational Leadership and

Technology (1993) speaks to the issue of restructuring with technology:

We must use technology to restructure education to become more

effective, leveraging what we know about how people of all ages

acquire knowledge. We have discovered that all learners process

information in distinctly personal ways; we must incorporate

technology as a tool to personalize education in order to maximize

individual strengths. Technology will transform our schools just as it

changing all other aspects of our world. The widespread

implementation of technology into the educational system will allow

learning to occur in new ways (voice, video data) and will empower

students to control their own learning. Teachers will view learning

as an active, creative, socially interactive process that gives rise to

the creation of student-centered knowledge, rather than the

transfer of information intact. Managers will be accountable for

decision-making since technology tools will be available to support

this process. (p. 1)

However, the approach, that education has taken to meet these

demands has not changed. Adams and Bailey (1993) refer to “the

vehicles” that education has to deliver information and that these vehicles

have not kept up with our changing society. They suggest that finding new

“vehicles” to meet the changing needs of our students is imperative.

Furthermore, they argue that looking to the future, not the past, is
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essential in creating new paradigms for education.

School leaders must be in the forefront of this movement to embrace

computer technology as a learning and teaching tool. Mecklenburger

(1989) summed up some of the power of administrative control in school

technology by discussing the fact that administrators are the people that

have control over budgeting, purchasing, scheduling and maintaining the

school organization. That is an extremely powerful tool when referring to

the implementation of technology. Principals must lead schools so that

students can “maximize individual strengths” according to the Center for

Educational Leadership and Technology (1 995). Webster (1 994) asserts:

“One of the increasingly sophisticated and challenging skills of principals

is the management and balance of the impact of technology on school

practice to the extent that learner interests are protected” (p. 48).

Given the notion that school leaders must champion this technology

movement, the building-level principal must understand the impact of

technology on decision-making and how it might enhance a constructive

learning environment for teachers and students. With the world’s

knowledge having doubled in this century, it is imperative for the principal

to understand this impact on the learner. Therefore, the intersection of

technology and the principalship becomes a significant issue in ensuring

the principal has the knowledge and expertise to model the change that is

inevitable in the 21" century.

The New England University, Northern Rivers (Australia) Faculty of
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Education, in a 1992 study, referred very succinctly to the intersection of

technology and the practice of the building-level principal. This study

speaks to the changing nature of schools in the next century and how

educational leaders must lead the way in meeting the challenges of a

society that is inundated with new technology.

Schools must be transformed to meet the need of a technology-

driven information society, producing citizens who can analyze

information, synthesize it, evaluateiits worth, and extrapolate its

meaning. Fundamental changes in educational values and

expectations will require new skills and perspectives, especially

among’ those who lead schools. Changes in traditional leadership

characteristics and attitudes underpin many of these new skills. The

knowledge and skills necessary for effective leadership must match

the changing nature of the schools of the future where we will see

increased collaboration with community partners, new roles for

technology in instruction and management, and restructured forms

of governance. School leaders need to use technology to manage

student data, initiate changes, and monitor budgets. They need to

embrace new technologies for classrooms and understand how

technology can reform the way students learn. (p. 14)

The primary body of research that has taken place in education

regarding the use of technology has been conducted with students and

teachers. The research regarding the principal’s use and understanding
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of technology is very limited. The research that is available specifically

pertaining to the principal and technology consistently refers to the need

for the principal to acquire personal technology skills so that she may

model the skill for both students and staff.

Summag

It is apparent that there is a need for principals to understand the

impact that computer technology is having on teaching and learning

processes in their schools. It is also noted in the literature that principals

must model the use of computer technology in order for this aspect of

 
teaching and learning to be effective. Our society is changing at an

alarming rate of speed and schools must keep up with this pace. Sherry

King (1999) suggests that leadership in the 21 " century will have to create

new school systems that, “will have to be much more dynamic, data-driven

organizations that can be immediately responsive and that allow for

learning at all levels” (p. 1 65). Continuous. improvement of schools is not

new, according to King, but will need a different kind of organization in

order to be effective. Leadership of these organizations will need new and

constructive ways to create systems that will meet these challenges. It is

the changing nature of schools and therefore, the changing nature of the

principalship that gives purpose to this study. The intersection of

computer technology and the principal’s practice is a significant issue that

must be addressed if school principals are going to lead our schools into

' the 21 “ century.
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Performance Domains of the Principalship

The purpose of this study is to examine how current principals are

utilizing computer technology in their practices and how computer

technology shapes the form and content of their work. To study this

phenomenon it is first necessary to frame the principal’s practice and

define the tasks, as defined by the National Commission on The

Principalship in 1990, that are associated with this position. It is through

the four performance domains the data will be examined. The domains

“define the scope of responsibility faced by principals and the knowledge

and skills required to accomplish the tasks of the job” (NCP, 1990, p.18).

The four domains that the Commission developed are: Functional Domain,

Programmatic Domain, Interpersonal Domain, and Contextual Domain.

Within each of these domains are several tasks that the principal is

expected to master. This model allows the researcher to view the

principalship in its totality.

In 1989, the National Association of Secondary School Principals

(NASSP) and the National Association of Elementary School Principals

(NAESP) co—sponsored the National Commission on the Principalship in

response to the changing nature of the principalship. Both of these

organizations believed that preparation programs for school principals

had failed to move ahead with the times. These principal organizations felt

that the preparation programs were still preparing principals for schools

that were developed in the 1 950's, not schools of the future. It was clear to
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these principal organizations that changes in society generated new

expectations for schools and for school leaders. It was very apparent to

these organizations that a change in principal preparation needed to take

place in order for principals to lead their schools into the twenty-first

century. To facilitate this shift, the National Commission on the

Principalship defined four performance domains. These domains become

the foundation of the conceptual model utilized in this study.

 

 

Functional Domain

Leadership

Information Collection

Problem Analysis

Judgement

Organizational Oversight

Implementation

   

    

  

  

Prmmmatic Domain

Instructional Program

Curriculum Design ,

Student Guidance 8: Development :

Staff Development

Measurement & Evaluation

Resource Allocation

 

   

Delegation

Interpersonal Domain Contextual Domain

Motivating Others Philosophical & Cultural Views

Sensitivity Legal & Regulatory Applications

Oral Expression Policy & Political Influences

Written Ex ression Public & Media Relations

 
  

 

    

Functional Domain

“These domains address the organizational

processes andtechniques by which the mission ofthe

schoolis achieved Theyprowide forthe educational

program to be realizedandallow the institution to

function”/Nationa/Commission on the Principals/740,

19.90, p. 21;.



Leadership is defined in a variety of ways and many authors cite the

fact that there is no one clear definition of this role. Joseph C. Rost (1993),

in his review of leadership theories, clearly indicates the turmoil that has

existed in the leadership literature. His definition of leadership, though,

sets the stage for thinking about the principal’s leadership role.

“Leadership is an influence relationship among leaders and followers who

intend real changes that reflect their mutual purposes” (p. 1 02). This

definition is important when thinking about the changing role of the school

principal. Sergiovanni (1 996) speaks to the changes that need to take place

in school leadership as a result of changing societal values and the

importance of changing educational leadership theory to meet these new

demands.

For schools to work well, we need theories of leadership that

recognize the capacity of parents, teachers, administrators, and

students to sacrifice their own needs for causes they believe in. We

need theories of leadership that acknowledge that parents, teachers,

administrators, and students are more norm-referenced decision-

makers than individual decision-makers. Instead of making individual

calculations based on self-interest, we should acknowledge that

people are responsive to norms, values, and beliefs that define the

standard for living together as a group and that provide them with

meaning and significance. (p. 14)

This whole notion of leadership by community versus by an individual
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is having great impact on the leadership skills required of principals today

compared to twenty years ago. Historically, principals have been asked to

make decisions and then politely pass these decisions down to staff,

students and parents. The leadership expectations placed on the principal

today are altogether different than those historical expectations. M.D.

Richardson (1 991) cites the following:

The restructuring of public education has focused the role of the

school leader squarely on facilitating the development of school

organizations that engage participants in collaborative efforts and

shared governance. In addition, restructuring calls for school

leaders to function as change agents, having the skills to create a

synergy towards organizational renewal and innovation. Finally,

leaders in restructured schools must demonstrate skills in utilizing

forces outside school to help the school achieve its vision for quality

instruction for students. (p.14-1 5)

The literature regarding the principal as leader has a common thread

through it all-the principalship is changing from the solitary voice of the

principal as leader to a collective voice of a community of learners. Bailey

(1997) continues: “The new principal must be a facilitator, counselor,

coach and listener. Perhaps a better title for the principal is a ‘leader of

instructional experts” (p. 95).

The task of Information Collection is significant in this time of

technological change. The amount of information that is available to the
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principal today is significant. Information and research about all aspects of

the school organization are available and the principal must learn to gather

and apply this information to the total school setting. Lunenburg (1995)

speaks to the issue of decision-making for the principal and the importance

of this role. The principal must gather as much information as possible in

order to generate alternatives to an issue, “gathering data, facts and

impressions from a variety of sources about students, parents, staff

members, administrators, and community members” (p. 36). According to

the National Commission on the Principalship (1990), it is essential for the

principal to effectively cope with this function. Information collection needs

to be monitored by the principal so that slhe may be able to review the

information and share the results with teachers, students and parents.

Gathering this initial data is important, but then interpreting the data and

helping teachers and parents devise strategies to assist the students is

essenflaL

Problem Analysis is an indicator of how well a principal has framed a

particular situation. Using the information that is gathered and proposing

new ideas is an important function of the principal. Sergiovanni (1996)

speaks about the importance of principals to analyze data and

communicate this analysis to the school community. “In the actual world of

schooling, the task of the principal is to make sense of messy situations by

increasing understanding and discovering and communicating meanings”

' (p. 31).

36



There are changes that are taking place in preparation programs for

aspiring principals. One school that is taking a problem-based approach to

principal training is the University of Colorado at Denver (Lunenburg,

1995). This approach deals with training prospective principals in

problem-solving techniques versus a theory-based approach. The change

in this preparation program is an indicator of the importance of problem-

solving skills for the principal.

Judgement, as defined by Webster (1994) is the “ability to make a

decision, or form an opinion objectively or wisely” (p. 731 ). This is also true

for the school principal. Gathering the appropriate information,

synthesizing and analyzing the information, and making a judgement about

a particular issue is done several times a day by the principal concerning a

variety of issues. Exercising caution and thoughtfully reflecting on

decisions is a wise use ofjudgement for the principal.

One of the aspects of the principal’s job that is expected, but often

overlooked, is the principal’s ability to see the whole picture. The principal

who takes into account the facts of a particular situation will be much

better prepared to make decisions. Not taking the time to understand the

facts of a situation can cause a principal to misinterpret a situation and

then not properly exercise their judgement. This task of the principal may

prove to be essential when the community is assessing the skills of a

particular principal. Making an informed judgement which considers all the

facts carries much more Impact than a judgement made with limited facts.
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One of the critical daily activities for the principal is the task of

Organizational Oversight. Lunneberg (1995) writes:

In a very basic sense, designing the structure of the organization

involves creating the organizational chart for a school. The principal

establishes policies and procedures for authority relationships,

reporting patterns, the chain of command, departmentalization, and

various administrative and subordinate responsibilities. (p. 7)

The responsibility for organizing the school for the purpose of schooling is

quite extensive. A principal is expected to schedule the students and staff,

monitor what the students are eating for lunch, schedule the use of the

facility for community purposes and several hundred other organizational

issues daily. Managing this task is absolutely essential for the daily

operations of the school to run smoothly. Sybouts and Wendel (1994) write:

Principals have the responsibility of making certain that specific ‘

tasks are completed by teachers and other staff members. Principals

coordinate, direct and support the work of others by defining

objectives, evaluating performance, providing resources, building a

positive climate, fostering positive school-community relations,

planning, scheduling, keeping records, resolving conflicts, handling

student problems, working cooperatively with central staff members,

and keeping the school running smoothly on a day-to-day basis.

(P- 1 5)

The Implementation of all of the activities within a school setting is
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also the responsibility of the principal. This notion of “making things

happen” is a trademark of the effective principal. This task involves

everything that a principal is involved with from policies and procedures to

the implementation ofchange within the school setting. Deal and Peterson

(1 994) suggest:

Plans never reach goals or achieve dreams if they are not

implemented. Implementation, once seen as simply following the

defined action steps of the plan, is in fact a complicated and

demanding mix of cultural transition and technical activity. (p. 99)

Delegation is the “transfer of authority from one position to another”

(Lunenburg, 1995, p. 53). Further he writes, the management of this task is

essential if the principal is to be able to allocate time for all of the tasks of

these domains:

There are many reasons for delegating. For one, delegating tasks

enables principals to accomplish more than if they attempted to

handle every task personally. Moreover, delegation allows principals

to focus their energies on the most crucial, high-priority tasks.

Delegation also enables subordinates to grow and develop. (1995, p.

53)

The argument thus, Is that it is critical for the principal to understand the

importance of delegation. The days of the manager making decisions in

isolation has become obsolete. Principals need to understand that

delegation is a precursor to collaborative decision-making.
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Programmatic Domain

“These domains focus on the scope and

framework ofthe educationalprogram. Theyreflect the

core technology ofschools, instruction, andthe related

supporting service, deve/opmenta/activities, and

resource base’YNationa/Commission on the

Principalship, 1.990, p. 23).

Some people might say that the Instructional Program may be the

most important task of the principal. The National Commission on the

Principalship, though, lists it as one of the twenty-one tasks in the

performance domains. “The most important characteristic for a principal in

being an instructional leader is to make everyone at the school aware of

the importance of curriculum as it relates to the total school program; the

very heartbeat of the school” (Dubin, 1991 , p. 40). Providing for the

successful teaching and learning that must take place in a school is a very

important task of the-principal. The task of supervising the instructional

program is defined by Pankake and Burnett (1990) as “the continuous and

harmonious process of releasing the creative human potential of the

instructional staff of the school in such a manner that the educational goals

of the school are achieved” (p. 57). The complexity of the principalship

weighs heavily on supervising the instructional program. Lelthwood (1992)

and others speak about the role Instructional supervision plays In the I

principalship today:
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In education, the dominant conception of school leadership with

which our problem-solving conception competes at present, is

‘instructional leadership’. This term symbolizes the importance, to

school leadership, of an emphasis on student growth, and on much

of the direct service provided by schools in fostering student growth.

Such an emphasis was wholly appropriate and timely to bring to

school leadership during the early 1980’s, when the term gained a

widespread following. But, ‘instructional Ieadership’ conveys a

meaning which encompasses only a portion of those activities now

associated with effective school leadership. (p. 9).

Curriculum design today relies heavily on the expertise of the

principal in understanding all of the experiences that students encounter in

school: “Over the years and currently, the dominant conception of the

curriculum is that of content or subject matter taught by teachers and

learned by students” (Lunenburg, 1995, p. 254). When discussing

curriculum and the principalship it is necessary to understand that this

task alone is a huge responsibility. Robbins and Alvy (1995) present a

definition of curriculum that attempts to encompass the complexity of this

task for the principal:

Thus curriculum is defined as planned and unplanned concepts,

content, skills, work habits, means of assessment, attitudes, and

instructional strategies taught in the classroom and the variety of

school activities In and out of class that influence present and future
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academic, social, emotional, and physical growth of student. (p. 144)

Providing a program for Student Guidance and Development

requires that the principal enlist the services of many people and

organizations for the sole purpose of student development. The number of

services that are needed for student development run from social services

to school counselors to police agencies to parent organizations. The

principal must understand the need to gather whatever resources are

necessary for the positive growth of all students. Creating a culture that

allows students to grow in a positive and healthy manner is critical to the

principal’s success. Webster (1994) in reference to teaching and learning,

writes: “From removal of barriers to school attendance to simple attitude

adjustments, principals deal with a seemingly endless number of simple

details aimed at getting students ready to learn” (p. 93). Robbins and Alvy

(1995) add: “It Is not the building or instructional resources that make a

school; it is the students, teachers and parents. A school is made up of

people. When the doors close, we only have a building, an empty shell

without a soul. The soul of the school is the kids” (p. 218). These

statements exhibit the essence of why the principal needs to assure that all

students have the guidance necessary in order to develop as productive

learners.

In this age of technological change there is more pressure placed on

the principal in reference to Staff Development. The identification of staff

needs is a difficult task in itself, but is compounded by having to procure
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the resources necessary for staff development. “Another important set of

abilities for future school leaders to possess is contributing to the long-

term growth of staff” (Leithwood 8. Others, 1992, p. 94). Sergiovanni (1996)

writes about the need for the principal to provide opportunities for

teachers to interact with others. This paradigm shift of professional

development is another area that principals must be aware of when

meeting staff training needs. Professional development has taken on a

whole new meaning. Therefore, the principal must be aware of the

research indicating that staff must not only have opportunities to receive

the necessary training, but must also have the chance for immediate

feedback. Principals must be aware of the needs of adult learners and

apply these concepts to professional development opportunities.

In relation to staff development, the principal, according to David

Erlanson (1 994) must “foster the skill of learning” (p. 1 5) both for herself

and for the staff. The principal must model continuous learning so that the

“school can move forward” (p. 9). It is important for the principal to stay

current in this field In order to motivate the staff by example. Staying

abreast of current information through professional activities is a strong

example of how the principal can model professional development for the

staff (Robbins & Alvy, 1995, p. 256).

The next task, Measurement and Evaluation, has become an area

with which the public is especially Interested. The listing of state mandated

test scores in print and video media creates an environment which requires
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the principal to pay significant attention to the scores. Analyzing this data

for purposes of improving student learning is eXpected of the building

principal. Principals must be aware of the kinds of evaluations that are

important for students and how these instruments can be useful in helping

the students reach desired outcomes. Standardized testing is only one

form of evaluation, and principals should be aware of the many evaluative

instruments that are available to them. Lunneberg (1995) writes:

Testing, evaluating, and measuring pupil progress is a part of every

comprehensive pupil personnel program. Practically every faculty

member in a school is involved in the appraisal service. Teachers

spend a great deal of time testing, measuring, and evaluating their

students, as do counselors, social workers, and school

psychologists. Few people who work in schools would deny that the

modern school could operate effectively without some means of

measuring and evaluating student progress.

The basic purpose of the assessment service is to help the

student in school. More specifically, six basic purposes of

assessment Include (1) to help the student understand herself; (2) to

provide information for educational and vocational counseling; (3) to

help administrators, faculty, and personnel staff understand the

nature of their student population; (4) to evaluate the academic

progress and personal development of students; (5) to help the

administrative staff appraise the educational program; (6) to
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facilitate curriculum revisions (p. 229).

The last task of the Programmatic Domains is Resource Allocation.

Allocating budgets has become very tricky business for the principal. With

the advent of site-based decision making the days of creating a budget in

isolation are over for the principal. As with almost all school decisions, the

principal needs to develop collaborative teams for effective decision

making. The allocation of funds is no different. Many schools today are

forming school budget committees that principals are involved in, but

regardless of the committee’s decision, the principal is ultimately

responsible to the central office for the expenditure of funds. With greater '

expectations for student success than ever before and with continued

limitations of funds, resource allocation is proving to be a very pressurized

situation for the principal.

Interpersonal Domain

“These domainsrecognke the significance of

interpersonalconnections in schools. They

acknowledge the critical value ofhuman relationships

to the satisfaction ofpe/sona/andprofessionalgoals,

andto the achievementoforgankationa/purpose”

(NationaiCommission on the Principalship, 1.990, p. 24).

Motivating others requires that the principal understand the culture

of the school and the teachers. The principal must help the teachers be

creative so that innovation can take place. Smith (1995) asserts that the

45



principal’s role in motivating staff is critical to the creation of an

environment which provides for participation and effective performance by

the staff:

It is obvious that whatever the skills, enthusiasm and expertise of the

headteacher (principal) and senior managers and however

successful the selection strategies are when recruiting new staff, no

school can service effectively without well-motivated teachers.

There is no doubt that motivation is difficult. Different people react

different ways to situations in which they find themselves. It Is

possible to suggest some basic common needs that, if met, should

help motivate all of us. For example, it is important that all staff,

whether old or new colleagues, should feel that they are members of

the school community. At the same time they should have a sense of

progressing achievement, of getting somewhere, of not standing

still. If these criteria are met, most colleagues will know that what

they do is appreciated and that through their efforts they can exert

some influence over what is happening in the school. (p. 131)

This notion of motivation falls squarely on the principal’s shoulders. There

are numerous avenues to extrinsically motivate the staff, but the hardest

part of this task is to help the staff discover the intrinsic motivation that is

so essential to successful teaching and learning.

Sensitivity is a trait that all effective school leaders need In order to

' work in a trusting environment with others. The task of being sensitive to
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others’ needs and managing conflict is very important If the principal is to

be considered as a credible and caring leader. Understanding all the

people within the school environment and tactfully dealing with them is the

focus of Terry’s 1996 claim:

The principal must foster a positive school climate where failure is

safe and reflection is encouraged. This he/she must do for the

teachers and they, in turn, must provide the same for students. The

spirit should be team-oriented and cooperative both at the building

level and in the classroom. The instructional leader should be

sensitive to the needs of all shareholders, with an ability to not only

see but act on other viewpoints. The nurturing principal is also

sensitive to the history of the organization, knowing when to maintain

the traditional and when to introduce the new. (p. 4)

The first impression that a community member may have of the

principal is in the area of Oral and Written Expression. Expressing oneself

in a confident and articulate manner reflects dramatically on the school.

Webster (1994) asserts that, “Communication is simply, transmission of

meaning. Whether principals are explaining new, board-adopted crisis

intervention policies and procedures to their faculties, or writing a memo to

staff members about new lunchroom hours, they are communicating” (p.

52). And, Smith (1995) adds that, “Communication is about the sharing of

information, attitudes and beliefs and within schools this can cover both

internal and external events involving speaking, listening, meeting,writing,
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discussing and reading” (p. 136). Communicating effectively with all the

school’s constituents is imperative for principals to be effective leaders.

Contextual Domain

“These domains reflect the worldofideas and

forces within which the schooloperates. They explore

the intellectual, ethical, cultural, economic, political,

andgovernmenta/influences upon the schools,

including traditionalandemergingperspectives”

(NationalCommission on the Principalship, 1.9.90, p. 25}.

Defining the Philosophical and Cultural Values of the principalship is

important when understanding the health of the organization. The school’s

culture and community provide the structure for the values that determine

what is appropriate within this organization. The principal’s role in this task

is to help define these values and then conduct him/herself in a manner that

manifests them. Sergiovanni (1996) talks about a value-based approach for

the principal:

One way to capitalize on the advantages of an outcomes-based

approach to defining the role of the principal, while avoiding some of

the disadvantage, is to adopt a values-based approach. When using

this approach, assumptions and beliefs presumed to be important

are specified and used as a basis for deciding what it is that

principals and others should do. The specifications of assumptions

and beliefs provides a standard for determining what is good and
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bad, effective and ineffective, and acceptable and unacceptable.

Using a value-based approach for defining the role of the principal,

not only ensures that what principals decide to do meets acceptable

standards, but also provides the school with a set of indicators that

defines its educational and moral health . (p. 7)

The next task of this domain is the area of Legal and Regulatory

Applications. Principals must be fully aware of the laws and regulations

that frame the environment in which we work. There are legal implications

in every decision a principal makes and in order to avoid disastrous

lawsuits, the principal must understand the law and its application. The

National Commission on the Principalship (1990) says that a principal must

“act in accordance with relevant laws, rules, and policies; recognize

governmental influences on education; work within local rules, procedures,

and directives; and administer contracts” (p. 25). This area of the

principal’s job can be extremely time-consuming, especially if the principal

does not understand and apply the law fairly and consistently. The

principal’s knowledge of the law and its application may be placed in the

category of preventive medicine. A clear knowledge and understanding of

the law may be one of the most valuable time-savers that a principal

possesses.

The Policy and Political Influences that affect the principal are

instrumental in defining the principal’s role in a particular organization.

Dubin (1991) talks about the principal’s role as politician:
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In addition, the principal will likely be more of a politician/CEO.

Because of the need to make more of the fundamental decisions with

constituent input at the school site, he will likely need to politic more

in order to have various groups of his community ‘buy into’ his

decisions. Traditionally, decisions are often made at the district level

and so he would be relieved of some of the responsibility associated

with those specific decision-making sources, committees, teacher

groups, business interests, etc. Now he must be particularly artful in

managing and directing the host of needs that will be desired by

these divergent groups. This will require expert political planning to

effectively manage the organizational system and strong human

relation abilities to sensitively work with people cooperatively and

supportively . ( p. 1 91)

An ever-increasing responsibility of the principal is in the area of

Public and Media Relationships. With media being so prevalent in our

society today, the principal should realize that what occurs within the

school is not exempt from media pressure. Topics from test scores to

violence to athletics are in the media everyday. The pressure to publicize

the good things In our buildings is becoming a daily expectation. The

principal is expected to use a variety of means in order to get the “good

news” out. These means may include newsletters, surveys, parent-teacher

conferences and parent advisory groups just to name a few. Gordon

Donaldson (1991) talks about his role in public relations as a principal:
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Public events demanded a surprising amount of my time, and much

of that time was beyond school hours because these events

occurred in the afternoons and evenings and frequently away from

Ellsworth. Basically, I reasoned that these were the points at which

the public has most access to the work and activity of the school, so

they were the samples of school life on which the public was most

likely to base their comments, criticisms and praise. I felt a need to

have access to the facts and events on which opinions were made,

both to permit me to handle appropriately public comments, whether

negative or positive, and to understand more fully how the public

reasoned. The longer I was the principal, the more I understood that

public relations was less a campaign to put our best face forward

and more a function of establishing relationships with the public that

demonstrated my informed leadership. (p. 32)

The public relations task Is both personal and public. The principal must

understand her/his role in the public perception of the school.

The Four Performance Domains and Computer Technology: How Does

Computer Technology Shape the Principal’s Practice?

The Four Performance Domains, as defined by the National

Commission on the Principalship, describe the complex work of the

building-level principal. The tasks of the Four Performance Domains show

that the work of the principal is inundated with a multitude of

responsibilities. Given the complexity of the work of the principal, how does
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computer technology shapes the principal’s practice. in order to

understand the impact that computer technology may or may not have on

the principal it is important to look at how principals adopt the innovation of

computer technology.

Diffusion of Innovation: Computer Technology and The Principal’s Practice

The introduction of an innovation in any social system (i.e. business

or education) requires an understanding of how the innovation is diffused

within the particular system. The business world gives us a greater history

than education to study the diffusion of technological innovations. Rogers

(1995) defines diffusion of innovation as: “The process by which an

innovation is communicated through certain channels over time among the

members of a social system” (p. 1 1 ). Rogers further states that: “an

innovation is an idea, practice, or object that is perceived as new by an

individual or other unit of adoption” (p. 1 1 ).

It is important to understand the characteristics of an innovation in

order to comprehend the importance of adoption of a technological

innovation in a social system, such as a school. Roger indicates that these

characteristics which are “ perceived by individuals, help to explain their

different rate of adoption:

1. Relative advantage is the degree to which an innovation is

perceived as better than the idea that it supersedes.

2. Compatibility is the degree to which an innovation is

perceived as being consistent with the existing values, past
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experiences, and needs of potential adopters.

3. Complexity is the degree to which an innovation is perceived

as difficult to understand and use.

4. Trialability is the degree to which an innovation may be

experimented with on a limited basis.

5. Observability is the degree to which the results of an

innovation are visible to others.” (Rogers, 1995, p. 1 5-16)

These characteristics are important to the understanding of the rate

of adoption of an innovation. In order for principals to feel comfortable in

adopting the use of computer technology they must first understand the

above characteristics and their effect on their practice. For example,

principals, similar to business managers, must first see that there is

relative advantage to an innovation. The “relative advantage” of using

technology might be the implication that technology can help increase

productivity. (i.e., cost savings in business and time savings in education)

In reference to compatibility of an innovation it is important to

understand how this innovation is perceived by members of a social system

to be compatible with existing norms. The influx of technology into the

school system has been received with a varying degree of adoption. The

literature indicates that adoption has been somewhat easier for the

students than for the adults in the school setting because students have

grown up knowing computers, whereas the adults have had to integrate

technology into a world that previously had not been exposed to
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technology. This is true for the principals. Principals, historically, have

used their secretaries to gather data for them. The introduction of

computers into the principals’ practices has caused principals to begin to

gather their own data and information, therefore causing a change in the

“way things are done”. As principals see the advantages of having

information available to them at their desktops, the adoption of technology

practices may increase in their practice.

The complexity of using computer technology is an important issue in

the principals’ adoption of computer technology. The complexity of the

principal’s practice is described by the Performance Domains of the .

National Commission on the Principalship. These domains indicate the

number of skills that a principal must possess in order to be effective. The

use of computer technology must assist the principals in streamlining these

tasks in order for computer technology to be adopted by the principal.

This, in effect, is an important change process for the principal. The “old

way” of accomplishing tasks is now being challenged by an innovation that

in itself, is a complex task. In order for computer technology to be

effectively diffused among principals, it must be shown that this use will

create an environment that is relatively easy to understand and use and

that shows a distinct advantage over the “old way” of accomplishing tasks.

The fourth concept, trialability, means that the adopter of the

innovation must have some availability to experiment with the innovation.

' This issue has not been a positive issue when related to principals and their
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adoption of computer technology. The principals that were interviewed for

this project all spoke about the lack of training that they have had in

reference to computer training. There has been an expectation that

principals will use the technology that is given to them and use it for

information purposes, yet with little or no opportunity to advance their

skills through experimentation or training. The complexity of the principal’s

job is difficult enough without the expectation that a principal understand

and use a complex computer.

The last indicator, regarding adoption of an innovation, is the issue of

Observability. The adoption of computer technology within a school setting

rests a great deal with the opportunity for the staff to observe the

advantages of this use. Therefore, principals must model the use of

computer technology in order for everyone else within the school setting to

see that the adoption of this innovation has an advantage for everyone to

learn these skills.

The adoption of an innovation is presented by Rogers (1975) in the

shape of an S-curve. The S-shaped curve of adoption and normality speaks

to the issue of adoption within a social structure (i.e. principals). Rogers

says:

We expect a normal adopter distribution foran innovation because of

the cumulatively increasing influences upon an individual to adopt or

reject an innovation, resulting from the activation of peer networks

about the innovation in a system. This influence results from the
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increasing rate of knowledge and adoption (or rejection) of the

innovation in the system. We know that the adoption of a new idea

results from information exchange through interpersonal networks. If

the first adopter of an innovation discusses it with two other

members of the system, and each of these two adopters passes the

new idea along to two peers, and so forth, the resulting distribution

follows a binomial expansion, a mathematical function that follows a

normal shape when plotted over a series of successive generations.

The process is similar to that of an unchecked infectious epidemic.

(p. 259)

This framework of adoption is important in understanding how principals

have adopted or not computer technology. The principals that were

surveyed and interviewed indicated a lack of training specific to their

positions, therefore, their learning of computer technology has come from

their personal interest and their interaction with their peers. The use of

computers by principals has also come as a result of the infusion of

computer technology within the school systems with students. As Rogers

indicated, the process of learningtechnology by principals is “similar to an

unchecked infectious epidemic”. Principals have had to be adopters in

order to keep up with the demand that student use of technology has

placed on them.

in relation to the adoption of an innovation Rogers (1975) also speaks

to the styles of adoption and “adopter types”. Rogers describes adopters
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in the following categories:

1. Innovator: eager to try new ideas, open to change and willing to

take risks.

2. Leader: open to change, but more thoughtful about getting

involved.

3. Early majority: cautious and deliberate about deciding to adopt an.

innovation.

4. Late majority: skeptical of adopting new ideas and “set in their

ways”.

5. Resister: suspicious and generally opposed to new ideas.

These categories as described by Rogers apply to principals and their

adoption and acceptance of computer technology into their practices.

Among principals there are the innovators as well as the resisters in

reference to computer technology.

An important effect of technology innovation is the issue of mental

workload. Miller (in Larsen and McGuire, 1978) states: “It is well known that

very high or very low mental workload levels have dysfunctional effects on

individual performance” (p. 51). This notion of mental workload is a

significant factor in the principal’s adoption of new technology. The amount

of information that a principal needs in order to make informed decisions is

enormous. The question for principals in reference to the adoption of a new

innovation like technology is whether or not the innovation will provide

useful information in a manner that does not demand that the principal use
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other resources in order to adopt this innovation.

The adoption of computer technology then depends greatly on the

individual principal, but it also depends on how well the principal

understands the complex tasks of the position and how computer

technology may affect each and every area of the principal’s practice.

Understanding the impact that diffusion has on any social is important in

acknowledging how computer technology may or may not be accepted and

appreciated by the principal. .

The conceptual framework utilized in this study takes into account

the four performance domains and the infusion of computer technology

onto the principal’s practice. It is apparent from this study that principals,

theoretically, will adopt computer technology quicker if they are able to

balance their work (4 domains), if they understand the capacity of

computer technology, and if they are trained appropriately. Given the four

performance domains and the Diffusion of Innovation Theory, it is apparent

that principals must understand the whole context of their work in order to

find value in the adoption of computer technology into their practices.

Conceptual Framework

The conceptual framework (Figure 1‘1) created for this research

study illustrates the tensions that have an affect on how the principal

incorporates, or not, technology into their work. This framework shows the

work of the principal is at the center of the diagram. The four performance

domains place pressure on the principal’s work. The double arrows are
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representative of diffusion of innovation. in particular, how and what events

of each affect the principal’s adoption of computer technology. This

diagram is encircled by an arrow that shows continuous impact of

computer technology on the principalship. This portion of the diagram

indicates the tensions that are constantly being placed on the work of the

principal from an ever-increasing amount of technology that is available in

our society.

Figure 1.1 Conceptual Model: The Principalship and Computer

Technology
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Research Questions

The purpose of this study is to examine how current principals are

utilizing computer technology in their practices and how computer

technology shapes the form and content of their work. This study will also

seek to provide guidance to professional development opportunities for

practicing and prospective principals.

This study will address the research question: How computer

technology shapes the form and content of the principal’s work?

1. How do principals currently employ computer technology to

manage, to communicate, to lead instructional programs, and to

address the philosophical, legal and regulatory work? (Four

performance domains)

. 2. What is perceived, by the principals, to be the most effective

application(s) of computer technology and the most ineffective for

management and leadership of schools?

3. What appears to make the difference between why and how

different principals employ computer technology?

4. What are the implications of these findings to educational

leadership preparation and to further research and inquiry?
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CHAPTER 2

METHODOLOGY: RESEARCH DESIGN AND ANALYTICAL PLAN

Introduction

This study was undertaken because, as a longtime member of the

principalship, l have become curious in the last couple of years about the

use of technology in the principal’s practice. The research regarding the

principalship has indicated a significant shift in the duties of the principal

(Sybouts and Wendel 1994; Sergiovanni, 1995; Hughes, 1994; Lunenburg,

1995). While the principal’s “work” has shifted over the last several

decades, the introduction of computer technology has occurred in all

phases of our society. With this introduction of computer technology in

many areas of schooling, the work of school principals and their use of

computer technology has remained somewhat ambiguous. Much research

has been and is currently being conducted in the examination of the

application of technology in education (i.e., teaching and learning).

Because of this, school principals have had to make decisions about

computer technology usage, allocating resources to computer technology,

and modeling computer technology use. Kearsley and Lynch (1994) speak

about educational leaders and their roles in the use of technology in

schools:

Educational technology leaders need to be able to use technology to

solve real problems in schools. In order to do this they must

understand the strengths and limitations of various technologies as
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well as the conceptual issues underlying the application of

technology. They must know how to successfully implement

technology and be familiar with the type of changes that adoption of

technology will entail.

(pp. 1 3-1 4)

Principals, therefore, need to know the implications of technology on the

educational environment in their schools. In order for this to take place,

principals must have the knowledge and capacity for personal and

professional understanding of technology in order to effectively

understand the impact on a school level.

The purpose of this study, therefore, is to examine how current K-1 2

principals are utilizing computer technology in their practices and how

computer technology shapes the form and content of their work. In this

chapter I will describe the methods used to study the principal’s practice

and the use of computer technology in this work. The design of this study

employed a combination of survey and qualitative elements, which allowed

me to respond to four research questions proposed at the end of chapter

one. In this chapter, I first discuss my theoretical approach to defining a

grounded theory of principal practice and use of computer technology. I

then define the target population and the sample as well as describe my

data collection procedures (i.e., survey, interviewing, and observations).

This is followed with an overview of my data analysis procedures, ethical

concerns, and limitations of the study. I conclude with a summary
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statement that captures the actual inquiry process.

Research Design

The purpose of this study is to examine how current principals are

utilizing computer technology in their practices and how computer

technology shapes the form and content of their work. The research that

was conducted was apparent in the fields of educational leadership and

technology. This exploration of principals and technology was a

combination of both qualitative (interview and observation) and

quantitative (survey) research. Qualitative and quantitative research

provides alternative ways of viewing a particular phenomenon. In this ,

particular study the survey was used to gain basic demographic and

informational data from the population of principals that were willing to

participate in the study. The interviews were then used to gain a deeper

knowledge of how principals view computer technology in their practices.

I began this study by employing the model of the four performance

domains as described by the National Commission on the Principalship in

1990. This model was chosen as the interpretive framework to better

understand the current practice of the school principal. I understood that

the introduction of computer technology into this framework would help

inform the way that I would eventually view the use of computer technology

and principal practice. Therefore, I remained flexible. I allowed the

empirical data collected from the surveys and interviews to guide the final

' version of the framework.
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This study represents an initial attempt to better understand how

principals did or did not (and why) employ computer technology in their

work and how knowing this information might better inform the larger body

of knowledge and research conducted around the school principalship.

Surveying a large group of school principals and interviewing a diverse

sampling of school principals, gave me a way to analyze the differences

and similarities in the practices of school principals.

Target Population and Sample

This study was conducted with practicing principals in the State of

Michigan who attended the Michigan Elementary and Middle School

Principals Association (MEMSPA) and Michigan Association of Secondary

School Principals Association (MASSP) conferences in 1998. 482 surveys

were distributed and 1 57 principals completed the survey during these

conferences. The principals were asked to volunteer for follow-up in-depth

interviews. Forty-seven principals volunteered to be interviewed. Six

principals were selected to be interviewed.

The principals who attended these conferences were from all areas

of the state of Michigan. Most of the principals came from suburban and

rural school districts. There is an inherent bias in this sample due to the

lack of principals from urban school districts. A large segment of the

principal population in the state of Michigan comes from urban school

districts. The principals from these school districts were very

unrepresented in the survey population.
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Principals were notified at the MEMSPA and MASSP conferences

that I would be located at the entrance of the conference hall at a table with

a sign that said “Principals and Technology”. This notification was in the

form of a flyer (Appendix) that was placed underneath their hotel room

doors during the night and also placed in their conference packets. l was

assisted in the placement of the flyers in the hotel rooms and the placement

of the surveys in the conference packets by members of the MEMSPA and

MASSP staffs. l was also assisted in the collection of the surveys by my

mother, Audrey. I was highly visible to the conference attendees and many

principals approached the table and asked for the survey. I also

approached principals with a survey on a clipboard and invited them to

take the survey with them, complete it, and return it to me later in the

conference. The surveys were actually placed in the conference packets of

the principals who attended the MEMSPA conference, therefore, they were

able to complete the surveys at their convenience and return them to me at

the table.

The interview population includes three male and three female

school principals representing grades Pre-K-1 2 (N86). The principals who

were selected for the interviews initially identified themselves by signing

the back of the survey (Appendix) where I had asked for volunteers. The

principals were then selected by using the criteria of: self-rating of

confidence and knowledge; grade level of school; type of school district

(suburban or rural-no urban school principals volunteered to be
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interviewed); size of school district; area of state where school district is

located; and gender of principal. This process was somewhat time

consuming as I did not ask the principals to identify their school districts. I

had to identify the school district by area code and first three digits of the

telephone number. I then listed all of the principals that volunteered to be

interviewed and began the identification of area of state. Once this process

was completed, I then called each of the six principals that I chose for the .

interviews. All of the initial six selected principals agreed to be interviewed.

Data Collection Tools

Data was collected in three primary formats: survey (Appendix),

interview (Appendix) and observation (Appendix). The survey was used to

collect particular information regarding practice from a large number of

school principals. The interviews allowed the researcher to collect more

nuance and detailed information about “actual” use of computer

technology in principal practice. The observation at the site allowed for

more descriptive information that helped the researcher understand how

and if computer technology was easily accessible as well as to determine

what hardware and software was actually being used in the principal’s

work setting.

Surveys

The survey (Appendix) was utilized in this research in order to

provide “a quantitative or numeric description of some fraction of the

population-the sample-through the data collection process of asking
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questions of people” (Cresswell, 1994, p. 1 1 7). This data collection allows

the researcher to generalize the findings of this sample of principals to the

population of principals throughout the State of Michigan. This is a self-

designed survey and was field-tested. l consulted surveys used by Robert

Benham (1998), Meg Ropp (1998) and Francis Morse (1995). The survey

was reviewed by a committee of educational experts. The survey was

designed using the framework of the four performance domains by the

National Commission on the Principalship. The 35 questions under Section

3 of the survey come directly from the descriptions of the tasks of the

domains.

Section 1 consisted of demographic information that was necessary

for the study. Section 2 consisted of the questions regarding the principals’

self-rating of their knowledge and confidence of computer technology in

their practices. Section 4 included more demographic information and also

questions regarding the nature of computer technology training for the

principal. The last portion of Section 4 was the question asking the

principals to volunteer for the in-depth interviews. The research questions

that were used to design the survey are as follows:

1 . How do principals currently employ computer technology to

manage, to communicate, to lead instructional programs, and to

address the philosophical, legal and regulatory work? (Four

performance domains)

2. What is perceived, by the principals, to be the most effective
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application(s) of computer technology and the most ineffective for

management and leadership of schools?

3. What appears to make the difference between why and how

different principals employ computer technology?

4. What are the implications of these findings to educational

leadership preparation and to further research and inquiry?

The survey was pilot-tested by five principals in the Green School

District. The principals included three elementary, one middle school

assistant and one high school principal. There were two female and three

males who pilot-tested this survey. The principals in this pilot test are all

colleagues in the district where the researcher is employed. The

researcher asked these five principals to provide feedback regarding the

nature of the questions; length of question; length of time it took to

complete the survey; and the clarity of the survey and its questions. The

information for improving the survey instrument that was gathered from

these principals included the amount of time it took to complete the survey,

clarity of questions, and size of type font. The revisions were made to the

survey instrument prior to the collection of data at the principals’

conventions.

The survey was the preferred type of data collection for this study

because it allowed for a “rapid turn-around in data collection and the ability

to identify attributes of a population from a small group of individuals”

' (Cresswell, 1994, p. 1 19). This survey was cross-sectional because the
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surveys were administered at the MEMSPA and MASSP 1998 conventions.

The respondents were given the opportunity to complete the survey during

the convention. The researcher established herself at a table in the

convention center and approached the principals as they entered the

MEMSPA convention. This method of data collection was changed for the

MASSP convention. The researcher placed the survey in the principals’

MASSP convention packets in order to allow the principals more time to

' complete the survey. The researcher then was available throughout the

convention in order to collect the surveys from the principals. The

convenience of rapid turn-around and the face-to-face contact with the

principals was valuable in gathering the survey information. The availability

of a large number of principals (approximately 1 000) at these conventions

was also very useful in administering this survey.

This form of self-administered questionnaire was used because of its

flexibility and broadness of scope. The majority of the items on the survey

used a Likert scale method. “The aim (of the Likert scale) is to spread out

people with various attitudes or traits along a continuum” (Polit & Hungler,

1995, p.281 ). The Likert scale was used primarily in reference to the

questions regarding the four performance domains and the principals’

knowledge and self-confidence regarding the use of computer technology

in their practices.
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Interviews

The principals were asked to volunteer for follow-up in-depth

interviews when completing the survey. 47 of the 157 respondents

volunteered for these interviews. The six interviewees were selected based

on the following criteria:

1 . Grade level of building of which they are the principal.

2. Type of district-Urban, suburban and rural.

3. Size of student population of their buildings.

4. Area of state in which they were located.

5. Gender of the principal.

The interview was selected as a means of gathering information

because “the interview provides opportunity for in-depth probing and

elaboration and clarification of terms, if necessary” (Wiersma, 1995, p.

196). The voices of the interviewed principals was an important piece of

research for this study. It was important for me as the researcher to gain a

view of the principal’s work from someplace other than my own office.

Marshall and Rossman (1989) talk about the importance of the

interviewee’s viewpoint in the interview process:

This, in fact, is an assumption fundamental to qualitative research-

the participant’s perspective on the phenomenon of interest should

unfold as the participant views it, not as the researcher views it. (p.

80)

The interviews followed an interview protocol (Appendix). The
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interview protocol was constructed using the four performance domains as

described by the National Commission on the Principalship. This

framework was used in order to understand the practice of the principals

while they were being interviewed. The interview protocol was pilot-tested

with an administrator in the Green School District. The pilot test of the

interview was conducted with a male assistant middle school principal. The

pilot test lasted approximately 60 minutes and the assistant principal was .

helpful in giving the researcher immediate feedback to the questions and to

the manner in which the questions were posed. This interview provided the

researcher with information regarding the process of the interview, clarity

of questions and the amount of time it took to administer the instrument.

The interviews were conducted in the principals’ schools and lasted

approximately 90-1 20 minutes. The interview questions were based on the

information obtained from the surveys and were asked in an open-ended

fashion so that the interviewees had ample opportunity to respond in their

own words to the questions. The interview questions were asked in such a

way, that the researcher remained open and flexible to any information that

would be surprising and would lead to an understanding of the use of

computer technology in the principal’s practice. The interview protocol

provided a standardized format from which to question the interviewed

principals. The interview questions were derived from the research and

survey questions as displayed in Table 1.
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Table 2.1 Research Matrix

 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS SURVEY QUESTIONS INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

 

How do principals currently

employ computer technology to

manage, to communicate, to

lead instructional programs, and

to address the philosophical,

legal and regulatory work? (The

four performance domains)

The use of computer technology

assists my work as principal in...

How do you use computer

technology in your work as

principals in reference to the

four performance domains?

Functional Domain

Programmatic Domain

Interpersonal Domain

Contextual Domain

 

What is perceived by the

principals, to be the most

effective application(s) of

computer technology and the

most ineffective for management

and leadership in schools?

What areas of your practice

have been most affected

(positively or negatively) by the

infusion of technology?

In what ways has the infusion of

computer technology allowed

you to manage your daily tasks

more efficiently? How has it

hindered your management of

daily tasks?

 

What appears to make the

difference between why and

how different principals employ

computer technology?

How many years have you been

using computer technology in

the work setting? During the last

1 2 months, how often did you

use computer technology to do

tasks directly related to your

job?

How has computer technology

changed the way you do

business as a school principal?

What have been the

challengeslbarriers that have

arisen from the organizational

structures impeding the use of

computer technology in your

practice?

 

What are the implications of

these findings to educational

leadership preparation and to

further research and inquiry?

  
Have you had access to

computer technology training in

your current district? If yes, was

the training specifically

designed for you as a principal?

 
How was computer technology

addressed in your formal

academic experience? How

would you design professional

development and principal

preparation opportunities for

practicing and aspiring

principals?

 

mm

Observation of the principals’ offices, the school setting, and the

technology that was available to the principals is also used in this data

collection. The observations were conducted during the course of the

interviews and also before and after the interviews. The observations

provided the researcher with information regarding the access of

computer technology for the principals and the context in which these
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principals used the technology.

Data Analysis

Using both a quantitative and qualitative approach to this study lends

a sense of credibility to the research because one approach by itself tells

only a portion of the story. Polit and Hungler (1 995) talk about how the

blending of these two methods are complementary:

One argument in support of blending qualitative and quantitative

data in a single project is that they are complementary; they

represent words and numbers, the two fundamental languages of

human communication. Webster’s (dictionary) defines

complementary as “mutually supplying each other’s lack,” and this

characterizes the two methodological strategies well. By integrating

different methods and modes of analysis, the weaknesses of a single

approach may be diminished or overcome. (pp. 539-540)

It is from this combination of methods thatthe analysis has taken place.

This two-stage approach provided the researcher with enhanced

information that was first gathered by the'completion of the survey and

then followed by the in-depth interviews.

The initial gathering of data came from the literature review of the

principalship and the use of technology in this work. It was from this

information that the survey was designed. The survey was then analyzed in

reference to the demographic information, frequency of data and

' correlational data. The data from the surveys was coded for input into a
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data analysis program. The data analysis program that was used for this

research is the SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences)

Graduate Pack. This program was developed by researchers at the

University of Chicago and National Opinion Research Centerato assist

researchers in the analysis of social science data. This program allowed

the researcher to synthesize the survey data into tables, charts and

statistical information.

The survey was constructed from the four performance domains as

described by the National Commission on the Principalship (1990) and

pilot-tested by five principals in the Green School District. A Likert scale

was used in order to gain an understanding of the principal’s use of

computer technology in their practices. The data on these surveys was

self-reported. The survey, coupled with the extensive interviews and

observations allowed the researcher to provide the best possible snapshot

of the principal use of computer technology and their practices.

The interview process was based on the information collected from

the survey. Six principals were identified from their responses to the

knowledge and confidence questions on the survey. The six principals

were interviewed In their individual schools and observations of the

principals’ offices and computer equipment took place at the time of the

interviews. Narratives have been written from the information gleaned from

the interviews.

74



Ethical Considerations

I obtained a letter of consent from each participant in the survey and

interview process (Appendix). All of the surveys were coded with numbers

and I entered the data from these surveys into the data analysis program

SPSS. The interview participants were given pseudonyms and some

specific personal details were altered to protect the confidentiality of each

of the participants. I served as the only interviewer. I enlisted the help of a

college student to transcribe the audio tapes of the interviews. I am the

only person to review the transcribed interviews.

Limitations of the Study

Several limitations were involved in this study. First, the surveys

were asked to be completed at the principals’ conventions. This setting

was. advantageous because of the number of principals that were available

in one place. Because I asked the principals to complete the surveys while

attending the conference, this may not have provided the best atmosphere

for principals to understand and review the survey. Second, there is also a

lack of principals from urban school districts who attended these

conferences. There were only six principals from urban school districts

that completed the survey and none of these principals volunteered to be

interviewed. Third, there were some questions on the survey that did not

use a Likert scale to measure the answers, therefore, it was not possible to

correlate all the information gathered. Fourth, there “was the possibility of

interviewer bias due to the use of qualitative research techniques. The bias
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might have occurred in several ways: the development of the interview

protocol, the presentation of the questions to the participants, or the

nonverbal reactions of the interviewer to the respondents’ answers”

(Colflesh, 1 996, p. 79).

Summary

This study was conducted with every effort taken to use sound

research practices. Polit and Hungler talk about “reliability of an

instrument is the degree of consistency with which it measures the

attributes it is supposed to be measuring” and validity “refers to the degree

to which an instrument measures what it is supposed to be measuring.” (p.

347 & 353) This was consistent in the design of the survey instrument.

Principals were asked to give demographic data and respond to questions

that were directly related to the four performance domains as established

by the National Commission on the Principalship in 1990.

The interview protocol was designed to give the researcher

additional information that was initially given through the use of the survey.

The face-to-face interaction between the interviewer and interviewees was

important in gathering this in-depth information. The observations that

occurred during the interview process gave the researcher “firsthand

experience with the informants.” (Cresswell, 1 994, p. 1 50)
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CHAPTER 3

PRINCIPALS AND THEIR USE OF COMPUTER TECHNOLOGY: THE

SURVEY

Introduction

The survey designed for this research study was constructed to

gather information regarding the demographic picture of the principals

that completed the survey, to understand how they use computer

technology in relation to the four performance domains, and to determine

their access to computer technology and computer technology training.

A portion of the survey also included a self-assessment by the principals

of their knowledge of computer technology and their level of confidence

of their use of computer technology. The information in this survey both

formed a base and enhanced the information for the in-depth interviews

that were conducted with six principals.

Demographic Information from Surveys

The initial data for this research was gathered through a survey

that was distributed to school principals at the Michigan Elementary and

the Middle School Principals Conference (MEMSPA) and Michigan

Association of Secondary School Principals (MASSP) Conference in 1998.

A total of 482 surveys were distributed at both conferences. Altogether,

1 57 respondents completed and returned the survey. This was a 33%

return of the distributed surveys. The respondents included 1 55

principals from Michigan public schools and two principals were from
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private schools.

The principals who responded to the survey (see Graph 3.1)

represented a wide range of years of experience as principals. Of the

group of school principals in the survey pool, 79 (51%) have between 5

through 1 5 years of administrative experience, 49 (25%) reported less

than 5 years of principalship experience, and 37 (24%) principals

reported more than 1 5 years of experience. Of the principals surveyed,

75% have more than five years of experience as building level principals.

Graph 3.1 Years of Experience of Participating Principals
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The survey information in Graph 3.2 indicated that 98 (82%) of the

principals were from rural schools; 50 (32%) from suburban school; and 6

(4%) from urban schools. There is a noticeable lack of principals from

urban schools participating in this survey. Approximately 1 3% (144) of all

principals (approximately 1 128) in the state of Michigan work in urban

areas. Less than 2% of the returned surveys came from principals from

urban schools. This lack of participation may be due to the fact that these

principals did not attend these conferences because larger school

districts may conduct their own professional development activities.

There is an inherent bias in this sample due to the lack of principals from

urban school districts. The principals from these school districts were

under represented in the survey population.

Graph 3.2 Type of District of Participating Principals
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Of the principals surveyed, 85 (54%) cited that their schools had

between 301-600 student populations in their schools; 30 (19%) principals

had student populations between 601-1000; 26 (1 7%) of the principals

were from school with student populations of 101-300; and 1-4 (9%)

principals were in schools with populations of 1001-2000 students. The

population of the schools are identified in Graph 3.3.

Graph 3.3 Student Populations of Schools of Participating Principals
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Computer Use and Principals

Principals were asked to report, in number of years, their use of

computer technology in their practices. Graph 3.4 reveals that survey

respondents reported varying years of experience with computer

technology in their practices. The majority of principals (N=1 27 or 81%)

have been using computers in their practices between five and 1 5 years.

This information may indicate that principals see benefits to the use of

computer technology and may have a comfort level based on longevity of

 

   

 

use.

Graph 3.4 Years of Computer Use by Participating Principals
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Principals were asked to indicate how often they are currently

using computer technology in their daily practices. The majority of the

principals (N=140 or 89%) cited (see Graph 3.5) that they used their

computers on a daily basis. Only one principal indicated that they used

their computer less than once a week. This again reflects that principals

may see benefits to computer technology and may have a comfort level

based on frequency of use.

Graph 3.5 Frequency of Use of Computers in Principals’ Daily Practice
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Computer Technology Hardware

Principals were asked to identify the type of computer equipment

they had access to in their practices. The principals indicated a wide

variety of available equipment. The greatest number of principals (N=69

or 44%) had access to networked PC or MAC computers. Next in

accessibility were the combination of stand-alone and networked PC or

MAC computers (N=47 or 30%) and standoalone PC’s or MAC’s (N=39 or

25%). This indicates that 1 16 principals (74%) have access to networked

 

 

 

 

      
 

 

capabilities.
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Performance Domains

In 1990 The National Commission on the Principalship, which was a

combined effort of the National Association of Secondary School

Principals (NASSP) and the National Association of Elementary School

Principals (NAESP), created a framework that defined the changing

nature of the school principalship. This framework described the

principal’s work by identifying four performance domains, which include:

functional domain, programmatic domain, interpersonal domain and

contextual domain. These domains proposed 21 tasks. The framework

was based on the realities of the workplace, “These domains define the

scope of responsibility faced by principals and the knowledge and skills

required to accomplish the tasks of the job” (p. 18). It is through this

framework that we are able to view the tasks of the principalship.

The principals were asked to respond to questions that are directly

linked to the description of tasks defined in the four performance

domains. The tasks relating to each of the performance domains are as

follows:

#Functional Domain (Leadership, Information Collection, Problem

Analysis, Judgement, Organizational Oversight,

Implementation, and Delegation)

tProgrammatic Domain (Instructional Program, Curriculum

Design, Student Guidance 8: Development, Staff
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Development, Measurement & Evaluation, Resource

Allocation)

tlnterpersonal Domain (Motivating Others, Sensitivity, Oral

Expression, Written Expression)

tContextual Domain (Philosophical & Cultural Views, Legal &

Regulatory Applications, Policy & Political Influences, Public

& Media Relations).

This part of the survey was designed in order to gain an understanding of

how principals are using computer technology in reference to the

knowledge and skills required to do the principal’s work. The principals

were asked to respond to the questions using a Likert scale where:

1=Never; 2=Rarely; 3=Sometimes; 4=Often; 5=Regularly. In an effort to

discuss the frequency of use it was determined that values of 2.5 or less

would describe low use; a range from 2.6 to 3.5 would describe moderate

use; and values greater than 3.5 would describe high use.

The tasks of this domain “address the organizational processes and

techniques by which the mission of the school is achieved. They provide

for the educational program to be realized and allow the institution to

function” (National Commission for the Principalship, 1990, p. 21). The

information detailed in Table 3.1 , indicates principals’ moderate use of

technology for all the tasks defined in this domain except the task of
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assessing projects or tasks, which has low use.

Table 3.1 Means of the Tasks of the Functional Domain

 

  

 

           

R-oofl

Classrfymgndentifymg Eidenufmngi reaching {planning 8 assessing

gathering seelong 8 problem additional ‘ assisting logical scheduling monitoring project or

Jobtitle egg knowiedggorgamzmg solutions mic others conclusions work projects_ tasks

Pnc1pal Mean 3.18 2.67 3.17 2.58 3.03 2.61 2.84 3.11 2.68 2.48

N 157 157 157 157 157 155 157 157 157 157

Std. Deviatid‘ 1.10 101 106 99 3 29 115 106 1.28 123 1.21

Tohl Mean 3.15 2.67 3.17 2.5a 303 fi 251 2.34 3.11 2.68 2.45

N 157 157 157 157 157 155 157 157 157 157

Std. Deviatic: 1.16 1.01 1.06 .99 3 29 1.15 1.06 1.28 1.23 1.21
 

Table 3.2 is a summary of the percentages of the principals’ responses

to each one of the task-related questions in the functional domain on the

survey. This table indicates the percentage of the total number of principals

(N=1 57) that responded to the level of use for each task in the functional

domain. High use indicated that the principals answered “Often” and

“Regularly” on the survey; moderate use was indicated by “Sometimes” on

the survey; and low use was indicated by “Never” or “Rarely” on the survey.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

     

Table 3.2 Functional Domain

High Use Moderate Use Low Use

Gathering Data 38.2% 36.9% 24.2%

Seeking Knowledge 1 7.9% 39.6% 42.6%

Classifying &Organizing 35.7% 40.8% 23.6%

Identifying Problem 14% 40.8% 35.2%

Solutions

Identifying Additional 20.4% 43.9% 33.8%

Information

Assisting Others 20.4% 38.2% 38.3%

Reaching Logical 26.8% 38.2% 33.8%

Conclusions

Planning 8 Scheduling 38.2% 30.8% 31 .2%

Work

 

86

 

 



 

Table 3.2 Functional Domain

 

Monitoring Projects 22.3% 30.6% 46.5%

 

Assessing Projects or 19.7% 28.7% 48.4%

Tasks      
 

The statistical information gathered from the surveys indicated that

principals do use computer technology for gathering data, seeking

knowledge, classifying and organizing, identifying problem solutions,

planning and scheduling work, monitoring projects and assessing

projects and tasks. The principals indicate though, on an average, that

 they only use computer technology “moderately” when referring to these ,.

tasks. The'act of assessing projects or tasks was given a “low use” rating

by the principals on the survey.

P r m ' m in

The programmatic domain tasks “focus on the scope and

framework of the educational program. They reflect the core technology

of schools, instruction, and the related supporting service, developmental

activities, and resource base” (National Commission for the Principalship,

1990,p.23)
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Table 3.3 Means of the Tasks of the Programmatic Domain
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Total Mean 2.68 2.56 2.42 2.59 2.30 2.21 2.73 2.64 2.89 2.90 2.22

N 157 157 157 157 157 157 157 157 157 157 157

$111de 1.12 1.21 1.17 122 1.18 1.13 1.15 1.14 1.16 1.21 1.16      
 

The information detailed in Table 3.3 reveals the principals’ low use

(<2.5) of computer technology for the following tasks areas: mobilizing

participation, providing for partnerships, creating partnerships, planning

the physical plant. The principals indicated that they use computer

technology moderately (>2.5, <3.5) for the following tasks: envisioning

and enabling, recognizing developmental needs of students, providing for

student guidance, assessing and creating professional development,

determining diagnostic information about students, developing and

measuring student outcomes, and seeking and allocating resources.

Table 3.4 is a summary of the percentages of the principals’

responses to each one of the task-related questions in the programmatic

domain on the survey. This table indicates the percentage of the total

number of principals (N=1 57) that responded to the level of use for each

task in the programmatic domain. High use indicated that the principals
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answered “Often” and “Regularly” on the survey; moderate use was

indicated by “Sometimes” on the survey; and low use indicated by

“Never” or “Rarely” on the survey.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

   

Table 3.4 Programmatic Domain

High Use Moderate Use Low Use

Envisioning 81 Enabling 23.5% 36.3% 38.9% _

Recognizing 20.4% 32.5% 44%

Developmental Needs of '

Students 1

Mobilizing Participation 1 8.5% 28% 49%

Providing for Student 23% 31 .2% 43.9%

Guidance

Providing for 1 5.9% 26.8% 44.1%

Partnerships L'"

Creating Partnership 1 1 .5% 27.4% 56.7%

Assessing 81 Creating 24.2% 38.9% 35%

Professional

Development

Determining Diagnostic 21 .7% 36.9% 39.5%

Information

Developing 81 Measuring 28% 39.5% 31 .2%

Student Outcomes

Seeking, Allocating 8: 29.9% 32.5% 36.9%

Adjusting Resources '

Planning Physical Plant 14.1% 22.9% 60.5   
 

l rs

The tasks of this domain “recognize the significance of

interpersonal connections in schools. They acknowledge the critical

value of human relationships to the satisfaction of personal and

professional goals, and to the achievement of organizational purpose”

(National Commission for the Principalship, 1990, p. 24).

The information detailed in Table 3.5 indicates high use (>3.5) by
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principals in the task area of writing appropriately. The principals

indicate moderate use (>2.5, <3.5) of computer technology for the

following tasks: planning and encouraging, supporting innovation,

providing coaching and responding, reviewing and summarizing.

Principals demonstrated low use (<2.5) when referring to assessing the

needs and managing conflict and recognizing multi-cultural sensibilities.

 

 

 

Table 3.5 Means of the Tasks of the Interpersonal Domain

Report

assessing

the needs

8 responding,

planning 8 supporting providing managing recognizing reviewing 8 writing

Jobtitle ncouraging innovation coaching conflict mum-cultural summenzingéppropriately

Pric1pal Mean 3.78 4.05 3.75 3.36 2.79 3.83 4.79

N 157 157 157 157 157 157 157

Std. Deviatio 1.29 1.17 1.23 1.18 1.04 1.35 1.26

Total Mean 3.78 4.05 3.75 3.36 2.79 3.83 4.79

N 157 157 157 157 157 157 157

Std. Deviati 1.29 1.17 1.23 1.18 1.04 1.35 1.26        
 

Table 3.6 is a summary of the percentages of the principals’

responses to each one of the task-related questions in the interpersonal

domain on the survey. This table indicated the percentage of the total

number of principals (N=1 57) that responded to the level of use for each

task in the interpersonal domain. High use indicated that the principals

answered “Often” and “Regularly” on the survey; moderate use was

indicated by “Sometimes” on the survey; and low use was indicated by

“Never” or “Rarely” on the survey.
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Table 3.6 Interpersonal Domain

High Use Moderate Use Low Use

Planning 81 Encouraging 28.1% 31.8% 38.8%

Supporting Innovation 25% 38.9% 24.9%

Providing Coaching 28.7% 29.3% 41.4%

Assessing Needs 8 1 5.9% 29.3% 43.5%

Managing

Conflict

Recognizing Multi- 7.7% 1 3.4% 73.9%

Cultural

Sensibilities

Responding, Reviewing 35.1% 27.4% 31 2%

8

Summarizing

Writing Appropriately 66.9% 14.6% 26.5%    
 

mm

1 The tasks in this domain “reflect the world of ideas and forces

within which the school operates. They explore the intellectual, ethical,

cultural, economic, political, and governmental influences upon the

schools, including traditional and emerging perspectives” (National

Commission for the Principalship, 1990, p. 25). The information in Table

3.7 reveals that principals low use of computer technology in this domain

area for acting with reasoned understanding, understanding issues,

recognizing global influences and addressing ethical issues. The

principals cited moderate use (>2.5, <35) of computer technology when

referring to understanding government, administering contractual and

legal issues and interacting with parental and community opinion leaders.
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Table 3.7 Means of the Tasks of the Contextual Domain

 

 

 

    

Report

acting with a recogmizes administering addressing

reasoned understanding global understanding contractual 8 ethical

Jobtitle understandi issues influences government legal issues interactin

Pricrpal Mean 2.20 2.45 2.33 2.52 2.50 2.06 2.62

N 157 157 157 157 157 157 157

Std. Deviatio 1.30 1.16 1.13 1.14 1.12 1.07 1.36

Total Mean 2.20 2.45 2.33 2.52 2.50 2.06 2.62

N 157 157 157 157 157 157 157

Std. Deviatio 1.30 1.16 1.13 1.14 1.12 1.07 1.36      

Table 3.8 is a summary of the percentages of the principals’

responses to each one of the task-related questions in the contextual

domain on the survey. This table indicated the percentage of the total

number of principals (N=1 57) that responded to the level of use for each

task in the contextual domain. High use indicates that the principals

answered “Often” and “Regularly” en the survey; moderate use was

indicated by “Sometimes” on the survey; and low use was indicated by

“Never” or “Rarely” on the survey.

 

 

 

 

 

 

    

Table 3.8 Contextual Domain

High Use Moderate Use Low Use

Acting with a Reasoned 16.5% 28.8% 48.4%

Understanding

Understanding Issues 1 7.8% 31.8% . 45.9%

Recognizes Global 1 5.3% 27.4% 48.5%

Influences

Understanding 1 7.8% 33.8% 46.5%

Government
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Table 3.8 Contextual Domain

 

Administering

Contractual

8 Legal Issues

21% 30.6% 47.7%

 

Addressing Ethical

Issues

8.3% 26.8% 60.5%

 

Interacting with Leaders  26.1% 24.2%  46.4%

 

Summag of Principal Practice

The principal’s practice is affected in a variety of areas as

described in the above sections relating to the four performance

domains, yet the depth of use of computer technology is still

questionable. It is a fact that principals are using computer technology in

their practices, but it is apparent that their use is marginal. Table 3.9

represents the use of computer technology as described by the survey

data in reference to the four performance domains.
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Table 3.9 Principal Use of Computer Technology and the Four

Performance Domains
 

 

 

 

 

Functional Domain Programmatic Interpersonal Contextual

Chunafi1 [kxnafii [lunafii

High Use Writing

(Oflen' appropriately

Regularly)

Moder-am Ugo Gathering Data Envisioning 8 Planning 8 Understanding

Seeking Knowledge enabling encouraging govern-

(SOHIOUTI‘IBS) Classifying 8 Recognizing Supporting ment

organizo develop- innovation Administering
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solutions guidance reviewing Interacting with

Identifying additional Assessing 8 8summarizing parental 8

infiuwnafion creafing oonwnunflyleaders

Assisting others professional

Reaching logical develop—

conclusions ment

Planning 8 Determining

scheduling diagnostic

umwk "nonnafion

Monitoring projects Developing 8

ineasunnginudent

ouuxunes

Seeking 8 allocating
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LOW U89 Assessing projects Mobilizing Assessing needs 8 Acting with

8 participation managing conflict reasoned

("warn-“re.” tasks Providing for Recognizing multi- understanding

partnerships cultural issues Understanding

Ckeafing cun1unluxfiah8

partnerships economic issues

Planning physical Recognizing global

plant - influences

iAddressfinjeUficaI    issues

 

Number of Years as Principal and Self-Rating of Knowledge

The information gathered in the survey does indicate that there are

slightly significant differences in the amount of knowledge that a principal

possesses regarding computer technology in relation to the number of

years a person has been a principal. The highest means for knowledge of

computer use were in the category of people who had been principals for

10—1 5 years. This group of principals indicated that they rated themselves
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as having greater than intermediate knowledge when referring to their

knowledge about software use, hardware use and slightly less than

intermediate knowledge about curriculum integration. The category of

people who have 1 5-20 years showed the lowest ratings when speaking

about knowledge. The principals in this category rated themselves as

having less than intermediate knowledge about software use,

intermediate knowledge about hardware use and less than intermediate

knowledge when referring to curriculum integration. The category of 1-3

years indicated that the principals has less than intermediate knowledge

when referring to all three areas. The principals in the category of 1-3

were most surprising because these principals would have been the most

recent graduates of educational leadership programs.

Legend for Knowledge about Computers:

1=None 4=Expert 1

=Novice 5=Expert 2

3=lntermediate 6=NIA
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Table 3.10 Years of Experience as Principals and Self-Rating of

Computer Technology Knowledge

Report

Knowledge Knowledge

Knowledge of of

of Software Hardware Curriculum

Years as a Princ'qgal Use Use Integration

1-3 Mean 2.93 2.73 2.77

N 30 30 30

Std. Deviation .74 .78 .90

3-5 Mean 3.16 2.37 3.21

N 19 19 19

Std. Deviation .83 .76 .98

5—10 Mean 2.91 2.48 2.88

N 34 33 33

Std. Deviation .90 ' .94 1.02

10-15 Mean 3.23 3.00 2:97

’ N . 35 35 35

Std. Deviation .77 .87 .71

15-20 Mean 2.76 2.41 2.53

N 17 17 17

Std. Deviation .83 .87 1.12

20+ Mean 3.05 2.80 2.60

N 20 20 20

Std. Deviation .51 .62 .68

Total ' Mean 3.02 2.67 2.84

N 155 154 154

Std. Deviation .79 .85 .91    
 

Number of Years as Principal and Self-Rating of Confidence

The principals who indicated the greatest amount of knowledge

(1 0-1 5 years experience) also indicated the greatest amount of

confidence. This set of principals indicate that their confidence lies

between moderate and high. The principals who had the least amount of

confidence were also the same set of principals (1 5-20 years experience)

who indicated that they had the least amount of knowledge. These
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principals have slightly more than moderate confidence when referring to

software use, but less than moderate confidence when referring to

hardware use and curriculum integration. The set of principals in the 1-3

year category did not necessarily follow the knowledge question. The

principals in this category indicated that they have almost high

confidence in the area of software use and better than moderate

confidence in hardware use and curriculum integration. This group of

principals has greater confidence in reference to computer use than they

indicated they had knowledge in these three areas. This information

indicates how principals have adopted the innovation of computer

technology. It is apparent that many of the principals who have been

principals for a longer period of time have greater difficulty in accepting

the impact that computer technology has on their practice. This group of

principals could be considered the '“laggards” when referring to their

knowledge and confidence of computer technology. It would appear that

this may be a result of the fact that these principals began their careers

as principals without the benefit of “growing up” with computer

technology. This may be the reason that this set of principals has a more

difficult time in adopting this innovation into their practices.

Legend for Confidence about Computers

1=Very Low 4=High

2=Low 5=Very High

3=Moderate 6=NIA
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Table 3.1 1 Years of Experience as Principal and Self-Rating of

Computer Technology Confidence

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Report

Confidence Confidence

Confidence in in

in Software Hardware Curriculum

Years as a Principal Use Use lntergraticn

1-3 Mean 3.63 3.17 3.20

N 30 30 30

Std. Deviation .81 1.05 .92

255 Mean 3.37 2.95 3.47

N 19 19 19

Std. Deviation .83 1.13 .70

5-10 Mean 3.18 2.68 3.03

N 34 34 34

Std. Deviation 1.00 1.07 1.11

10-15 Mean 3.60 3.51 3.31

N 35 35 35

Std. Deviation .91 .95 .93

15-20 Mean . 3.12 288 2.71

N 17 17 17

Std. Deviation 1.2 1.17 1.31

20+ Mam 3.25 3.00 3 (5

N 20 20 20

Std. Deviation .84 .58 .69

Total Mean 3.$ 3% 3.15‘

N 155 155 155

Std. Deviation .92 1.13 .90      

 

There were very strong relationships between the principals

knowledge of software, hardware.and curriculum integration to their

confidence levels as evidenced by Table 3.11. Table 3.11 indicates that

when principals have knowledge regarding the use of computer

technology, than their confidence in using computer technology is

significant. This information indicates that the rate of adoption occurs
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significant. This information indicates that the rate of adoption occurs

increases as the level of confidence and knowledge increases.

Table 3.12 Correlation: Self-Ratings of Knowledge and Confidence

Correlations

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

Knowledge Knowledge Confidence Confidence

Knowledge of of Confidence in in

of Software Hardware Curriculum in Software Hardware Curriculum

Use Use Integ’on Use Use lnterption

Knowledge of Software Pearson Correlation 1.000 .630“ .588“ .71 .513 .485“ .

Use Sig. (2-tailed) . .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

N 157 157 157 157 157 157

Knowledge of Hardware Pearson Correlation .630“ 1.000 .516“ .556'1' .713“ .471

Use Sig. (2-tailed) .ooo . .000 .000 .000 .000

N 157 157 157 157 157 157

Knowlecbe of Curriculurr Pearson Correlation .588“ .5181 1.000 .511 .481“ .690“

Intemtion Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 . .000 .000 .000

N 157 157 157 157 157 157

ConfidenceinSoflware PeersonCorrelation .710“ .558“ .511“ 1.000 .750“ .884“

Use Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 . .000 .000

N 157 157 157 157 157 157

Confidence in Hardware Pearson Correlation .513“ .713“ .481“ .750“ 1.1!!) .655

U80 Sig. (Hailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 . .11!)

N 157 157 157 157 157 157

Confidence in Curriculun Pearson Correldion .485“ .471“ .690“ .884“ .655“ 1.000

Heisman Sig. (2w .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .

N 157 157 157 157 157 157  
"-Correlationissimificaflatthe0.01level(2-tailed).

Training

In graph 3.7 we find that the majority of the principals (88.5%) who

completed this survey indicated that they have had access to some

computer training in their districts. Only 30.8% (see graph 3.8) indicated

that these principals had not had training specific to theirjobs as

principals.
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Graph 3.7 Frequency of Access to Computer Training

Missing

 

 

Graph 3.8 Frequency of Access to Specific Training Designed for .

Principals

 

 

100



Open-Ended Survey Question and Perceived Effective Uses of Computer

Technology

The principals who participated in the survey were asked to respond

to the following open-ended question: “What areas of your practice has

been most affected (positively or negatively) by the infusion of

technology?”. There were 1 01 responses to this question.

The most frequent theme by the principals was that they used the

computer for communication purposes. The principals specifically spoke

about the use of e-mail as a large advantage of computer technology. For

example, one respondent wrote “With e-mail communication is immediate

and easy.” Another wrote: “Positive communication with staff with e-mail

has become more efficient and rapid.” Several of the principals noted that

a new found “freedom” from the phone was an advantage of e-mail. “The

use of e-mail allows me freedom from phone interruptions. However the

down side of this is that you must read and answer e-mail.” Principals

referred to communication within their buildings and also with other

practicing professionals. Examples included, “Communication with other

principals, state office and the legislature.” “Interaction with colleagues,

experts and others to do the best, most current job.” There were twelve

principals that believed that having access to e-mail has allowed them to

keep in touch with people that they very well would have lost contact

without e-mail. Communicating more effectively with parents through the

use of the computer was also mentioned as a very positive result of the
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use of computer technology. Principals also spoke about communication

through the use of web sites that were designed for their schools. The

ability to communicate rapidly was sited as an advantage for the

principals.

Word processing is also mentioned frequently by the principals.

Principals use word processing for a number of things such as

newsletters, teacher evaluations, memos to staff, correspondence and

notes home to students. One principal noted: “Communication via word

processing”. Another principal indicated: “Desktop publishing,

newsletters, written communication through word processing.” This

theme of using word processing was prevalent in 20% of the responses by

the principals and one principals mentioned: “Word processing makes the

job easier.” Another area of positive impact by the computer was in the

area of using word processing capabilities for public relation purposes.

Principals cited examples of more professional-looking documents that

were dispersed into the community. Two principals noted that word

processing was the only thing for which they used a computer.

Another prevalent theme for the principals was the use of computer

technology for student databases and student management systems. One

principals noted: “Management of information and analysis Of

information.” Principals talked about their capabilities to track student

discipline and attendance and also to be able to gather information on
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student achievement. “Monitoring student assessments and

achievements” and “Creating student databases; filing for use in

discipline tracking” was mentioned by two principals. The use of the

computer by the principal to be informed about student progress was

mentioned by 18 principals and one example is: “Discipline and tracking

student data for student, parent and auxiliary staff conferences and

managing classroom documents.” Scheduling is also an issue that

principals spoke about and their comments included “Student database

manipulation, attendance, scheduling, transcripts and grades” and

“Access to information about students, scheduling and compiling data for

decision-making.”

Making professional presentations was also spoken about by the

principals: “Presentation of information in a professional and timely

manner” and “Communications of all kinds are creative and professional

looking and thus more effective.” Having the ability to create informative

presentations was noted by a principal: “Improved communications and

documentation; PR—everything looks better (i.e. reports, homepage,

etc.).” Principals indicated that they currently type their own material and

do not need to rely on the secretary nearly as much as prior to computer

technology. This sense of “independence” appeared in a couple of the

principals responses and four principals mentioned that they no longer

need to wait to speak to someone else before they prepare their material
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or gather information.

Gathering research from the Internet and using the computer for

time management purposes was also recognized as important by the

principals. Seven principals felt that having the ability to access

information via the Internet was not only informative, but also time saving:

“Regularly use the Internet for research and sharing” and “Obtaining

curriculum information from the Internet.”

It should be noted, however, that four of the principals surveyed

indicated a negative aspect of using computer technology. They pointed to

the fact that the more they spend time using the computer the less time

they spend in personal contact with parents, students, and school

community members. One principal noted, “The more we use technology

to help us deal with people, the Less we deal with people.”

The Principals’ comments aptly describes the benefits of the use of

computer technology in their practices:

“The time spent working on projects has lessened. It has freed up

my secretaries to do other important school business.”

“It is a real time saver in some areas. It also has enabled me to

communicate with other administrators.”

“Word processing; information searches; fact finding;

communication.”

“Organization of time; ready and easy access to information;
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creativity in curriculum planning.”

“Generating print; e-mail to colleagues; mailserve; managing

student records.”

“Management of information; analysis of information;

communication.”

“Presentation of information in a professional and timely manner.”

“Obtaining curriculum information from the Internet and publishing

staff bulletins and monthly parent newsletters.”

“Organizing daily and weekly tasks.”

“Accessing and using information to support learning and

innovation.”

The most frequent response of the surveyed principals was in the

area of communication. There were 101 principals who wrote a comment

in reference to the question that was posed. Of these principals 48

indicated that their practice in the area of communication was positively

affected by the infusion of technology. They spoke about communication

with their staffs, students and parents:

“Communications with parents and staff.”

“Communication within the district and building.”

“Communication! With e-mail communication is immediate and

easy.”

“Communication with other principals, state offices and the
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legislature.”

“The overall level of communication has been positively affected.”

“Positive communication with staff with e-mail has become more

efficient and rapid.”

How Do Principals Perceive That Computer Technology Frames Their

Work Within the Four Domain Tasks?

Principals employ computer technology in a variety of ways in their

practices. The description of the four performance domains provided a

framework from which to study the principal’s use of technology in their

practice. This section will describe how principals’ use technology in each

of the four performance domains in the areas of leadership and

management. Table 3.1 3 describes the use of technology through the

lenses of the four performance domains both in leadership and

management. The information in Table 3.1 3 is information from the survey

and the interviews.
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Table 3.1 3 Leadership and Management Practices of School Principals

and Their use of Computer Technology

Functional Domain Programmatic Domain

Interview/Survey Interview/Survey

Leadership Teacher Assisting Others Training Envisioning 8

Roles! Evaluation Staff Devel. Enabling

Personalization Professional Mobilizing

Practic” Relationship Participation

NCA Provide for

CRT Partnerships

Assessing

Professional

Development.

Management Software Use Gathering Funding Provide for

Ro'eslprawc. CONHCCfiVity Data DMCM

8 Curriculum Seeking guidance

Use Knowledge ' Determining

Student Data Classifying 8 diagnostic

Internet Use Organizing info for

Identifying students

problem Developing 8

solutions measuring

Planning 8 student

scheduling outcomes

work Seeking 8

Monitoring allocating

projects resources

Assessing Planning for

projects 8 use of

tasks physical plant

Other lndepend- Support Recogniz-

ence ing needs

Support of students    
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Contextual

Interpersonal Domain

Domain

Interview/Survey

Interview/Survey

Common-cation Planning 8 MASSP Acting with

Internet Encouraging MEMSPA reasoned

Intranet Supporting Chat Rooms understanding

E-mail Innovation Organization Understand-

Notes Home Providing Vision current social issues

Coaching Interaction

Assessing 8 with parents

Managing

Responding 8 Reviewing

Word Writing District Administering

processing appropriate- policies contracts

Iv

Internet Recognizing multi- Support Recognizing global

information cultural issues influences

Addressing

ethical issues     
The principals who completed the survey stated that they used.

computer technology in order to assist staff members and students:

“Energizing previously sluggish staff who need a new challenge.”

“Accessing and using information to support learning and innovation.”

“Assisting students and teachers in their tasks.” Bob spoke about how he

used the computer in order to assist students in their search for

information, “I have gone looking for specific topics upon occasion if I

know that a kid is interested in a certain topic and I will explore it for

them.” The surveyed principals also indicated that they used these

programs for information: “Student management for alpha lists; SIRS

program for immunization.” “Creating student databases; filing for use in

discipline tracking.”

Some of the principals on the survey commented: “Obtaining
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information from the Internet”; “I borrow through the Internet on a regular

basis”; “Internet access.”

The statistical information gathered from the surveys indicated that

principals do use computer technology for gathering data, seeking

knowledge, classifying and organizing, identifying problem solutions,

planning and scheduling work, monitoring projects and assessing projects

and tasks. The principals indicate though, on an average, that they only

use computer technology “moderately” when referring to these tasks. The

act of assessing projects or tasks was given a “low use” rating by the

principals on the survey.

Discussion of Survey Findings

What do we know about the principals who participated in the

survey, their use of computer technology in four performance domains and

the lessons that we learned from the survey information? The majority of

the principals who participated in this survey were from suburban and

rural schools; had between 5 and 1 5 years of experience as principals;

had a wide variety of years of computer use; used their computers on a

daily basis; and have access to networked computers. The majority of

these principals also had computer technology training available to them

in their districts, but only 30.8% of them had access to training specifically

designed for them as principals.

It was evident in the surveys that principals use computer
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technology more frequently in the areas of writing appropriately and word

processing than any of the other tasks in the performance domains. It was

also evident that principals use computer technology less frequently in the

contextual domain than in the other three domains. The information from

the surveys showed that principals were more comfortable with tasks that

were considered management rather than leadership tasks.

The surveys showed that there were strong relationships between

the frequency of use of computers by principals and the tasks in the

functional, programmatic and interpersonal domains. Limited correlations

existed between frequency of computer use and the tasks of the

contextual domain. The contextual domain appeared to be the most

difficult for principals to understand how they would apply technology

where the tasks “reflect the world of ideas and forces within which the

school operates” (NCP, 1990, p. 25). The information also indicated that

principals do have access to networks, but they have been given very little

training designed for them to understand the application of these systems.

It was apparent in the surveys that principals are using computer

technology, but their use is still somewhat ambiguous.
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CHAPTER 4

PRINCIPALS AND THEIR USE OF COMPUTER TECHNOLOGY: THE

INTERVIEWS

Introduction

The purpose of the six interviews that were conducted was to gain a

thorough understanding of how these six principals used computer

technology in their practices. The information that was provided in the

surveys from these principals was used to provide initial information for

these interviews. The in-depth interviews that were conducted provided

insight and content and affirmed, as well as enhanced, the findings from

the survey.

The complexity of the building principals’ jobs was very evident as I

sat in each of their offices and schools; what was even more evident was

the fact that these building principals were expected to be productive in

spite of limited financial, emotional or technical support. I was able to

reaffirm my thoughts regarding the principalship by visiting and

interviewing these principals. Principals need support and I believe that

the use of computer technology can help provide some of this support for

the building principal by allowing the principals to be able to communicate

more effectively with their peers.

Presenting the interviews in the form of individual portraits provides

the reader with a sense of the particular principal and how each felt

computer technology could and would impact their practice. I was

111



profoundly impressed by the fact that all of these principals moved their

schools toward success in an undaunted fashion, regardless of their

organizations’ commitment to computer technology.

The process for selecting principals for these interviews began with

the survey that they completed at the Michigan Elementary and Middle

School Principals Association (MEMSPA) and the Michigan Association of

Secondary School Principals Association (MASSP) conventions in 1998.

Potential interviewees were asked to volunteer for these interviews. The

selection of the interviewees was based on their responses to questions

about their own personal knowledge and confidence regarding their use of '

computer technology, and the performance domains questions. I then

reviewed the respondents that volunteered to be interviewed (48 of 1 57

survey respondents) and began filtering. I began the filtering process by

classifying the interviewees according to their self-ratings. I chose to rate

them across a spectrum of low knowledge and confidence, moderate

knowledge and confidence, and high knowledge and confidence. Once

they were separated according to their self-ratings on knowledge and

confidence, I began to sort them according to grade levels: elementary,

middle and high school. The last criterion for selection was the area of the

state in which their school district was located. I tried to balance rural with

suburban. I would have liked to have had the opportunity to interview a

principal from an urban setting, but no one from that demographic

volunteered to be Interviewed. Interviews were then scheduled with each '

112



of the six interviewees.

The interviews were scheduled for one hour, but most of the

interviews took one and one half to two hours to complete. The

interviewees were not given the questions prior to the interview. All of the

interviews, except one, were conducted in the principal’s office. The one

interview that was not conducted in the principal’s office was held in the

media center because the principal’s office was being used for MEAP

testing. All of the interviews were taped and the taped interviews were then

transcribed into written form. All of the principals’ names and the district

names are pseudonyms. Table 4.1 indicates the demographic information

of the principals that were interviewed. The information obtained from the

interviews follows the table.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 4.1 PRINCIPAL INTERVIEWS

NAME 1! OF STUDENTS GRADE LEVELS DEMOGRAPHIC OF 8 OF YRS AS

SCHOOL DISTRICT PRINCIPAL

DORIS 700 9-1 2 ' Rural-Mid MI 1 2

GREG 330 9-1 2 Rural-Northern MI 1 9

RICK 420 6-8 _ Suburban-SE MI 5

PEGGY 869 8-8 Suburban—SE MI 9

LOIS 208 1 1 6 K-5 PPI Rural-Mid MI

529 K-5 PPI Suburban-Flint 5

Area       
 

Doris: Getting Beyond the Door

I am very familiar with the drive to Doris’ school because I have

‘ family that live in the area. I always get the same feeling when driving to
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this town. It is a sleepy, nestled town, far enough away from any city-like

features to create the feeling that it occupies a state all its own. Perhaps

that is what gives this community its special charm. People drive for miles

in order to shop in this community’s antique and gift shops. ltis a special

place where the term community seems to have real meaning. I have

visited this community many times in the last twenty years, and there

seems to have been very little change. This is a community that conveys a

sense of contentment in the fact thatthe closest city is nearly 40 miles

away.

This community was once predominantly a farming community, but is

now more of a bedroom community to the larger metropolitan areas that

exist within 30-50 miles. There are 21 24 students in this district. Doris’

building has 700 students in grades 9-1 2, and is known for its prowess on

the football field. In fact, this school has recently won a state championship

in football. Doris has been the principal of this school for 1 2 years, and this

is her only principalship. There is an assistant principal and full-time

athletic director to assist Doris. Doris is an innovative principal who has

recently led this school into a transition to a non-traditional block schedule.

Doris labeled herself as “low” in her knowledge and confidence of

computer technology.

Doris’ office is large and nicely decorated. Doris has taken the time

to wallpaper a portion of her office and has painted the office in very warm

shades of green and rose. The office is large enough for a round table that
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has several comfortable chairs around it. This office is in the back of the

main outer office and is quiet. There are several plants and personal items

that give this office a sense of warmth and comfortableness. As

comfortable as her office is, she is looking forward to the day when she can

have a laptop that she can take with her to “a picnic table, right where the

kids are.” Doris wants technology to help her move beyond the door of her

office. I

We began the interview with Doris describing the hardware and

software that is available to her in her office. She describes her computer

equipment as a “hodgepodge.” Doris has IBM compatible equipment with a

computer that was purchased in the late eighties, but has a two-year-old

laptop that she refers to as “the brains.” She is using the monitor and

keyboard from the old PC, but actually has the laptop as her main piece of

hardware. She is using the monitor from the PC because she indicated that

the laptop screen is “too small.” This equipment sits in the corner and off to

the side of her large desk. This equipment is not highly visible from the,

table where I sit because this office is so spacious. Doris indicates that she

will have all new equipment withinthe next two years as a result of a recent

bond issue. When asked if she takes her laptop home to use, she says she

does not, because it is too confusing for her to unhook the laptop from the

configuration in the office. Doris indicates that she does not have a very

useful computer at home, therefore she will come back to the office on the

weekends in order to use the equipment. In reference to her home
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computer Doris states:

We do but it is old. When Tony (son) is home from college, we are on

the Internet. Do I use it much at home? I can’t get on it at home

because between Dick (husband) and Tony they are on it all the time.

Doris speaks about the programs that are available to her on her

hardware. She has access to Windows 95, Microsoft Office and the

McGraw-Hill School Systems OSIRIS student management program. The

OSIRIS program is a Disk Operating System (DOS) and has been available

in the high school office since 1985. This program has not had any updates

in the last three years. Doris admits confusion when having to use the DOS

OSIRIS Program and then switching to a Windows-based program like

Office. When asked if she has ever been trained on the OSIRIS program,

she indicates that she has not. Doris indicates that she has the knowledge

of the output of the OSIRIS program, but does not have the computer

knowledge to actually use the program and all of its modules. Doris

indicates that she still relies heavily on her assistant principal in reference

to the actual use of the student management software.

Doris has access to (Windows 95 and Microsoft Office), but has not

had any specific training regarding these software packages.

At the Regional Educational Service Agency (RESA) they will

occasionally have training that you can go to and I always have good

intentions of going, but I have never made it a priority to go because I

have specific training needs and when I go there I will be trained with
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a kindergarten teacher, a seventh grade teacher . . . my needs and

my patience and probably my time—l haven’t been willing to do that.

Do I need the training? Desperately.

I asked Doris why she describes herself as having a low amount of

knowledge and confidence in reference to her use of computer

technology:.

I think that I have more knowledge than many people in my building,

but not enough to do a whole lot with it, but I am willing and open to

learn more. When it comes to a decision about working with kids and

being in the hallways and managing by walking around or being at

my computer, I am probably going to be with kids. It just doesn’t

work. I come back on the weekends and that is when I can be in here

and not be interrupted and be able to work on the computer. And

then when I end up doing that, I end up not playing around with it and

trying to do things because I am afraid that if I mess something up

there is no one here that is going to get me out of this. I really, really

think that I am definitely a novice at everything.

Doris’ statement reflects how principals prioritize their time which speaks

to the lack of time that principals have to learn and use computer

technology. Doris discusses her use of the computer:

I’ve only had a computer in my office for two years. Ifl needed

something from a computer, my secretaries got it for me. So I just

started using a computer in the last two years. Ifl needed
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attendance, discipline, anything like that, it came from the

secretaries or the assistant principal. I’m probably the last person in

this office to use computers.

Doris’ use of the computer came about when her assistant principal

realized that she needed better equipment in order for her to increase her

use; he suggested that she purchase the laptop.

Doris begins talking specifically about the statements that were on

the survey regarding the performance domains of the conceptual

framework. The first domain that we discuss is was the functional domain.

This is the domain that speaks to the organization of the. building. In

reference to her use of her secretaries Doris says:

Maybe looking at it-do I use it, do I ask for, but do I get it myself? No.

I might ask my secretary for a printout of the number of kids that had

discipline slips this month or this week. I use it, but I get it from

someone else.

Doris indicates that she does not have Internet access at work,

therefore, is not able to access informatidn from outside sources at her

desktop. Doris indicates that she is not hooked up to the Internet because

she and her assistant principal were using the same phone line. She

decided earlier this year that this line could be better used to benefit

students, so she had the line moved to the counseling office. Doris

believes, though, that when she has the Internet connection that she will

use it for purposes of communicating with other principals and also for

118



 

research purposes.

We then begin discussing the programmatic domain, especially the

use of the computer for curriculum design. Doris indicates that her district

does not currently use any curriculum software for curriculum design. She

indicates that the superintendent is anxious to find software that allows the

district to plan the curriculum, but they have not found any programs that

meet their needs. Finding Software that interfaces with the Core

Curriculum and Michigan Frameworks has been a difficult task up to this

point. Doris is hopeful that someone will have software that allows the

teachers to coordinate their lesson plans and design lesson plans with the

core curriculum and frameworks in mind.

In reference to staff development, Doris again indicates that she

does very little with computer technology for two reasons. First, she

herself, needs moretraining. Second, she indicates that the teachers need

to have access to the equipment before she can really move forward with

staff professional development.

But, if they don’t have it in their classrooms—if you can’t use it on a

daily basis, they will lose it. I have probably 60% of my teachers that

have twenty years or more and they are hoping that they weather the

storm and can retire before the computers come in, but that is not

going to happen. They won’t use it until they are forced to.

Doris does indicate, though, that she uses her own computer for teacher

evaluation purposes. She uses her word processing program for
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suggesting teaching strategies and writing the narratives for the

evaluations. When asked if she had a standard form that is a template in

her computer for teacher evaluations she indicates that She does not.

Well, I do all their evaluations in the word processor and through that

I put some things down for recommendations for professional

development and some ideas for teaching strategies like that. I do a

narrative for each teacher. There is a standard format, but I don’t

even have the format in the computer because I haven’t got to that

part to know how to do that. But basically that is about it. That is what

I basically use the computer for.

There is a standard district form and she would like this in her computer,

but she has yet to figure out how to process this. She indicates that there is

a scanner in the assistant principal’s office, but it is not used because it is

not compatible with her equipment.

Doris, again refers to her equipment as “hodgepodge” and this

prevents her from “getting beyond my door” with technology. She does

indicate though, that she uses her computer frequently to communicate

with parents, students and staff via the written word. Doris writes her own

newsletter and letters to the parents. Doris is quite comfortable using the

grammar check and spell check, therefore being able to give her

secretaries a finished product. Doris indicates that she relies very little on

her secretaries to type for her. She indicates that the secretaries have their

own jobs and that she is quite capable of handling her own word
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processing.

Using the computer for motivational purposes continues to be a

struggle for Doris:

That’s always achallenge for me because I have note cards that we

bought and I probably bought ten thousand of them, but I don’t know

how to run those through my printer so I hand write those and now I

have spent less time doing those handwritten notes and l have

started experimenting with bigger letters and different fonts and

things and I’ve used more of my letterhead stationery and written

notes in that way. I’ve done more of that in the past year and a half

than I ever did. I do quite a bit of that.

Doris indicates that she also does notes to teachers on her computer.

Doris and I begin discussing the use of computer technology for

communication purposes. Doris has real concerns about the “use of e-mail

in the future. Doris currently calls her daily mail chore “the worst part of my

day,” therefore, she is concerned about having to deal with daily eomail.

She wonders how much more time will be taken away from being with the

students. Doris also is concerned about privacy in reference to e-mail.

Doris believes that even with the new technology that will begin to be

installed in her district there will still be organizational barriers to

widespread use. These barriers include physical problems like long

distance charges between the buildings within the district, and financial

issues such as general fund expenditures for technology training. The
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district has yet to begin to set aside funds for staff training out of the

general fund. She indicates that the district has just recently (in January of

1 999) made its first major general fund expenditure for the purchase of new

student management software. The school board delayed the purchase of

a new bus so that this software could be purchased. Doris indicates that

some members of the board were uncomfortable with this decision, but she

did see this as a major step in the right direction in terms of placing

technology as a priority in this district.

Doris responds to the question of whether the infusion of computer

technology has allowed her to manage her daily tasks more efficiently or

whether it has actually hindered the management of her daily tasks.

Oh, no, I think even the word processing part—I think that l have been

able to write notes to kids or staff members-l think that I have been

able to do things that are much more professional and even though-—

I think that it saves me time. I mean I am able to get on there and do

things more quickly. So I think that it has definitely been an asset.

Does it take—is it taking me out of the hallways more—yes. The more

computer literate I become, the less visible I become to staff and ‘

students. Now that is going to be a concern. There are going to be

tradeoffsand that is one of the reasons that both of the assistant

principals I’ve had working with me just love computers and have a

good knowledge. So, with them spending a lot of time in doing that, I

have always been the one-l think that it has been intentional and
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that is probably why I have had both of them with me, but I think that

it has also reached a point where I need more knowledge.

Doris also indicates that if she had a laptop that she felt comfortable

moving that maybe she would just move her computer “office” out in the

hallway with the kids. Doris’ reoccurring theme is that She does not want to

be removed from the students, even though she sees the necessity for

greater computer usage.

Doris talks about the number of issues that she now deals with such

as high school proficiency tests, special education and the professional

development needs of her staff that account for bigger Slices of her time.

She believes that with the influx of technology that is going to take place in

her district in the next couple of years, her role as principal will again

dramatically change.

My role and my job have changed dramatically from when I started

twelve years ago. I would say that in the next four years I am going to

be in for more changes than in the past twelve years. I think that it is

going to be really dramatic. My evaluation is already tied to

achievement scores. My last evaluation is not complete until this

graduating class test scores come back. It is scary, but it makes me

put into action checking'lesson plans and doing all sorts of things

with my staff. It heightens accountability, but it also heightens the

pressure and the stress.

Doristalks about how computer technology has changed the way
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she does business as a principal:

I think that in some ways it has personalized some of the things that I

do because I actually do them instead of a secretary. Sometimes it

creates a vacuum where I am in here more than I ever used to be. I

spend more time in this office than I used to. I think that as I become

more computer literate it is going to save me time, but it is also going

to give me better information. I’m going to be more knowledgeable

and I think that I am going to be able to measure and evaluate better,

notjust the curriculum, but myself, lesson plans, all kinds of data

which educators never used in a professional way before. I think that

when we were in college and we had classes in stats and research

and things we didn’t really feel it helped us in our jobs but we now

are going to find useful in the future. That is what is going to be

needed. It is needed now. The connections were never made for us in

our curriculum, but now I am starting to see why these things are

necessary and I think that they are going to be helpful and actually

change what goes on in our schools.

Doris does not believe that her practice has stayed the same with the

advent of computer technology. She talks about her practice being in

perpetual change; she is able to give data for deciSion-making purposes

today that she previously was not able to do.

I’ll go in and look at something, but actually print it, because it is a

DOS-based and the amount of time it takes-4 can do it, but it takes
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me ten or fifteen minutes and I can go out there (secretary’s office)

and they can have it for me in 60 seconds.

The last area of the conversation revolved around the issue of

professional development. Doris comments about the professional

development needs of principals:

I think that it has to be very, very specific to the software programs

that they have and are using in their school districts. I think that for

any of those programs there needs to be training. So, if I have

Microsoft or whatever I have, I need training on that. I need training

on National Computer Systems’ Schools Administrative Student

Information Software (SASI) if that is what we will be using. Anything

that I expect our teachers to use then I think I need to be trained in.

Because I have always said to my teachers that I am not going to ask

them to do anything that I wouldn’t do. So I want to make sure that I

am able to do that. Especially the things that I am going to be using

on a daily and weekly basis.

Doris does believe that as a principal she has needs specific to herjob and

that if she is expected to use programs for things like scheduling, she

would expect that training be specific to her needs. Doris again raises the

concern that she must be trained with people that have similar needs and

similar skills.

Ideal would be to have someone come into my office and work

directly with me. But I imagine that is the ultimate with a student, too.
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One on one. I don’t know how feasible that would be, but maybe they

could do it with teams of people in our district, like all the people in

this building. The problem I have with that is that I am going to be the

most illiterate, but if you take me and put me with someone that has a

lot more knowledge, I probably am going to get lost just like the

student in the classroom that doesn’t have the knowledge base. As

long as I am with people with a common knowledge base it could be

done in a group.

I asked Doris how computer technology was addressed in her formal

academic experience. She answers the question this way:

Zero. I don’t think that it was even discussed. This is a serious gap

because there are a lot of us (principals) that are still going to be

around for awhile.

Doris’ account of her lack of knowledge and her lack of training is

one of the reasons that l undertook this study. Doris truly wants to be an

educational leader in the area of technology, but she must have the skills

necessary for this to become a reality. Access, training and time will allow

Doris to obtain the knowledge that she desperately is seeking.

Greg: A Friendly Step Forward

I travel to Northern Michigan to the town of Hill for my interview with

Greg. Greg is the high school principal of one of Northern Michigan’s most

frequent tourist destinations. The area is full of Northern Michigan scenic

beauty, yet it seems rather isolated in the blowing and drifting snow. This is
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classified as a class C school district by the Michigan High School Athletic

Association, with 330 students in grades 9-1 2. There are 1 073 students in

the school district. All of the school buildings are in this same location and

signify the importance of the schools in Hill.

I arrive at Greg’s school and find nothing that reminds me of the

isolation that I felt driving to the building. This high school is only two years

old and exudes a sense of warmth that is unmistakable. I walk in the front

door and find an open and bright area that is the entrance to Greg’s office.

The outer office is brightly lit and has plenty of space. Greg comes out to

greet me and takes me into his office which is representative of the rest of '

the building: friendly and clean, with enough windows to give a sense of

bright sunshine. Greg’s office is spacious and very comfortable. This was

an exceptionally large office and obviously designed to portray a very

welcoming feeling. There are five comfortable chairs along two walls in the

office with a table in between the chairs. There are also two large

bookcases situated in the corner opposite from the chairs. A bulletin board

hangs on the wall directly above Greg’s desk and computer equipment.

Greg’s desk is situated underneath the windows that are in one corner of

the office, giving Greg a great vantage point from which to view the parking

lots and the baseball and softball fields. Greg indicates that in the spring

there is nothing better than to see the students using the fields.

Greg has been a principal in this district for nineteen years and has

been in this particular office for three years. Greg had been the principal of
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grades 7-1 2 for most of these nineteen years until the district decided to

open this new building and have the middle school (grades six-eight)

become a separate building. Greg is a highly respected principal, not only

in Northern Michigan, but throughout the state.

The hardware in Greg’s office is three years old. This equipment was

purchased with the bond money that was allocated for the new building.

Greg’s equipment is all IBM compatible. Greg has a U-shaped desk that is

large and provides ample space for the laser printer, monitor and keyboard

that sit to the left of his chair. The telephone is almost right in front of

Greg’s chair which sits squarely in front of the large window. Greg talks

about how he would replace this equipment, if necessary:

A lot of this came through the original building plan when this

building was built. We had a lot of money then. If I wanted to replace

it now, I would have two choices. I could either take it out of my own

capital outlay budget or I could go to the Board of Education through

our strategic planning process and technology committee and ask

for it there. I would go to them because I would see the need coming

in advance. It would not be an emergency thing. If it was an

emergency, I would have to take it out of my building budget.

The computer in Greg’s office is networked within the district and he

indicates that most of his teachers have computers at their desktops and

are networked within the school to all personnel. There are two networks

‘ within this building. One is for the students and one is an administrative
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network. Teachers are not yet using the system for attendance, but will in

the near future. National Computer Systems’ Schools Administrative

Student Information Software (SASI) is the student management program

that is on the network. This school has had the SASI program for only a

year and a half. They were using the Disk Operating System (DOS) Mc

Graw-Hill OSIRIS Program prior to this. This system also uses the Microsoft

Office package. Greg indicates that both he and his secretaries still gather

information off the system. He does not use all of the modules of SASI.

Therefore, his secretary still produces hard copies of items for him.

Some parts of the SASI program the secretaries are more familiar

with. They work in some parts of it all the time. It is just easier for

them to type it. Other parts I’ve found I work in it enough so that its,

well, I just do it.

Greg is confident in his ability to use the modules that he uses

frequently such as the scheduler, student information and attendance.

Greg is currently not using the discipline module even though he is

responsible for the discipline in the building. Greg still has individual files in

a file drawer on each student. Greg is still more comfortable handwriting

the information related to student discipline. Greg is not necessarily

satisfied with the scheduling module of SASI. He feels that it is a step

backward from the previous student management system. The SASI

system was purchased through a consortium from the Intermediate School

District (RESA). Greg is not networked with the RESA, but is able to access

129



an

19c

0111

deg

Dro

Ont



them through the Internet which he has on his desktop. Greg is also

dissatisfied with the training that he received on the SASI program.

Greg has been using computers since “the beginning” which he

terms as about twenty years ago. Greg mentions that he uses the entire

Microsoft Office package for a variety of functions, e.g., word processing,

spreadsheets, and databases. Even though Greg rates himself as highly

proficient in the use of computer technology, he still needs to dictate a

variety of things for his secretary because he has such a volume of

correspondence to keep up with.

No, I can’t keep up with the volume of it. But I do a lot of dictation. l

have one of these little things (cassette recorder), and I’ll do a lot of

those when I need to crank out . . . see that pile of yellow slips on the

desk, those are all disciplinary referrals. So there are probably eight

of them there and I don’t have time to personally type all of those

letters, so I’ll dictate those. But when I get into something very

sensitive and unusual, then I’ll take the time and create it myself.

We begin speaking about“ how technology is supported in this district

and I am amazed that a district this size has two full-time employees for

technology support. One of these employees is a Macintosh expert and the

other is a Personal Computer Network (PC NT) expert. These employees

deal mostly with the hardware. If Greg needs assistance with the SASI

program he relies on his secretary who has had the majority of the training

on this program.

130



The interview then switches gears and I ask Greg to explain why he

described himself as very confident and knowledgeable on the survey.

Greg begins this portion of the interview by moving to one of his bookcases

and getting a document for me.

For instance, with the curriculum. I’m very proud of this. (He gives

me the document.) You’re familiar with the Michigan Curriculum

Framework. What we have done is completed a scope and sequence

curriculum that oriented to the Michigan curriculum framework. For

instance, here is an example of computer aided drafting. There’s

three different things here. One is a course description that we are

going to pull out and we are going to create a book for parents.

Course objectives—what this does is it reminds the teacher of all of

our NCA goals, writing across the curriculum, different initiatives

that are going on. It is a mention of all of the things you’ve got to

reach out and teach with this class. And then the third part is a scope

and sequence that have the content standards. It starts off with

student activities. For instance, drawing basic shapes and then here

are some student activities and it correlates that to content

standards and benchmarks. We have all of this in hard copy. I don’t

think that is very useful so I put all of this on disks and then into the

network so the entire high school curriculum is on the network. So

the whole curriculum, scope and sequence, dovetail very closely to

the frameworks. We are about to take all of that information and go
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back to, for instance, take the framework’s document itself and note

on each one of the content standards where that is taught, a locator

for classes. So that is something that is taught in third grade. What

that will do is give us our discrepancy analysis, so that when we get

our MEAP results back and we see where we are not doing well, we

can look up the standards where we are falling down and locate

where they are being taught and take a look at how they are being

taught. .

Greg indicates that this computer-based curriculum was his

initiative. All of this information is on the K-1 2 network and can be

accessed by 'anyone in the district. Greg is excited that within the next

twelve months he believes that every part of the K-1 2 curriculum will be

computer-based and that there will even be a parent component to this

project. Greg is adamant about the use of a commercial curriculum

product such as Curriculum Designer. He believes that these products do

not meet the needs of his particular school district. Therefore, he felt the

need to design his own product. This product, according to Greg, is

currently being used in the teachers’ evaluation process.

It’s not in the negative sense, not in a punitive sense, but part of this

evaluation that I need to go over with a teacher right now is a pre-

evaluation conference. I have them show me in this conference

where they are in their scope and sequence, the lessons that I have

observed, and explain that in terms of content standards. We have a

132



rubric, I created a rubric for the Michigan Framework, the teaching

and learning part of that, which is more important than the

standards. I made a rubric and I ask every teacher to self-evaluate

themselves and place themselves on the rubric. And then from that,

select some goals that they would commit to during their next

evaluation cycle. We put it right in the evaluation. For the most, when

they select their own goals, they are comfortable with it.

In reference to whether computer technology has helped or hindered

Greg’s daily management of his tasks, he responds by indicating that

computer technology has specifically helped him in record keeping and

documentation, scheduling and better communication. ”Greg specifically

talks about how e-mail has been a bonus, but he also says that he and the

other administrators still utilize voice mail for intra-district communication.

Greg, like the other principals I interviewed still views the funding of

instructional technology as the major challenge.

The only challenge is the funding. Being able to put together enough

dollars to keep instructional technology working. So the

administrative is—operates at a very high level. If you look over there,

I’ve got a powerful computer, laser printer, and that same things

exist on both secretaries desks, in the counseling office and in the

student assistance office. But instructional technology, we put a lot

of money into it, but we still have a long way to go.

Gregdlscusses his use of the Internet in reference to the contextual
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domain. Greg indicates that he has 1 5% minority population of American

Indians and that he uses the computer for communication purposes in

reference to the multi-cultural issue.

I’m dealing, we have a 15% minority population here of American

Indians. So I am using, and unfortunately many of these kids get into

trouble in a disproportionate to their, you know, in a disproportionate

way, therefore I am using the computer to communicate.

Greg still is not necessarily using the computer to gather information

regarding this population because he says that he does not have the time.

He does use the computer and the Internet, though, to contact the

Michigan Department of Education and to access information from the

department. Greg has been involved in chat rooms through the Michigan

Association of Secondary School Principals with other principals and has

enjoyed that particular use of the computer.

Professional development in the area of technology has been more of

a personal venture for Greg rather than a formal process. When asked

specifically about training for the Microsoft Office package, Greg

responds:

I needed a little bit of training on pieces, but a lot of it sort ofjust

evolved and it’s friendly as you step forward. I haven’t received any

formal training in several years. I bought a book called Office 97 and

sometimes I refer to that, but mostly I find it very intuitive where you

can figure out what you need to do.
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Greg also has a computer at home that he has used for e-mail for years. He

also has a laptop that he carries back and forth from work to home. This

laptop was purchased by the school district for Greg. He uses this laptop

mostly for word processing documents.

Professional development is still lacking according to Greg in this

district. He has had some training with the Michigan Department of

Education and some training on the student management system. Greg

believes that professional development is important for all staff and that his

training needs are not that different from the teachers in reference to the

software packages. He acknowledges, though, that the application of the

software for teachers and administrators is different.

I don’t believe that my needs are exclusive or different from the

needs of some other people that are working in the administrative

system. I don’t believe they are different, all that different from

anybody else’s needs in that we all essentially use the same kinds of

software. How we apply them might be a bit different but we all use

them. A teacher creates things using Microsoft Word. You need to

learn Microsoft Word. I’m going to use Microsoft Word and I might

use that for my needs, for instance, to type an agenda for a staff

meeting. My secretary might use the same Microsoft Word to do a

report. It’s knowing the software is the big thing.

Greg continues talking about professional development and his needs as a

principal:
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Our kids coming out of high school are proficient using computers.

Our kids in this school teach us. You know why they can teach us is

because they have the time. We can give them time and an

opportunity andthey go in and poke and learn. . . what does this

button do and what happens if I do that. They sit and show each

other and its cool. They learn enormous amounts of things. I don’t

have time in my day to sit down and. . . I mean I would love to take

that book and just say OK and work with an Excel document. There is

all kinds within that program that I still don’t know how to do. I’d love

to learn how to do it. But who does my job for me if I take time to do

that?

The last area that I cover with Greg is whether or not he had any

computer training in his formal academic career. Greg indicates that this

piece of academic experience was not available when he was in school.

Greg’s experience with the computer certainly is evident in his

innovative process for developing a K-1 2 curriculum. It is obvious that

because Greg has a great deal of personal desire to use computer

technology his practice certainly benefits. As a self-described person with

a great deal of confidence and knowledge, Greg brings an expertise to his

practice for which most principals can only hope.

Rick: Creative Procurement

The Golf School District is located in southeastern Michigan

approximately 30 minutes north of Detroit. This district is located in the Ball
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Regional Educational Service Area (RESA) and has about 1 700 students K-

1 2. As I drive into the school parking lot, I am aware that this is an aging

building. It is a middle school with grades 6-8 in a building that was built in

the 1930's. This aging two-story structure shows signs of being well-used.

The district’s high school sits adjacent to the middle school, but is not

physically attached.

I walk in the closest door to the parking lot which is not easily

marked as the entrance door. I enter into a tall, poorly lit hallway that leads

me to the principal’s office. The main office is small and every bit of

available space is used. Rick’s office is through the main office and is

extremely small, narrow, and not well lit by available windows. Rick has an

L-shaped desk that sits underneath the window. His monitor and keyboard

sit atop the desk. There is no computer drawer in this old, wooden desk. A

large printer sits to the left of Rick’s chair and takes up all of the space

available on the short end of the L-shaped desk. A bookcase is on the wall

directly behind Rick’s desk and does not leave Rick with a great deal of

space to maneuver his chair. His telephone is also on top of his desk, but is

masked by the many other items that are on the desk. There is no storage

space or file cabinet in this room. Three folding chairs for visitors sit very

close to Rick and his desk.

Rick’s office is not designed for the Gateway PC monitor and

keyboard that sit on top of the relatively small desk. There is a very large

systems printer that takes up a great amount of space in this small office.
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Rick is trying to print on this large systems printer and appears to be

frustrated. He explains to me that he is running the high school report

cards because this is the only printer in the district that will run these

report card forms. He also indicates that this printer was not working when

he found it, but he was able to gather parts for it and revive the printer. This

printer is necessary for the forms that have to run for the district

processing of report cards. The forms are specially designed three-part

carbon forms.

I asked Rick how this fairly new computer in his office was

purchased and Rick replied “I’m not going to tell you that.” I obviously.

looked interested in this comment and Rick indicated that his previous

computer had crashed, so he therefore had to procure this machine in an

unorthodox manner; a manner of procurement that he was not necessarily

willing to share with me. Rick instead speaks about how computers were

bought for his building.

Here is what happened. Again, our offices had been so far behind.

There was a grant a few years ago that our vocational education

director in the district wrote that was able to fund a computer lab in

each one of our elementary schools. So the elementary schools

ended up with a whole pile of Disk Operating Systems. They began

through . . . I guess I would call her a para pro . . . but it was herjob

to run between both buildings and run computer programs, which

she did. The high school has always had a couple of labs. They have

138 I



had an IBM and a MAC lab. Until maybe three or four years ago, we

(middle school) had everything that was leftover. So we still had old

Apple II and Commodore 64 computers. In the office, nothing more

than PS II and 286 machines and they were used for nothing more

than word processing because nothing was linked up. That is why we

had the funny old green systems for SIMMS which was how it was

done in the high school with a feeder over to our counselor’s office.

So that is how she (secretary). . . she had her typewriter for doing

forms and she had a computer that could do no more than word

processing. So that is what there was. This building was way behind

as far as any technology. I finally threw out all those old computers.

Question: Do you have anything now?

Rick: Yes, but we have only had it just this year.

Question: Because of the bond issue?

Rick: No, because this district set aside some money finally. I said

we’ve got kids who are working on 486 machines in the elementary

schools and yet they are coming to the middle school and working on

an Apple II. Now, what is wrong with this picture? So they finally

threw some money our way and we were able to get, I think close to

thirty Gateways.

Rick has been the principal in this school for three years and was

previously an assistant principal for two years in this district. Rick had

been a teacher in this district for twenty-six years prior to becoming an
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administrator. I was curious what would cause Rick to leave the classroom

after many years as a teacher. Rick spoke about his involvement in the

Educational Specialist program at Oakland University.

Well, another teacher in the building here, who is a good friend of

mine, for some reason, she discovered the Ed Specialist program.

And this was back, I think we started in 1990, although it seems like

yesterday. The principal of this building at the time, a woman who is

now a principal in a neighboring district, she was interested too, the

three of us, just sort of on a lark, started in that program. The neat

thing about the program at Oakland is that it is a cohort program. So

there was a group of nineteen and we spent the two years with just

that group of people, and you take all the classes in sequence and

together and you really become pals. So that was just, you know, I

was mid-career, and sort of in the doldrums, as people get. It just'

opened my eyes and totally rejuvenated me. I didn’t really have any

designs at that point on doing anything with the degree, but you

know . . .

Rick continues to speak about how small this district Is and how the

district expects the teachers to assume leadership positions because they

do not have the personnel to administer programs. Rick has been involved

in North Central Accreditation (NCA) for years and has also designed

professional development programs for teachers when he was a teacher.

Rick also speaks about the organizational barriers that have created a
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number of problems for him in this district.

We’ve never had a curriculum director. A few years ago, the woman

who was the middle school principal here, against her wishes, was

put into that poSition because there was no assistant superintendent,

but actually it was just a title. She really was meant to be a gopher for

the superintendent. She fought the good fight for a couple of months

and then got her job in another district. They then hired a curriculum

director and he was someone from out of the district who had

expertise in curriculum. He had his doctorate in it. He was in that

position for maybe a year or so. He then was made the interim

superintendent when the board sort of canned the prior

superintendent. They then hired him for a year or so. Some things

happened that were beyond his control in the district and then they

asked him to leave after a year. A new superintendent came in last

summer, a year ago, summer of 1997. He hired an assistant

superintendent. At that time, the high school principal had retired

and there was an elementary principal that had been forced out. She

is the reason that the superintendent had left. The Superintendent

was around on paper until July 1 , but he was really out of the district

since February. I was, with one year of experience as a principal,

was the senior administrator in the district. The director of special

education had retired at the same time. There was me, one

elementary principal and no assistant principals. There was a
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facilities’ director. We were the entire district. So the new

Superintendent came in, hired the building principals and then hired

an assistant superintendent. His job is to do personnel, curriculum

and special education. Well, you know, special education itself,

particularly in this district is more than a full time job. But he is

carrying on with the curriculum issues. We didn’t have a curriculum

until two years ago. There was no written curriculum in this district;

never had been.

Rick’s involvement in technology began, not as a teacher, but rather

as a businessman. Rick opened a software store in the mid 1980’s that he

classifies as a venture that lost money. Rick described himself as self-

taught and actually taught a high school computer course for a couple of

years. The classes he taught used Apple Il’s and Commodore 64 machines.

I did something really stupid back in the early eighties with another

teacher. We opened a computer store. After being in that for close to

ten years and losing, I don’t want to tell you how much money . . .

actually we concentrated on software . . . that was really my

introduction to the whole thing. That and having no idea what retail

was really like. Butjust assuming that here is an easy way to make

your millions. l was going to be another lnacomp. So that is how I

really got involved on a personal basis with it, but mostly from the

software side. You know, I never particularly knew that much about

the hardware. In fact, actually I taught for a couple of years, I taught
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some computer classes, but they were really just application

classes. So, I had, I’m trying to remember if I’ve ever taught any high

school kids. I don’t know . . . at one point I was split between both

buildings so I had . . . then ran an eighth grade class here, which is a

little introduction class and we used old Apple II and Commodore 64

computers. So really it was just an introduction to keyboarding and

databases, spreadsheets and word processing.

The software programs that are on Rick’s office computer are the

Microsoft Office package and a copy of WordPerfect that he brought from

home. He is more familiar with WordPerfect because he. uses it at home

and also because he has had no training for the MicrosOft Office package.

He again expresses that he is self-taught in reference to Microsoft Office.

Office, which I have had no training in. I’m familiar with WordPerfect.

That is on there.(office computer), but it is my copy of it because I

use it at home. So I use Microsoft Word for just about all of my word

processing. I’m self-taught on that. I mean that is not much different

from WordPerfect. l have not gotten into Excel or Access or any of

the others, although I am going to get some training in Access and

possibly Excel.

The CIMS CS student management system is networked on Rick’s

office machine with Ball RESA. This particular software package has only

been available since the summer of 1998. The district pays for the use of

the CIMS package on a per pupil basis with Ball RESA, therefore saving
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this school district from the cost of their own personnel.

One of the reasons that we stay with Ball RESA instead of looking at

commercial products like SASI or whatever is because if nothing

else, Ball RESA tracks all student records for us, back to the

beginning of time. Particularly test data. They have archived

everything from the beginning of the world out there for us. And it is

easier for us to maintain that.

Rick also talks about the fact that he was a member of the committee

in Bali RESA that developed this particular CIMS package. This particular

student management package is basically point and click, therefore,

according to Rick, when training was scheduled it did not take principals

long to be ahead of the trainers. Rick believes that although there is a great

deal that he and others do not know about the program, by Sitting down

and just using the system the knowledge of the program will eventually just

occur. He also acknowledges that there are some people who are still quite

lost when referring to CIMS. Ball RESA has tremendous support for the

users of this program and Rick feels that is a strong selling point.

Ball RESA set up a training program. Tee was the first system that

began using CIMS and that was really their Beta testing was all done

at Tee. That was a couple of years ago. I think that our district is the

third or so. There are some districts out of the county that are on it

too. But when it came to training they told us that the training that

had to be done . . . they had set up these sort of elaborate programs.
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Well, as soon as people just started sitting down at the computers,

they were way ahead of the trainers. You know, because it really is

just about point and click on everything. So there wasn’t a need for a

whole lot of training. I actually sort of discouraged training based on

that. The down Side of that is there is an awful lot about the program

that none of us quite knows yet, but the other side is that, really by

sitting down and doing it, you know, you pick it up a lot quicker. But

we do have some people who are still saying I haven’t been trained

and I don’t know what I am doing.

Rick and I begin discussing how he uses computer technology for

curriculum integration and he very quickly indicates that he does not use

computers for this purpose. At this point Rick tells me about the changing

nature of the administrative staff and the effects that these changes have

had on this district. When speaking specifically about the curriculum, he

reveals to me that this district has had no written curriculum up until the

last couple of years when a new administrator came in and began this

process. This curriculum process is working in conjunction with another

school district about thirty miles from Golf.

Rick and I continue the discussion regarding how he uses computer

technology in his practice. He describes his use this way:

Rick: Well, really, just as, I mean much not beyond word processing

tools. I find that I don’t ask my secretary to do very much at all. She

does no typing for me. I do all my own typing. I create our newsletter.
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l format that each month. I find it’s easier to, like a lot of people, to

compose on the computer and so it’s a lot simpler for me to sit down

and type a memo than to write it out longhand and then have to

explain it to her. So, I do all that. I type all teacher evaluations. Any

typing that needs to be done, pretty much I do. From that standpoint,

I think it allows me, and I’m lying when I say this, but it allows me to

communicate more frequently and more fully with staff because I can

crank things out better than I could in the old days of sitting at a

typewriter.

Question: Why did you say you were lying about it?

Rick: Because I don’t do it that much.

Question: Have you found that the computer, in terms of your daily

management of tasks, have found the computer to be a time saver, or

have you found the computer to be a hindrance?

Rick: Well, that is a good question. I think, in many ways, it’s both. It’s

something that I rely on more and more. If there is a day when it is

down, I’m really handicapped. But by the same token, one of the

ways I use it most is with templates. And so, when I am doing my

newsletter, I go back to the prior month’s newsletter and just delete

stuff and put new in. You know how that goes. With a lot of these

programs, there is some little invented something or other, and then

you can’t find it and the things are all screwed up and the column is

over here and you don’t know why. So I probably spend a great deal
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more time trying to fix things that way than if I had just started over.

From that standpoint, it is sort of a hindrance. No, overall, I just can’t

imagine being without it.

Rick is connected to the Internet at his desktop and indicates that

this is his greatest source of professional information.

It is my greatest source of professional information and professional

help. I don’t find that I have the time to do the reading in Ed

Leadership or Education Week or any of those things the way I’d like

to. So I am on a couple of listservs. The Michigan Association of

Secondary School Principals and the K-1 2 administrative one out of ‘

Syracuse University. I contribute to those occasionally. But mostly

that is how I keep my finger on what is happening elsewhere. On the

Iistservs you’ll find a strand that is interesting and start following it. If

I have a question or a problem you know, you throw a question out

there and see if anyone answers it.

Rick does not find the need to use the computer, especially the

Internet, to find research regarding cultural diversity because his student

population is mostly Caucasian. Rick talks about how this is a very small

community and one where people grow up and tend to stay after they reach

adulthood. This is a bedroom community, but allows people this luxury.

Vastly Caucasian. We have one black student. We are getting quite a

large foreign population. Large for us. There seems, there is a -

couple of apartment complexes in town that have attracted some
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Albanian students. We’ve got probably six or seven languages that

are spoken here. But for the most part this is a bedroom community

and there is very little industry . . . never has been. It is a very rural

community. It is one of the strangest places you could ever hope to

find. People seem to stay here. Lots of staff people graduated from

here. Everybody is related to everybody else and even after all of

these years not a day or a week goes by that I don’t discover that

someone is really someone else’s cousin or brother-in-law. Word

travels through backyards. It is a very odd place that way. But it has

always been fairly consistent demographically. I would say in the

high 90’s as far as Caucasians. Some Asians.

Rick was able to purchase (this school year) thirty new Gateway

computers for the students to use in the library. This was the first purchase

of new computers ever in this building, but as a result of a successful bond

issue in April of 1998, this school will have an influx of new equipment in the

next two years. I asked Rick how he would purchase new equipment if the

bond issue had not passed. He said “I’d have to beg a lot.” I ask if he has

money in his building budget for technology purchases.

I don’t really, but like everybody else, if it is something that you

really, really, really need and want and you can’t get it any other way,

then you do it that way. This district has always been very

conservative financially. It has always been very poor, but we have

never had any money. Our new business manager is just a young kid.
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He doesn’t come from education. He has been here three years. He

is only thirty years old. He just looks at conditions around here and

says this is garbage. This has got to go. So he has been funneling

money into those kinds of things. Really, what we are able to do from

the administrative and the office and clerical side now is so vastly

different from just a few years ago. We have been on a program that

when you get a computer like this, you realize that it will still be here

ten years from now. Now we are on a program where two years, this

will all be gone.

Rick and I talk about his fairly recent specialist degree completion

(1992) from Oakland University. I asked him if there was a computer

technology component to this program. Rick responds in the following

manner:

No. I finished it (the degree) in 1992. I’m not sure that there is

anything in it now. The program has changed somewhat, but I

haven’t heard that they have thrown a technology component In it.

Leaving Rick’s school gave me a rather uneasy feeling because I was

disheartened at the fact that this district seemed to have so many

organizational issues that it had to overcome in order to effectively use

technology. The passage of the bond issue will certainly help with the

technology issue. Rick’s enthusiasm, though, is not diminished by the

obstacles. I believe that Rick would not have left the classroom unless he

had felt that he would be able to contribute to the school and school
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district.

Peggy: The Proud Leader

The Panther School District is in a rapidly growing area of

southeastern Michigan. As a person who is not necessarily familiar with

this area, I am awed at the new construction in this sprawling community.

The Wolf Middle School is situated directly across the street from a

beautiful golf course. The golf course is indicative of the beautiful homes

and landscapes that I passed while driving through this community. This is

a 6-8 middle school with 869 students. There is one assistant principal in

the building. The school is a single floor structure and appears to be well-

kept. I enter the building through the front door and almost immediately

find myself In the main office. The main office has several secretaries in a

very busy office. Several people come and go as I sit in the office and wait

for Peggy. There appears to be several offices in this space, therefore -

giving good reason for the high level of activity.

Peggy arrives and escorts me to her office down a hallway away

from the front desk. Peggy’s office is spacious enough to have a large

conference table with six comfortable chairs around it. Four large filing

cabinets and a bookcase occupy wall space in this office. A large window

is on the far wall of this office. There is one door that leads down the

hallway to the outer office and another door that leads directly into the

corridor where students pass. The desk is L-shaped and has a two month

old Acer computer and Epson ink jet printer on the short part of the L. In
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the corner of the desk sits a small TVNCR monitor along with the

telephone. Peggy tells me that all of the computer equipment in this district

isleased.

For a district this size (14,000 students K-1 2), I can’t speak for

smaller districts, for a district this size and because of the

continuous updating of equipment, we find that it works much better

for us than to try to have to constantly update. We would be updating .

our software every month in order to keep up otherwise. So we do a

lease program and then that is all inclusive when it is bid out. The

district is on a staggered timetable, so not every building gets all

new.

Peggy continues to talk about the software packages that she has

access to from her desktop, which includes Microsoft Office and Groupline,

which connects the school to Bail RESA. She also has Netscape as her

Internet browser. There is a district network that allows all of the schools

within the district to connect with each other. This is a fairly elaborate

system that is not completely linked at this time. When Peggy’s school is at

full capacity, she will be able to run video as part of this network. Peggy

has intra-district e-mail capabilities at this time, and expects the network to

be fully operationalized in the summer of 1999. All of the teachers in Wolf

Middle School have three computers in their classrooms for both student

and teacher use. There are 45 laptops on portable cabinets that Peggy and

her staff have access to at any time. The staff is encouraged to use these
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laptops in their classrooms and in their homes. The availability of these

laptops gives Peggy and her staff a great access to computer technology.

Currently Peggy is using the CIMS student management package

that Ball Regional Education Service Area (RESA) provides. Peggy

expresses her and the district’s displeasure with the CIMS product. She

feels that this system is too slow and is not able to handle the unique

scheduling needs of her building. Peggy tells me that she actually has three

schools within this middle school and they all require special scheduling.

She mentions this school district is looking to another RESA and two

private companies for a new student management software package. The

high schools in Panther School District also have non-traditional

scheduling and there is also a need for a different student management

system for those schools.

Although we use Ball RESA with the CIMS program, it just doesn’t

handle everything we want to do. So we are really interested in Club

RESA right now because they are developing software to meet the

needs of particular schools. We have a flexible block and core block,

but the teachers have total control of time. There are no specific

times . . . they decide when. (The CIMS software) . . . does not allow

us to flag'kids. It does not allow us to have our teachers move the

kids, group and regroup the kids. Once they are on, that is it. Our

attendance has to be daily, hourly. Well, we don’t have such a thing.

At the high school, for their purposes, they have a traditional high
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school schedule for two of the periods, but the other . 1. . they have a

core block so with their core block it is not the same classes every

day. It is not like a college class because, even though they are not

the same day, they are different amounts of time. It (CIMS) just won’t

allow us to do that at all so it won’t allow you to put priority

scheduling in. What it does is it takes the priority . . . you can say we

want to schedule the band kids, but what it does is it schedules all

those students’ entire schedule. We don’t want that. We want it to

schedule certain classes as a priority and then put them back into

the mix. So it doesn’t allow us to do that. We are such a big district

and we need that. So that is the concern.

We began speaking about technical and instructional support and

Peggy took me by complete surprise when she told me that each individual

building in this school district has their own computer resource teacher

(CRT). It is this person’s full time job to provide for whatever technology

needs Peggy and her staff have. This could include anything from

professional development training to working with individual students to

working with a technical issue. Wolf Middle School also shares a full time

technical person with one of the other middle schools in this district.

In this district I have a computer resource teacher and that teacher

is hired specifically for my building. It is a full time teaching position,

but she is the person that does some of the repair. I have a half-time,

because I share with one other middle school, a computer
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technology person that is the repair person. So I have one and one-

half positions dedicated to exactly that on a full-time basis. That is

new this year. Thank you, God! This district, we are very fortunate.

Joe is our assistant superintendent and he has headed this whole

thing up. We are very fortunate because he understands what has to

happen in order, you know. You have all of this equipment, but if you

can’t use it, who cares?

Peggy also tells me that one of the assistant superintendents has a

very good handle on the technology needs in this district, and there is quite

a bit of central office support and initiatives. According to Peggy,

technology is the number one priority in this school district at this time.

This district had a technology initiative that was to be completed by the

year 2000 and Peggy feels that they will have accomplished this task by the

end of 1999.

Peggy’s training on computer technology is definitely different from

the other principals with whom I have spoken. The Computer Resource

Teacher in her building works with Peggy one-on-one to meet whatever

Peggy’s needs are for computer training. All Peggy has to do is schedule

the time with this CRT and her training needs are met on an individual

basis.

In reference to the use of computer technology for curriculum

integration Peggy speaks about a computer program called Target Teach.

She indicates that she is the chairperson for this committee in this district.
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Peggy talks about the program:

It is a program that involves, the computer is part of it, but what it

does is it takes our standards and benchmarks. It helps you then

develop the assessments that will coordinate with those and these

are computer driven, or at least the standardized piece of it. And so

for curriculum integration, I think that this is a major piece, also our

new reporting system will be totally computer driven. And that is why

the current student management system won’t work for us because

this reporting system is not the traditional ABCDE report card.

Peggy believes that within the next two years, curriculum and assessment

will be fully integrated in this district.

Peggy indicates that one of the ways that she will be using computer

technology in relation to the interpersonal domain is in reference to

communication with her teachers. All of the classrooms are networked with

her and she sees herself as able to communicate with all of the teachers

instantly through the use of the school e-mail system.

It will probably change over the course of the next six months

because now my teachers have just gotten their computers in the

last month in their classrooms. They have had student computers,

but we have not been networked until that time. So that will change . .

. it has already. As far as the delegation and sending them messages

regarding staff meetings . . . I won’t have to do it all first and then run

it off. That is probably one of the quickest ways that I see that.
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Peggy believes in speaking directly with her teachers, so she does

not see herself as contacting them exclusively through the computer.

Peggy uses her computer extensively as a communication tool within the

district; in fact, a majority of Peggy’s communication within the district is

done with the use of the computer.

I have seventeen elementary schools that I have to communicate with

and three other middle schools, three high schools, central office, I

OTC and a million other things. That is where, I can tell you, when the

phone rings it is a parent I know. It is no longer someone in the

district, unless it is somebody that has to talk to me about something

confidential that we have to take care of. Otherwise, it is all done via

e-mail. Totally. I do a lot of my memos to my staff now, or updates on

things that I do on Microsoft Word. And then print it out, versus

writing something out, giving it to my secretary or using a

Dictaphone or anything like that.

Peggy still uses handwritten notes home to students for recognition

purposes.

Peggy believes that computer technology has had the most impact

on her practice in the area of communications. She indicates that because

her school is in the northernmost part of this 33 square mile district, she

could not communicate effectively without computer technology.

I could not do what I have to do from this northern most part of the

district without technology. I could not do it. I know I couldn’t. The
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communication piece is incredibly huge. I can tell you what

happened was the principal that was here prior to me . . . and that

was just three years ago . . . did not attend district functions, period.

He just stayed in the building. He did not go to meetings, so three

days later he would get a copy of something via camel mail. And so

therefore, the building was not up and running.

Peggy also uses computer technology in the contextual domain by

communicating with the Michigan Association of Secondary Principals

through the Internet.

No, I don’t get on the Internet. Well, other than MASSP. I use MASSP '

and the legal assistance piece there and gather information. I’m also

the middle level representative to the State Board of MASSP and so I

use it exclusively in conversations with Tim Kelly in the governor’s

office. I do use it extensively across the district when I need to know,

collect information. And now in the building, also. I seldom use it for

judgement or problem analysis. Organizational oversight. Yes, that

will be used a lot more now. Especially within the building and the

delegation piece. Although I’ll probably use it for that, sometimes I’m

much more a ‘let me talk to you and I’ll tell you why I want you to do

that.’ So that probably won’t change a lot. Butjust the functional

piece, yeah, it is a huge part.

Wolf Middle School has its own web Site that was designed by the

students and Peggy says that she uses the web site and will add to the site,
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but mostly the Computer Resource Teacher (CRT) actually does this work.

We have a web site and we update our web site all the time with our

calendar. We have one right from our school that our kids designed.

It comes from the media center and we use it for all kinds of things.

Peggy does not use the student management software for student

guidance, but does indicate that the counseling staff uses it a great deal for

that purpose. Peggy does not necessarily use the student management

piece for getting information on students because of the way she says the

duties are split between her and her assistant. Peggy very rarely asks her

secretaries to give her hard copies of material because She is quite

capable of pulling that information herself.

The organizational structure of the district facilitates positive

changes according to Peggy. Peggy says a very strong district mission

exists and technology-plays a major part in that mission. As an example of

this, one week prior to school, the district provided a full week of

technology training for the entire staff.

I will say that there is a very strong district mission that people truly

buy into. We know where we are going and why. We don’t always

know all the pieces, but we are given an awful lot of building

autonomy. We don’t have to do everything that the other three middle

schools are doing. If I want to try something different, it is OK. They

are very open about if I call and say you know what, you guys are

nuts and I don’t want to do this. Can I do it if I do this? I’ll go through
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the thing and they will say OK, but remember this is where you are

going. And so it works because it is that mutual trust and respect for

the position.

Peggy talks about how she might design professional development

for practicing principals:

Ok, I think first of all, I would, regardless of the Size of the district, I

would have sometime during the summer, summer retreat where all

of the administrators were trained on things like Microsoft Word,

Excel, Access, PowerPoint, those kinds of things. However, that

would be a one Shot deal for probably three days though. I don’t

think that you could do it in less than three days and even get an

overview. From that point on, however, I believe that it has to be

individual, one on one, in the building so that what the person is

working with becomes a part Of what you are trained on. I could have

cared less about PowerPoint until I had to do a presentation. Then I

learned PowerPoint. So I believe that we have the best of both

worlds. We have a chance to have everybody together in the

summer. I think that laptops are crucial because then people, if they

don’t have the luxury of a computer, have a way to take it home and

use it. And I believe that they need to learn on the student model

also. Which is considerably different because what the kids use and .

. . they need to be able to converse with their populous, their

community. I don’t know that principals have to know how to install
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hardware, or even how to install software, as far as that goes. I don’t

know, unless you are in a really small district, I don’t think that is

necessarily an issue, but I do believe that it needs to be on an

ongoing basis. I don’t believe you can force people to do it, but I do

believe that you can make it so they don’t have a choice. The need

for professional development comes from the need to know

something else. And then you have to have someone available to

teach it to you. If it means one-on—one, shutting the doors and telling

the secretary don’t bother me.

Peggy and I speak about the fact that she is a fairly recent graduate

of the Ph.D. program at Michigan State University in 1993. I asked her if

computer technology was addressed in this formal academic experience.

No. Never has been for my Masters Degree or my undergraduate

degree. I mean come on! I had to learn how to do a 1 6mm film strip

and quite frankly I never have been successful at that.

After our interview Peggy took me on a tour of the technology lab

that this school has available for the students. It is quite obvious by the

pride that Peggy exhibits that sheis excited about the possibilities that this

district is providing for her as a principal and for her students and staff.

This interview certainly showed me that there are wide disparities between

districts and how they allocate resources for technology. This school has

visionary leaders and certainly Peggy fits this pattern very well.
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Lois: Tools and Independence

I meet Lois in her office in one of the two elementary schools where

she is the principal. This is Heartland Elementary, a K-6 building with 206

students. Lois is also responsible for Lakeside Elementary school which is

a pre-primary impaired, kindergarten, young five and first grade building

with 1 16 students. Lakeside Elementary is approximately five miles from

Heartland Elementary. I ask Lois if she feels a little frayed at times with

these two buildings and she indicates that she “compartmentalizes pretty

well, so I am really able to split when I leave one and go to the other.” These

schools are part of the Duck Lake School District, a rural district that lies

approximately 40 to 50 miles away from the state capital. The school

district has 4306 students in grades K-1 2. Lois is in her seventh year as

principal of these two buildings. She has spent twelve years as an

administrator in this district, five of which have been as assistant principal

in one of the larger elementary buildings. Lois indicates that she believes

this building will double in size in the next three to five years because there

is an 80-home subdivision being built whose children will be attending this

school.

Lois’s office is not very large and sits off to one side of the building’s

main office. Lois has been in this particular office for seven years. This

office is narrower than it is wide. Lois is able to see who enters the outer

office because her desk is situated in the office in such a way that she is

able so see through her door when it is opened. Lois’ desk is L-shaped and
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sits toward the middle of this narrow office. There is a one week old 400

Mgh Micron computer sitting on Lois’ desk. Her monitor sits in the middle

corner of the L-shaped desk with her keyboard sitting in the computer

drawer on the short side of the desk. Lois’s telephone sits near her

keyboard for easy accessibility. The hard drive for the computer is under

the desk. Lois’ office is comfortable, yet businesslike. She describes how

she has come to have the new computer equipment.

I had another Micron. It was a 233. It was a step up from what I had

before which was a 1 33. I’ve bumped a couple of times and l have

bumped as a result of . . . my secretary is far more skilled than I am . .'

. which is wonderful . . . and I have gotten her a machine that has

been . . . her machine right now is a 333. I took hers. I got her more

and I took hers, but because every administrator had a different

model on their desks . . . we are fiber connected and we are trying to

get all of that working and we needed common platforms and

common machines. We all needed to have Windows 98 to operate

from. It was a group purchase and that is why I have this now.

These new administrative machines have been bought out of the

general fund according to Lois. These computers are networked with

Regional Educational Service Area (RESA), but not with the other buildings

in this district. Lois indicates that district connectivity will occur in the near

future. There is no connectivity within Lois’s buildings or between the I

building that she manages.
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In reference to bond money that is needed for this connectivity, Lois

talks about the failure of the last bond issue within the last three years. Lois

indicates that this was a debacle and the community is having a hard time

forgetting how that bond issue was packaged, therefore even though there

is a great need for technology updates in this district, Lois concedes that

packaging and selling a bond issue in this community will be very difficult.

The connectivity that does exist with the Regional Educational Service Area

(RESA) came about as a result of a consortium project two years ago. All of

the county schools are connected to RESA.

The programs that are available to Lois on this network are Windows

98 and the Microsoft Office package. The student management system that

is available is the National Computer Systems’ Schools Administrative

Student Information Software (SASI) program. Lois describes her use of

the SASI program:

Attendance, the ability to . . . l have the ability in the comments

section to leave notes on students. There is a disciplinary

component—it has some components that l have not used a great

deal personally in my little school. I don’t have the need to be delving

into that to be documenting fights or things that go on. I don’t have

that here. I get into it to pull a teacher’s class and to go through and

get something right here at my desk. I don’t have to have someone

get it for me.

I Lois does not use SASI for any scheduling purposes.
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The Duck Lake School District has one instructional technology

person on staff that services the eight schools in the district. The building

personnel call her first when they have computer problems, but if they have

major technical problems, they call RESA for technical support. The Duck

Lake school district has also contracted with the RESA to provide support

for the district’s labs and for the administrative stations.

Lois has very strong feelings about buying equipment for her office

(i.e., a fax machine) when her teachers have almost no technology in their

classrooms. Lois would rather have the money from the building budget go

to her teachers than her own office. Lois emphasizes that her new

computer was bought with district funds, not building money. Lois believes

that technology ought to be bought from the district level rather than the

building level. Lois allows her teachers to use her computer because they

do not have access to a computer. It is obvious that Lois wants to give her

teachers as much as she can, even if that means giving them access to her

own office and computer equipment.

Lois describes herself as a novice on the survey that she completed

at the principal’s conference and I ask her why she sees herself this way.

As a novice? Because I have had some . . . some of my cohorts at my

level have more expertise than I do. I guess I see my secretary as

having more expertise than I do, so I see myself as a real learner. My

learning is going along rapidly . . . I’m increasing in what I know and

in what I can do with it, but I don’t have the ins and outs. This
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morning I had to say “how do go from . . . what is the control . . . what

do I do to get over to the center . . . it is still not automatic for me. I

have to ask the questions. I ask and she (secretary) has it for me and

then I go right to business and I’m OK. I just am not as

knowledgeable. I need to go somewhere and just. . . I need eight

hours of sitting in front of some of this (computer) and just pound on

it. That is the kind of learner that I am. I am not a learner that can

take the manual out at night and sit and do it. I need to be right here

and that takes time. I think that I can do more. I could be more

productive and l have seen what people produce that I work with. I

just consider them far more advanced and that is why I consider . . . I

did that on a comparison.

Lois does not have Internet access as of this‘interview, but she

indicates that she should have this within a week or two. She also speaks

about how she uses the computer in reference to the domains. We begin

discussing the domains of the conceptual framework and Lois speaks

about her lack of efficiency in using the computer for things like information

collection, organizational oversight, implementation and analysis. Lois

indicates that she is still using paper and pencil to create her tables. She

feels that this portion of her use is “still a rather cumbersome piece for

Not yet, but it is coming within a week or so. We will have an e-mail

address. We had a two hour awareness session this week. I have an
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old computer at home and we are on AOL and so I can get out into

the Internet. I feel that I need to have more training on how to use

that more effectively. Information collection and problem analysis. I

would like to be able to use it more. Organizational oversight, that is

probably an area where this would be a good tool. Implementation . .

. that ties into the organizational piece . . . that all ties into together . . '

. so it is a way to track. I am better able to put information in and get

information out. I still need more work and more training. So I would

look at all of those. You look at the MEAP or any testing that we do . . .

that is going to come out of problem analysis . . . disaggregation. I

don’t disaggregate through this . . . it is still paper and pencil . . .

writing some things down yet and then I put it in and then I create my

own table. I don’t yet use it efficiently and effectively. It is still a

rather cumbersome piece for me.

Lois speaks about a program called Curriculum Designer:

Curriculum designer basically uses information about what

assessments you use—Michigan Educational Assessment Program (MEAP),

California Achievement Test (CAT), Michigan Assessment Program (MAP)--

what are the core curriculums and it gives you a list. This is a completely

separate program that you have to purchase, but it helps you to use

different ways that you are planning for core curriculum objectives.

Assessing tools that you are planning to use then it goes through a match.

It gives you first grade objectives-and you can mix and match it. You can
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manipulate it a lot if you don’t already have a lot that already written. It is a

good piece to help redesign~to maybe put some things we didn’t think of

before when we were creating curriculum prior. We are creating right now

a real K-1 2 curriculum.

This program is not accessible to Lois, but is accessible in the

central office. Lois uses her computer only to produce notes or other hard

copies of items that she is presenting to her staff. A community newsletter

is produced at the central office and not by Lois or her secretary, but a

school newsletter is produced by her secretary. In reference to student

development and guidance, Lois only uses the computer to gather limited

information about the students in her building. Lois does produce positive

notes home to students from her own computer. Lois speaks about her use

of the computer in reference to the contextual domains.

What I see that as getting to when I first look at policy and regulatory

pieces-we are driven by our Board’s policies and by the regulations

that are given to us. I can’t create any of that. I really just have to

follow that. It would be nice to have my Board’s policies loaded on

my computer instead of these thick books that l have to take off the

shelf. So it would be accessing it, not creating or affecting it. Legal

and regulatory pieces that would be again . . . it would be good to get

on the Internet to draw other states or other district pieces or other

ways that people look at it just for an educational understanding of

what may be a basis for that and philosophically again to find
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research to draw from. That would be wonderful once-we have that

hook up. I think that would be a good use for that. Public and media

relations-«you could go to your web site-«that you could do and that

would be something that would be a way to use your machine. More

and more of our people are becoming users of the Internet and

computer literate in their own homes or would like to be.

Lois talks about how the computer has improved her ability to stay

organized, but also has taken her away from being in the classroom. Lois

believes that the computer has not changed her, but rather has just given

her a tool that has the potential of reducing some of her frustration. She

labels herself as “more independent” as a result of using the computer. Her

dependence on others to produce information has been reduced.

It is a tool. It hasn’t changed me. It is a tool I use. It has potentially

reduced some of my frustration. Because I have been able to put

some things out that I haven’t been able to . . . otherwise I was having

to have someone else do it. I am maybe more independent and I am

an independent person and so for me to have to wait for someone

else to produce it for me, it is frustrating. If I can do it myself it eases

me.

We begin talking about training, and Lois is very adamant about the

fact that she believes all professional development in education is just

“awareness.” When asked if she had trained on the student management

system she indicates that she “had a two-hour awareness session.” In
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reference to the Microsoft Office package she indicates that this district

has had a contract with Snow College.

We work with Snow College. We contracted with Snow College to do

the Microsoft package. I have the manual and we went through that

as a team of administrators and secretaries and office aides. Now

that required two hour sessions. We had a two hour on Word; a two

hour on Excel; a two hour on PowerPoint and we didn’t do Access

because we were doing Excel so we didn’t even worry about that.

Again, we were on computers, we were engaged with the program

and you had people that had strong computer skills to people who

knew how to turn it on, but then tell me what to do next. So you had

quite a range of people in that session. There was no qualifying to

see if this is the stage that you are at-—that if this group needs to be

here and this group needs to be here and I need to work with you . . .

some of us are in the center wanted to move ahead and so it was

their best effort to put together an awareness of the Office package.

Lois’ frustration with the brief awareness sessions is evident.

Lois has very strong feelings about professional development for

herself as well as for her staff. Lois knows that she has great needs for

computer training and she believes that her education would be best

served by at least a week of training in the summer. She does not feel that

sporadic daily training is sufficient enough for her to gain the expertise she

needs. She is not interested in personal training in her office because she
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does not feel that she could be in her office without distractions. Lois

believes that her staff needs as much training as she does, but she also

understands that her training needs are different from that of the teachers

in terms of objectives and output.

I think that in a technology-based professional development program,

I would most likely have the most ability to focus on it in a format in a

week in the summer where that is what I do and that is all that I do.

And that I have an opportunity to practice, an opportunity to ask

questions. I would have the opportunity to not just have someone tell

me about it, but actually do something with it and have follow-up, but

a week. I think that if you look at all the different things out there that

you can get trained in, I don’t that a week . . . but it has to be one

week. Not a day here and there and after school here next month. To

me that is how we can learn it and retain it.

Lois ends the interview stating that the organization has a

responsibility for providing training if it believes that technology is

important. She is very emphatic about how organizations other than K-1 2

districts place an emphasis on training. Lois believes that a change in

mind-set is necessary for school districts to provide the computer

technology training that is needed for school personnel. Lois indicates

that school districts must place professional development as a priority if

they expect educators to assimilate changes into their practice. She does

not believe that school districts give educators the time or the tools to
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make positive changes with computer technology.

Any kind of expertise that we have or understanding that we have,

we have gained through personal interest, so there is an issue I

have that says that the organization as a whole has a responsibility

to its staff. If technology is something that we need to do, then the

organization has a responsibility of providing training and I know of

other organizations that this is an integral part. They don’t expect

their people to do their work without two weeks a year. I’m talking

about the state department. They expect two weeks of training

investing in their people to be able to do what they are asking them

to do. Until we get that mind set in education that when we look at

professional development what we are saying is that we are

investing in what we want them to learn. And this is a mind set

change. It is not wasting money on a two day workshop. It is really

looking at professional development differently. It is a course. It is a

week long. It has some component that takes into account adult

learning.

I questioned about whether or not computer technology was addressed in

her formal academic experience. Lois responded that it had not.

Lois is still excited about the possibilities that lie ahead of her,

regardless of how long her tenure may be in this position. Lois spoke with

me about her impending retirement within the next year and a half, but her

enthusiasm for the principal’s job belies this decision. Lois’ school district
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certainly still has some organizational issues to overcome regarding

technology, but Lois intends to be an educational leader in this area, even

if it means that her staff has to use the only linked computer which sits in

her office. Lois believes that with the impending access that she will have

at her desktop she will continue to grow as an educational leader in the

area of computer technology.

Bob: The Confident One

There is a special feeling I get as I enter Center School. This school

has many bright displays and is quite obviously an elementary school.

Student work is displayed in the hallway and the drawings are colorful and '

playful. The office is immediately inside the front door. The secretary,

sitting at a counter that is sized for the children that inhabit this school, is

on the. phone to the parent of a sick child who has just entered the office.

The child is placed in a sick room with other children who are going home

as a result of illness. This school has been affected by the flu bug. As I sit

and wait for Bob, a parent volunteer comes to the office to sign in and

several teachers come into the office to check their mailboxes.

The Center School is a K-5 building with 529 students. There is also

a pre-primary impaired program in this building that is part of a three-

district consortium. The Center School is part of the Circle School District

which has 3356 students in grades K-1 2. This is a suburban school district

located about halfway between Flint and Detroit, a fast growing part of the

state of Michigan. It is primarily a bedroom community with most of the
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residents living here and working in the larger metropolitan areas.

Bob finally arrives and indicates that we will have to meet in the

media center because his office is being used for students to take the

Michigan Educational Assessment Program (MEAP) test. Bob gives me the

opportunity to view his office before we go to the media center, and I see

that this office is large enough to have a round table with four comfortable

chairs occupying the center of the room. Bob’s desk sits to the back of the

office with a file cabinet directly behind his desk chair. His laptop

computer sits against the back wall on a small table. His printer is on top

of a file cabinet that sits next to this small table. There are two large

windows in this office. One gives a view of the parking lot and the other

views the outer office.

Bob has been the principal in this building for two years and had

been a principal for three years prior to coming to Center school. Bob and

his family have lived in the Circle School District for approximately 1 5

years and he tells me that his affiliation with this school actually began

with his involvement as a parent. He has occupied the same office in this

building for two years. Bob describes his computer equipment In his office

as a Dell laptop. Bob tells me that the purchase of this $4000 laptop was a

condition of his employment. '

Actually I’ve only had it for one and one half years since it took me

six months to get it. There was an old 286 and actually what happens

when- you change principals and one principal is not here for a while
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then the computer that was in the principal’s office suddenly seems

to appear on the secretary’s desk during the change over.

Bob has an 855C HP printer, but he indicates that this printer does

not work and he hopes that it will be replaced someday. I asked Bob how

he will replace this printer and he indicated that as long as the equipment

meets the district specifications, then he can purchase the equipment out

of the building budget. He tells me that he just bought a new computer for

one of the secretaries and that money came out of the building budget.

The district, however, has not increased his building budget in light of the

need to purchase some of these expensive items.

Bob begins to talk to me about the fact that the Circle School District

has recently passed a bond issue (September 1998) and that there was a

significant technology portion in this issue.

We have what is called a roll-out plan, so we are not getting

everything all at once because we do not have everyone trained, so

we are going to . . . there is a tab that was done in here with the last

bond in 1990 and so we going to . . . in the elementary schools the

offices will get new equipment and that area (lab in media center)

will get new equipment. So that will be seventeen new computers in

that lab for the students.

Bob anticipates that these changes will be completed in March of 1999.

Bob’s office is networked with the Intermediate School Area (RESA)

and also has a fiber-optic intra-net with all of the buildings In the Circle
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School District. This school district had a Net Day that linked all of the

schools; the cost of this infrastructure was taken out of what Bob labeled

as sinking funds.

Bob: The conditions of going with the RESA in the county was that

the high school and the administration offices had to be connected.

Then we connected to the other four buildings using what we call

sinking funds. The wiring all happened . . . we had a Net Day.

Question: The bond issue that you just passed in September does

not have to deal then with the infrastructure?

Bob: Some, but not very much. There will be some . . . a few routers .

. . all the elementary buildings . . . all the media centers, offices and

fourth and fifth grades . . . not the kindergarten, first, second or

third grades . . . so we will probably have another net day to finish

that up. The middle school is done and so is the high school.

The teachers do not have computers on their desktops in this

school, but will be receiving computers over the next two years as a

result of the bond issue. This district has taken a unique approach to

upgrading and giving new equipment to the teaching staff.

We have twenty-five teachers identified in the district that are going

to be our teacher leaders or technology leadership team so we are

doing a lot of training with them. So this March when the other

computers come, each of those teachers will get a computer and

training begins then for them and then another buy will happen
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sometime late summer for the next early adopters. Then there will

be a final buy in a couple of years.

Bob tells me that on the network he has a child accounting program

and finance accounting system that he accesses. There is a student

management system that Bob labels as “garbage.”

It is DOS based . . . looks like it. . . runs like it. . . acts like it. It is

cumbersome, hard to do stuff . . . I can’t even run class lists without

doing some extremely convoluted . . .

Microsoft Office is the other standard program on the network. This whole

system is technically supported by a consulting firm.

Bob also shared how he uses the computer as a tool. Bob utilizes

the computer in all phases of his practice by using the word processor for

communication; PowerPoint for presentation purposes; and the Internet

for research and communication. Hetries to help others understand the

use of the computer as a tool.

Part of my training that I used to do when l was training teachers

was to try to . . . my goal is to be able to have you say this is the

subject that I am interested in and the computer is a tool and I can

make my teaching or imparting of the knowledge or keeping track of

the knowledge . . . whatever it is . . . easier by using the computer

and use an application that I can easily do. It was kind of neat the

other day when I had one of the kindergarten teachers here who I

trained probably six years ago . . . said that she remembered the
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sort of thing and she obviously still did that. She was able to say this

is what I need . . . I’m going to do it this way and she got on her

computer and used Microsoft Works and made her chart or

whatever it was that she needed. It is kind of . . . it is a difference

between looking for some information and thinking how in the world

can I use this thing as opposed to I am going to use this and what

application is it now that I am going to use? Having the perspective

that the computer is a tool that I am using.

Bob talks about how he uses his computer in reference to the

domains:

I’ve gone to the head lice center. I am so amazed that they have that

center and I found it going through MEMSPA or NEMSPA. I had to go

to MEMSPA for updates . . . politically what is happening . . . and I

also do the same kind of thing for the national. l have gone looking

for specific topics upon occasion if I know that a kid is interested in

a certain topic; and I will explore it for them. I haven’t used it

probably as . . . I’d say that I am on the Internet and average of three

times a week . . . sometimes it is personal things and it starts out as

one thing and ends up as another.

Bob indicates that he uses the Internet three to four hours a week at work.

Bob’s interest in a variety of issues gives him impetus to use the Internet

frequently at home and at the office.

I have a daughter who is 15 . . . and here because of the fiber, you
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just click on a site and you are immediately there as opposed to

standing around waiting. Let me say . . . I’ve been disappointed in

going to the Association for School Curriculum Development (ASCD)

looking for specific topics. I have found their site to be just horrible.

If it doesn’t come to me intuitively, then I usually don’t have the

patience to stick around. I’ve done other things with the William

Glasser Institute-«reality therapy control. I go to their site fairly

often and communicate with them. I am on their faculty. I have just

really found that it is a great way to communicate with all kinds of

people that you wouldn’t spend as much time communicating with

both through the Internet as well as e-mail.

Bob also indicates that he uses e-mail extensively for communication

purposes. Bob says that he finds e-mail to be a great way to stay in touch

with people that he would not necessarily keep in touch with otherwise.

Bob also speaks about how he uses the computer in reference to

organizational oversight:

I build the budget using Excel and have some formulas built in so I

can move the numbers around and see where it comes out right

away. I am able to help the secretaries in keeping track of individual

teacher expenditures. They have what is called a discretionary

amount so each grade level has $1 500 and they spend it through the

year, but we have to monitor it through the year and we have to

makesure that they stay within their budget. I’ve designed the Excel
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sheet so that they can keep track of that. I also end up being the one

that does the minutes to our school improvement meetings. I do the

newsletter and that sort of thing so again I keep track of a lot of stuff

using the tables and check sheets.

Bob continues this discussion by talking about how he may use the

computer for communication and evaluation purposes when all of the

teachers in his building are networked.

I will be able to do a lot more monitoring than I can do now. It is one

of the ways to . . . part of the difficulty that we have I guess is that

there is so much to do, but always trying to remember why we are

here and to kind of keep a focus and keeping people focused is

probably the biggestjob that an administrator has to do. Focused on

student learning. If I were to have-if they were to do their grades

on their computers-ml guess the question that should be asked is if

somebody is failing what are we doing to make sure that they are

going to learn. Right now I only find that (information) out by going

and looking at the report cards or asking the teachers for their

grade books. If I could just sit in my office and could click on that

information that would be a great way to do that and that I could just

check . . . if I could look that up right away that would be great. We

have what is called a Monday note that the secretary does so if

anything comes up she takes care of that. But what I try to do is on

the day before a staff meeting is write what I call a ‘stuff memo’ all
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the stuff that just kind of comes to mind that is happened in the last

week or two that they need reminders of . . . so I don’t have to talk

about it at a staff meeting so we only have to talk about two or three

things at staff meetings. But to be able to do that with e-mail and zap

it to everybody . . . you can even check to see if they have read it.

In reference to the programmatic domain Bob indicates that he has

used the computer on a number of occasions to demonstrate to the staff

how they can access MEAP information.

Only as they have to do with the Annual Report. They are there and l

have demonstrated to the teachers . . . I have shown them how they

can just have a graph and click on it or a chart and you get this full

color detail. And how easy it is . . . so I have done some

demonstrating sorts of things. Part of that is trying to model the fact

that it is just a tool that integrates, it is not something that we need

to focus on by itself. It should be matter-of-fact . . . sort of . . . just

like paper or an overhead projector.

Bob also expresses that his school’s curriculum is on a computer so

that if teachers need to search for a particular area to help plan a lesson,

then a search can be conducted. I asked Bob if this was a particular

curriculum program, and he indicated that the district frameworks were in

Microsoft Word.

In respect to the interpersonal domain, Bob designs postcards and

thank-you notes on the computer. He also, again, indicates that e-mail has
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helped him communicate much more effectively with a number of people.

Mostly in the county, but also throughout the state and I can also

send quick congratulations things that I would not have done. I think

that it takes less time while you are sitting at the computer . . . just

click on it. You do this as opposed to getting out a piece of paper,

writing it down, finding their address, writing down their address,

putting it in the envelope, sticking on the stamp. It just seems easier

and I think it is really positive being able to maintain some of those

relationships. I don’t feel quite so isolated.

Bob was about the only principal that indicated that he uses the

computer for multi-cultural issues. Bob has used a Martin Luther King Jr.

web site and has also spoken to other principals regarding these issues.

Bob feels that even though his school population is 95% Caucasian, he

must become aware of multicultural issues because he knows that his

school district will be changing in terms of the cultural diversity. He works

in a growing community and as he says, “Some of the people will not be

coming from Norway.”

I go to the Martin Luther King web site. They have a thing about

diversity and doing that sort of thing and then share it with people.

Talked about choice theory stuff has to do with all that sort of thing

so using those web sites I guess is how I have accessed that and

talked to other people through e-mail.

When asked how the infusion of computer technology into his
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practice has allowed him to manage his daily tasks more efficiently he

responds in the following manner.

I think that it has helped. It has helped because . . . with e-mail

instead of having to respond back and forth to phone calls you can

communicate so much more easily. With e-mail you can read when

you are ready. Respond when you are ready. It is not an on demand

sort of thing, so that has helped a great deal. Being able to

manufacture a newsletter just is so much easier.

When asked if he was given specific training as a principal on the

network, Bob indicates that there was training available, but that he does

not need this training. He indicates that both of his secretaries have had

training on both the student management and financial systems. Bob tells

me that he has been using computers since 1979. Bob is extremely

confident about his capabilities when using the computer. Bob indicates

that new programs are “just a continuum” for him. He also mentions that

he has taught classes, but has never taken a class; he is self-taught. Bob

feels that even if he is presented with new software programs he will be

able to function just fine without training. He believes that sitting in a

classroom to get training would be wasted time for him.

Bob: I have been using (computer technology) forever. Have given

classes . . . never took a class . . . have only given classes.

Question: Let’s assume as you get new equipment in your office all

of a sudden you are presented with a new student management
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program. Do you see yourself as having a need or do you see

yourself as being proficient enough that no matter what they throw

at you, you will be able to handle without any training?

Bob: Yes. To go sit in a classroom for that amount of time and learn

at that pace . . . most of the people that are doing that are not as

comfortable with computers as I am. I can usually find my way.

Because Bob is comfortable with the computer, I ask him how he

would design training for principals who are not comfortable with

computer technology. He would begin with training in Windows.

In our specific case, there is a need to be able to get around

Windows and understand what those things mean . . . just a kind of

basic knowledge of Windows 95. So to start there . . . I know the

principals in my district and actually with me too . . . I am a MAC user

so I would still be interested in taking some basic Windows stuff. I’ve

always taught in professional development a practical side so that

people know how as an administrator . . . how can I use a word

processor. 1 mean I can give stuff to my secretary and get that done, -

but how do I use it . . . so the professional development would have

to do with how to keep track of your own files, how to make

templates of things so you don’t have to re-create every time you do

something . . . to save things in an organized way so you can just

find it the next time and have all the formatting pre done . . . having

some, different styles in Microsoft Word already developed and
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formatted. It saves a lot of time once you know how to do it. Most

people treat their computer as a typewriter as opposed to a

computer . . . being able to use those sorts of things and having all

those templates already setup . . . I hate re-creating . . . I mean I

update stuff all the time, but I at least have something to start with.

So to be able to understand the templates and how to not lose that

template. In talking to one of my fellow (administrators), she is

amazed that there is still . . . Writing teacher evaluations is a yucky

thing, but we have taken a basic format and have just sped up the

process and the teachers like it.

Bob indicated that he was given no formal training in his academic

experience in reference to computer technology. Bob does believe,

though, that this is a necessary change for schools of education and

educational leadership.

Bob’s interview certainly indicated that his personal confidence in

computer use was extremely valuable to him and to his staff. Bob was able

to model computer use and be an educational leader in this area because

of his vast amount of experience with computers. Bob certainly will be a

model for the principals in his district to follow as they receive more

technology in the near future. Bob also has the special ability to have a

deep knowledge of the application of the computer in the practice of the

principal. Bob’s personal interest and ability make me pause and think

about the importance of the personal interest of the principal in the
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professional use of computer technology.

How Do Principals Employ Computer Technology In Each of the Four

Domain Areas?

What we learn from these in-depth portraits is that principals

employ computer technology in a variety of ways to enhance their

practices as educational managers. Table 5.2 describes the use of

technology through the lenses of the four performance domains both in

leadership and management tasks. The information in Table 5.2 is

information from the survey and the interviews.

Table 4.2 Leadership and Management Practices of School Principals

and Their use of Computer Technology
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Functional Domain

The principals indicated that they used computer technology for

leadership purposes in the tasks of teacher evaluation, personalization

and assisting others. All of the interviewed principals spoke about their

use of the word processor for writing their teacher evaluations. Greg

actually tied his teacher evaluations into the curriculum framework that he

had developed and integrated into the computer network for his teachers.

Greg created a rubric for teacher self-evaluation that is also on the

computer network.

The principals also spoke about how the computer allowed them to

personalize their tasks. Doris said that computer technology has effected

the way she does business because, “it has personalized some of the

things that I do because I actually do them instead of a secretary.” Rick

talked about how he uses the computer to communicate more frequently

and more fully with staff because “I can crank things out better than I

could in the old days .of sitting at a typewriter.” All of the principals that

were interviewed speak about how they do most of their personal

correspondence, therefore relying less on their secretaries.

There are many tasks in the functional domain for which principals

use computer technology. One of the major tasks that principals use

computer technology for is using software for student data information. All

of the interviewed principals indicate that they have access to student

management programs and all of them indicated that they used these
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programs for a variety of purposes: scheduling, attendance, student

demographic data, class lists, etc. Lois described her use of the SASI

program:

Attendance, the ability to. . . l have the ability in the comments

section to leave notes on students. There is a disciplinary

component-4t has some components that l have not used a great

deal personally in my little school. I get into it to pull a teacher’s

class and to go through and get some things right here at my desk. I

don’t have to have someone get it for me.

The interviewed principals also spoke about using computer

technology in reference to curriculum use, but only Greg has created his

own curriculum document that incorporates the Michigan Frameworks

and his district’s K-12 curriculum. Greg’s ability to adapt this technology

for this specific purpose comes as a result of his personal expertise with

computers. Peggy is working on a committee in her district to search for a

program that will incorporate her district’s curriculum with the Michigan

Frameworks and Standards and Benchmarks. Because of organizational

support that enhances her adoption of computer technology, she is able to

institutionalize the innovation of computer technology into the Michigan

Frameworks. This is one area In which each of the principals that were

interviewed indicated a need. Lois spoke about the software program

Curriculum Designer:

Curriculum designer basically used information about what
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assessment you use-Michigan Educational Assessment Program

(MEAP), California Achievement Test (CAT). Michigan Assessment

Program (MAP)--what are the core curriculums and it gives you a

list. This is a completely separate program that you have to

purchase, but it helps you to use different ways that you are

planning for core curriculum objectives. Assessing tools that you

are planning to use then it goes through a match. It gives you first

grade objectives—~and you can mix and match it. You can

manipulate it a lot if you don’t already have a lot that is already

written. It is a good piece to help redesign-«to maybe put some

things we didn’t think of before when we were creating curriculum

prior.

Unfortunately for Lois, this program is accessible only in her central office,

not at her desktop. So, given this limited accessibility, Lois has not been

able to capitalize on the capacity of computer technology like some of the

other principals.

The interviewed principals also used the Internet for gathering data

to help inform their decisions. The Michigan Association of Secondary

School Principals (MASSP), Michigan Department of Education, Head Lice

Center, Syracuse University and the Martin Luther King web sites were

mentioned by the principals.

An area that was mentioned by the interviewed principals was that

using computer technology gave them a sense of independence that they
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had not experienced prior to using the computer. All of the interviewed

principals remarked about the fact that they were using their secretaries

less frequently to do their work, therefore allowing them to feel less

dependent on others. Lois said:

It has potentially reduced some of my frustration. Because I have

been able to put some things out that I haven’t been able to. . .

otherwise i was having to have someone else do it. I am maybe more

independent and I am an independent person and so for me to have

to wait for someone else to produce it for me, it is frustrating. If I can

do it myself it eases me.

Programmcgomm

There are particular elements that hinder the adoption of computer

technology in this particular domain: the lack of knowledge of computer

programs; lack of comfort to use computer technology as a technology ‘

tool and; a notion that computer technology is limited to communication,

information and data processing. These elements may cause the

principals difficulty in adapting computer technology to these particular

tasks. ‘

Based on the interview data, training and staff development are

areas of the principals’ practice in which computer technology was not

used on a regular basis. The principals indicated that they used hard

copies of word processing documents for staff development, but only one

principal mentioned the use of computer technology for PowerPoint
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presentations as an example. Their use of computer technology in this

area was still in the infancy stage, yet one in which they spoke about

wanting to know and use more. The principals spoke more about the need

for staff training and development, rather than their personal use of

computer technology for these tasks.

One of the areas that the principals spoke about in the interviews in

which they appeared to be more confident was in the development and

maintenance of professional relationships. The principals that had Internet

access spoke about how much easier it has become to build on these

relationships. Bob talked about how he does not feel so isolated from his

peers as a result of using computer technology:

Mostly in the county, but throughout the state and I can also send a

quick congratulations. . . things I would not have done. I think that it

takes less time while you are sitting at the computer. . . just click on

it. You do this as opposed to getting out a piece of paper, writing it

down, finding their address, writing down their address, putting it in

an envelope, sticking on the stamp. ltjust seems easier and I think it

is really positive being able to maintain some of those relationships.

I don’t feel quite so isolated.

Peggy and Bob use computer technology to stay active with statewide

organizations with which they are involved. Peggy is on the State Board of

MASSP and Bob is a member of the Glasser Institute. These associations

stay current, according to these two principals, as a result of their use of
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computer technology.

The interviewed principals also spoke about their use of technology

in this particular area. These principals referred to their use of the student

management systems in collecting data on students; collecting

information regarding standardized tests; and for allocating resources in

citing their use of these systems for scheduling purposes.

Interpersonal Domain

This is the domain that both the interviewed principals and the

principals who participated in the survey cited as the most frequent use of

computer technology in reference to the tasks of communication, word

processing and writing appropriately. Using computer technology for

these purposes may be somewhat easier for the principals because these

are the tasks that most people adopt initially when learning computer

technology. The principals that were interviewed also mentioned that they

used the Internet for research purposes such as the Michigan Department

of Education, Michigan Association of Secondary School Principals and

Syracuse University.

mm

This particular domain saw the least use of computer technology by

both the principals who participated in the survey and the interviewed

principals. The principals that were interviewed did use computer

technology in order to enter professional chat rooms that allowed Lois was

the only principal who specifically spoke about using the computer in
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order to access district policies:

What I see that as getting to when I first look at policy and regulatory

pieces-«we are driven by our Board’s policies and by the

regulations that are given to us. I can’t create any of that. I really

just have to follow that. It would be nice to have my Board’s policies

loaded on my computer instead of those thick books that I have to

take off the shelf. So it would be accessing it, not creating or

affecting it.

Discussion of lntegiews

The interviews provide a depth of information focused on the

principal’s use of computer technology in their daily practice. What we

learn from these interviews is that principals, like all educators, must have

access to computer technology. The interviews also shed light on the

importance of computer technology training. Evident in these interviews is

that organizational and technical support for computer technology in K-1 2

schools is very different from one district to another. The interviews show

that principal preparation in the area of cOmputer technology has been

nonexistent. The principals tell us in the interviews that they know using

computer technology for their daily tasks is becoming increasingly

important, but that their knowledge regarding the application of computer

technology is still at the surface learning level.

There were several factors that arose from the interviews of the

I principals in reference to their adoption of computer technology into their
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practices. Bob, Greg and Rick all have a greater amount of comfort in

reference to using computer technology. It appeared that the principals

who had a higher level of comfort adopted the use of computer technology

at a more rapid pace than those principals who were less comfortable.

This comfort appeared to provide these principals with the ability to

integrate computer technology into their practices with greater ease than

the other three principals who had less confidence in their personal ability

to use computer technology. Adopting computer technology into their

practices seemed to follow along the lines of personal use outside of the

principals’ practices. The complexity of adding computer technology to

the principals’ practices was more compatible with a higher level of

comfort. The adoption of computer technology into Peggy’s practice

appeared to be somewhat easier that Doris or Lois as a result of the fact

that Peggy had support that could be accessed almost immediately. Her

comfort level to use computer technology was raised as a result of having

this accessible support. Lois and Doris had very little support, therefore,

finding it more difficult to reach a comfort level that allowed them to

integrate technology into their practices. Because Bob, Greg and Rick all

had significant comfort levels they were able to experiment with computer

technology use with the tasks of their jobs. This experimentation gave

these principals an advantage in applying computer technology to their

work. There were organizational barriers for all the principals (with the

exception of Peggy) that prevented them from using computer technology
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to its fullest extent, but Bob, Greg and Rick were able to use their personal

experiences with computers to enhance their use in their practices.

The most extensive use of computer technology by all six principals

is the task of information collection in the functional domain. The adoption

of computer technology by principals in this area indicates that the

principals see that there is relative advantage to their practices in this

particular domain. All six principals have access to a student management

data base that provides them with data regarding their student

populations. Gathering data to inform their decisions appears to be

uniformly and consistently used by all of the principals. This information is

now readily available to the principals, therefore, the use of this data

provides the principals with current and accurate information. The student

management programs varied, but the informationgathered was fairly

consistent (i.e., attendance, grades, class lists, demographic data, etc.).

The high school and middle school principals used the student

management systems more frequently because of their scheduling needs.

The student management systems provide the principals with the ability to

create class schedules for all of their students. The six interviewed

principals were all capable of gathering student information without the

use of their secretaries, but still relied on their secretaries for gathering

certain pieces of data, especially when the principals’ daily tasks caused

them not to have time available to sit in their offices and use their

computers.
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Greg, Peggy, Lois and Bob use computer technology in the area of

curriculum design in the programmatic domain. Greg has created his own

curriculum document for organizing the K-1 2 curriculum in his school

district. Peggy and Lois use independently designed curriculum software

for this purpose. Bob is working with a combination of personally designed

and independently designed software. Greg is actually using his

personally designed software in the area of instructional design and staff

development by tying the teacher evaluations to the curriculum piece.

Peggy and Rick indicate that they are not using computer technology for

curriculum design at this time. The issue of trialability, having some

availability to experiment, is important for these principals. Peggy and

Rick did not have the availability of the technology in order to experiment

with curriculum software. Bob and Greg, who have the most confidence in

using computer technology, experiment on their own to design curriculum

software. The innovation in this particular area is more readily adopted by

four of the principals because they either have great personal comfort in

using the technology or they have access to the hardware and software.

Peggy and Lois both have access to the software and hardware that gives

them the opportunity to experiment in the area of curriculum design.

Peggy speaks about the fact that the administrative staff has had

discussions regarding the use of curriculum software. Rick and his district

have not discussed the use of curriculum software. All of the principals

have experimented with using computer technology in reference to
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measurement and evaluation. The principals again see the relative

advantage to having this information so that outcomes can be easily and

quickly measured. They indicate that they have used computer technology

to inform themselves and their staffs about standardized testing, but they

also see the need for improvement in this particular area.

The interviewed principals use computer technology most

frequently in the interpersonal domain, particularly in the area of

communication and written expression. The principals see the advantage

for communication purposes of using computer technology. Principals

communicate frequently as part of their work, therefore, the compatibility

of using computer technology is consistent with this portion of their job.

The principals who have access to e-mail indicate that this tool allows

them greater ability to communicate with other principals and professional

organizations. This form of communication gives the principals an

opportunity to reduce the isolation that exists for the building level

principal. E-mail is a common thread in five of the six interviews and four of

these five principals use this aspect of computer technology extensively.

E-mail is a relatively easy innovation to understand and use, therefore,

principals do not find this aspect of computer technology too complex to

use. Communication takes the form of intra-district communication and

out-of-district communication. Three of the principals speak of the

capability to communicate directly with the Michigan Department of

Education as being important to them.
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The contextual domain is the one area of the principalship that sees

the least amount of use of computer technology. This is an area where

research would be extremely important and not all of the principals had

access to the Internet for this purpose. This area is also the most

subjective, therefore the principals do not actually see how computer

technology could be used for some of these tasks. The principals do not

easily see the advantage of using computer technology in this are due to

the complexity of using the Internet, especially if they do not have easy

access to this innovation. The principals use sites such as the Michigan

Association of Secondary School Principals and Syracuse University for

understanding legal and regulatory applications.

The interviewed principals indicate a sense of independence from

their secretaries and other staff members due to computer technology.

The principals talked about how the role of their secretaries has changed.

They rely less on their secretaries to produce documents for them

because they have the ability to type their own communication. The

principals speak about the use of templates for letters, memos, and

newsletters and also the ability to spell check their own documents with

the word processing programs. The principals know how to access

information from their student management systems, therefore relying

less on their secretaries to produce hard copies of information for them.

Having access to current and accurate information at their desktops is a

‘ real advantage for the principals. Analyzing data for decision-making
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purposes is less complex for the principal if they can access the data

themselves.

There appears to be three primary challenges that define how

quickly a principal adopts computer technology in their day to day tasks.

The first is the lack of access to both hardware and software; the second

is a lack of professional and expert advice and assistance; and the third is

a lack of support and vision for computer technology at their central office

level. All 3 barriers result in the principal’s attitude that the adoption of

computer technology is too complex and cumbersome. These barriers

also result in the principal not being able to model the use of computer

technology, therefore, limiting the Observability of the innovation.

The first challenge, a lack of access to updated hardware and

software, was experienced by most principals. Although, four of the six

principals had only recently received updated equipment, two were still

dealing with insufficient equipment. Furthermore, five of the six principals

reported that it would be difficult to find the money to replace their

hardware if the need arose. This lack of updated equipment indicates that

the use of technology by the principal is not an institutional priority by the

district. Allocating money for equipment also challenges the principals. It

stands to reason then, without functional equipment principals could not

or may not have the opportunity to quickly adopt computer technology in

their daily tasks.

The challenge of using software that is constantly being updated
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and expanded is also an issue for the principals. While the six principals

interviewed have access to Microsoft Office and different student

management programs in which they felt some level of expertise, only Bob

felt comfortable using the other programs in Office such as Powerpoint,

Excel and Access. The principals feel that the complexity of using these

programs, without the proper training, is time consuming and therefore,

not real advantageous. Word processing appears to be the most widely

used because it requires the least expertise. Principals have been

expected to use the more sophisticated programs in Office with little or no

training. The student management programs for Bob and for Doris are

outdated and neither principal is satisfied when working with these

programs. The advantage of using a student management program is lost

when the software is outdated. Bob and Doris see no advantage in

gathering information from these systems because the information is

difficult to obtain. Both of these programs are still DOS based and bring

about confusion, especially for Doris, whose limited understanding of

computer technology is with Windows based products. While Doris is

finding it difficult to use even the most reasonable and sensible package,

because of lack of knowledge and adequate tools, Peggy is currently

working with a committee in her district to change their student

management program. Rick is working with his RESD to create a new

version of the current student management program. The difference

between these principals in their application of the software programs is
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the understanding of the potential application of the programs, the

technical expertise they have or not, and the comfort they feel to

experiment and make changes in their practices.

The second challenge that confronts principals is the lack of access

to the professional resources and technical service they needed in order

to have assistance in their buildings for both hardware and software

support. The one principal who does have a computer resource teacher in

her building indicates that this person was placed in her building during

the current school year. Five of the six principals have no immediate

access to training in their buildings or in their districts. This certainly

poses problems for the principals in reference to time constraints and

professional development issues. Given that principals have very little

time to do their job, if technology assistance is not prioritized, computer

technology adoption will be delayed because the principal will not have

the “time” to give attention to learning these skills. Two of the principals

who have great confidence in their abilities to use the computer still

indicate that they also have training needs that are not being met. All of

the principals, except Rick, did have access to some form of technical

support both at the district and RESA level. Rick did have access to RESA

support, but limited access to this support in his local district.

The third challenge for the principals is the lack of commitment by

the central administration to support computer technology for the

principal. This lack of support was certainly evident in two of the districts
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where the principals were not even given the needed equipment in order

to be able to use computer technology in a productive fashion. The other

principals indicated that with the passage of district bond issues the

importance of computer technology in the classroom was increasingly

becoming a priority in their districts. All of the principals spoke about the

need for the district organization to place technology as a priority, but only

Peggy spoke about the vision that her district has in the area of

technology. It is imperative for the adoption of this innovation to take place

that the district place the use of computer technology as a priority. If this

does not take place, then the issue of Observability becomes important. If

people within the district do not see using computer technology as an

advantage, then adoption for principals and other personnel will be

difficult.

The principals all spoke about the necessity for an emphasis on

instructional technology, but certainly one of the major worries is the

access to funds to keep technology current. Funding is important to all of

the principals whether they are speaking about equipment, software or

training. It appeared that computers for the principal was the last time on

the list.

A closer examination of the principals’ portraits, which describe

their perceived use of computer technology in the work setting, revealed

two interesting themes. One, there are attitudinal barriers that often stand

in the way of principal use of computer technology. Two, because there is
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a lack of professional development or expert assistance available to them,

they fail to find interesting and useful ways to apply computer technology

in their daily work. In essence, the rate of adoption is impeded by the

principals not seeing computer use as an advantage to their daily work.

Principals need to be trained properly so that they can understand that

using computer technology is compatible with the duties of theirjob.

Having to use computer technology as we move into the 21 "

century has created an added burden for the principals. Even though

these principals see the need for computer technology use, some of them

stillfeel that they are not knowledgeable enough to use this technology in

an efficient manner. So, while there is a relative advantage for principals

to use computer technology, compatibility, complexity, trialability and

Observability still seem to to missing from the Diffusion of Innovation

model. Principals are still seeking the knowledge necessary for computer

technology to become an ordinary part of their daily tasks.

All of the principals indicated how computer technology has been a

valuable addition, but some of the principals still have not been able to

assimilate the use of this equipment into their daily routines without new

difficulties arising in what they see as a larger priority. That priority is

being with students and staff. A couple of the principals still see that using

computer technology will take them away from people, therefore creating

a dilemma. Prioritizing time is an important factor for the building-level

‘ principal because of the numerous tasks that a principal encounters on a
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daily basis. The complexity of using computer technology is currently

causing some principals difficulty in adopting this innovation. When

computer technology can truly be seen as a time-saver, these principals

will be more willing to integrate it into their daily practices.

Professional Development, the second theme, is certainly a key

factor in whether these principals are using computer technology

effectively in their practices. Five of the six principals have access to very

little computer technology training. Two of these five principals have some

personal mastery when using the computer, therefore, do not indicate a

great need for training. Both of these principals, though, still indicate that

they have some training needs and that these training needs are not being

met. The other three principals certainly have great needs for training and

indicate a lack of training. Five of the six principals have never had any

training designed for them as principals. Peggy is the only exception

because she has a computer resource teacher in her building. The issue of

trialability, however, is hindering the principals’ use of computer

technology. The lack of professional development for the principals does

not allow them the opportunity to experiment with the technology,

therefore, not allowing them to use computer technology efficiently in their

practices.

While knowledge and comfort might be low, the principals tell

stories of successful application of computer technology and they appear

hungry to learn more. It is apparent from these interviews that some of
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these principals have had some success with their use of computer

technology in their practices. Greg, who designed the curriculum piece

and has his teacher evaluations tied to it, credits computer technology for

allowing him the opportunity to create this structure for his staff. Lois,

Peggy and Bob are also using computer technology in some fashion in

reference to the curriculum. Disseminating curriculum information to the

teaching staff andparents is important to these principals. Computer

technology is allowing them to do this in an efficient manner. Given the

attitude that there is a relative advantage for principals to use computer

technology, school districts might look more closely at the services and

structures they provide for principals that assist principals in integrating

computer technology into their daily work. The possibility exists that the

rate of adoption of computer technology by principals may increase with

increased district support.

Another area of success is communication. Whether it be through

the word processing or e-mail, the principals indicated that this was an

area of high use. All of the principals expressed that with added

capabilities in the future, this area will increase in use. Fighting the issue

of isolation will be a continuing factor in the use of computer technology

for communication purposes.

All of the principals see some positive changes in their practices in

the area of management. All six principals use computer technology in

reference to student management and four of the six (high school and
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middle school) principals use the computer to assist them in their

scheduling process. All of the principals are currently using computer

technology to gather information about their students and their programs.

The six principals also indicate that greater use of computer technology

will occur in the future to help deal with student assessment and

accountability.

A final interesting point is that the principals interviewed expressed

a strong sense of independence or self-reliance as they became more

computer literate. They no longer had to rely on secretaries or other

personnel in order to help them gather information or communicate with

people. Every one of the six principals indicated that they created their

own documents and were able to gather information without the

assistance of other school personnel. This sense of independence allowed

the principal to utilize the human resources in their buildings in a much

more efficient fashion than prior to the infusion of computer technology.

Being a curriculum and instructional leader in the school community

is not a new role for the building level principal. However, it Is becoming

increasingly difficult to model effective teaching and learning practices if

the principals do not employ technology in their own practices. The

principals that were interviewed are using computer technology in

several areas. Some of the uses of computer technology for the principal

are: accessing data through student management programs; increased

communication skills as a result of e-mail and production of hard copies of
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letters and newsletters; increased professional contacts through e-mail

and the world-wide web; gathering research through the web; budgeting;

curriculum purposes and teacher evaluation.

Even though the principals are increasing their use of computer

technology, the challenges that they have to face create obstacles for

them. Budgetary and access challenges force the principals to be creative

in their allocation of resources for computer technology. Lack of training

creates a time issue for principals to gain the knowledge that they need in

order to use computer technology effectively. Priorities of the school

districts in which the principals work, create tensions that cause the

principals to champion computer technology use without district support

in some cases.

It is apparent in these interviews that regardless of the challenges

they face, these principals embrace the use of computer technology in

their schools and in their practices. These principals certainly vary in their

knowledge and‘confidence of computer technology, but one thing is true

about each of themmthey truly want to know more about using computer

technology to support their daily practice.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS: SO WHAT HAVE WE LEARNED

ABOUT PRINCIPALS WORK AND THEIR USE OF COMPUTER

TECHNOLOGY?

Introduction

The purpose of this study is to examine how current K-1 2 school

principals are utilizing computer technology in their practices and how

computer technology shapes the form and content of their work. In order

to understand the impact of computer technology on the principal’s work,

it was necessary to determine just exactly what the principal’s work

entails. The description of the four performance domains by the National

Commission on the Principalship in 1990 allowed this researcher to use

this description as a basis for understanding the principal’s work. The

information gathered from the survey and the interviews gave the

researcher in-depth knowledge about the use of computer technology in

the principal’s practice.

Several assumptions were held by the researcher prior to the

beginning of the study and it is on these notions that the focus of my work

will be evaluated. First, as a practicing principal, I believed that

technology was having an impact on my practice. I was not sure at the

outset whether this impact was positive or negative. Second, I knew that

computer technology could not possibly have a positive impact on my

practice ifl was not given access to updated hardware and software.

1 Third, I also knew that computer technology would have little impact on my
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practice without the proper training.

The primary research question of this study is: “How are current K-

1 2 school principals utilizing computer technology in their practices and

how computer technology shapes the form and content of their work?”

The sub-questions have been addressed through the survey findings and

the in-depth interviews.

1. How do principals currently employ computer technology to

manage, to communicate, to lead instructional programs, and to

address the philosophical, legal and regulatory work? (Four

performance domains)

2. What is perceived, by the principals, to be the most effective

application(s) of computer technology and the most ineffective for

management and leadership of

schools?

3. What appears to make the difference between why and how

different principals employ computer technology?

4. What are the implications of these findings to educational

leadership preparation and to further research and inquiry?

I will address the preceding research questions in this chapter.

How Do Principals Currently Employ Technology To Manage, To

Communicate, To Lead Instructional Programs, and To Address The

Philosophical, Legal and Regulatory Work?

A close analysis of the data revealed specific work-related activities

that help us to discern how principals think about and employ computer
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technology in their practice. Principal practice and computer use is

identified under the elements of knowledge, self-efficacy, access to

computer technology, hardware, software, access to training, barriers to

use of computer technology and benefits of use of computer technology.

These themes seem to overlap in some areas, but the importance of their

understanding as related to the principal’s work is essential to realizing

the impact of computer technology on the principal’s practice. These

themes arose out of conversation with the interviewed principals, survey

answers, and also with the open-ended question posed to principals on

the survey. Principals spoke about these themes in the in-depth

interviews. All of these themes reoccurred throughout the interviews with

all six principals and were referred to in the open-ended question on the

survey. In Table 5.1 , Taxonomy of Themes of Computer Use, an overview

of principal work and computer use is presented.

Table 5.1 TAXONOMY OF THEMES OF COMPUTER USE

Knowledge Software

Critical Thinking Integrated Packages

Problem-Solving Availability

Information Gathering Limitations

Staff Development _ Types/Diversity

Personal lnteresthotivation User Friendliness

Compatibility

Sglf-Effigacy Methods of Acquisition

Time Control Technical Support

Confidence Level

Risk Taking Access to Training

Knowledge Acquisition

Completion of Tasks

Professional Development

209

Financial Support

Time Factors

Type/Location of Training

Appropriateness for

Principal f Training



Acces_s to Computer Technology

Support-LocallRegional

Connectivity

«Internet

ulntranet

Home Environment

Work Environment

Hardware

Diversity of Equipment

Limitations of Equipment

Availability of Equipment

Methods of Acquisition

Benefits of Use of Computer Technology

Problem-Solving Information Gathering

Communication Simplifying Tasks

Barriers to Use of Computer

Technology

Priorities

Ease of Use

Obsolete

Software/Hardware

Confusion

Lack of Training

Lack of Time

People vs. Machines

Connectivity

Financial Support

Organizational Issues

Academic Preparation

Use of Time/Efficiency

Curriculum Integration

Independence Measurement 8: Evaluation Dissaggregation of

Data

This taxonomy illustrates the ways principals use computer technology in

their work.

Principals use technology in a variety of ways in reference to the

themes provided in the taxonomy. Principals use the Internet to gather

information in order to help them problem-solve. This access gives

principals a great deal of information in order to critically think through a

decision. All of the interviewed principals indicated that the use of the

computer allowed them to be more efficient in their use of time and also

gave them an opportunity to complete tasks in a timely manner because

they, themselves, had control over the gathering of the data. So, there is a

relative advantage to the principals when using computer technology in

their practices. The rate of adoption and diffusion to practice is increased



when principals become acclimated to using computer technology.

It was quite apparent with both the interviewed principals and the

principals who completed the survey, that communication was a major

relative advantage of using computer technology. Principals use e-mail, as

an example, to stay in touch with colleagues, staff members and

professional organizations. A couple of the interviewed principals

mentioned that they stayed in contact with colleagues through the use of

e-mail that they would not have otherwise kept in contact. Both sets of

principals (interviews and surveys) indicated that the use of word

processing programs gave them another avenue to communicate more

effectively. All of the interviewed principals indicated that they do much of

their own typing, therefore, feeling a sense of independence from

secretaries that they relied on heavily prior to the infusion of word

processing in to their practices. The complexity of these tasks is generally

not high for principals, therefore, the use in this area is significant. It is

apparent that the principals who feel comfortable using computer

technology use this as means to decrease their sense of isolation that

many of them feel in their practices.

Another area that principals mentioned as beneficial has been in the

area of studentdata bases. The information that is available to the

principals in these programs is available at the principals’ desktops. This

information is used to make informed decisions regarding the student

population of a school. This information is used in the areas of
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measurement and evaluation and curriculum issues. These programs

were also noted as time-savers in regards to the scheduling of the student

population. Principals noted that they use their scheduling programs

frequently and that once they learn the programs, time savings becomes

very real. It appears that the principals’ use of computer technology in this

area occurred more rapidly as a result of the need to complete complex

schedules. It should be noted that the outcomes of using student

management programs are immediate and that they support the structure

of school-related activities while saving time. The student management

systems show relative advantage to using them and the low complexity of

these programs is beneficial to the principal. These programs also are

compatible to the daily work of the principal and the use of these

programs are easily observable by the school community.

This assessment reveals that principals perceive a need, a relative

advantage, for computer technology in their practice. Yet, it also appears

that there exists a number of obstacles to their use, therefore slowing their

rate of adoption of computer technology. Because of lack of accessibility

to equipment, organizational issues, time and training, the data indicates

that principals have difficulty understanding the entire framework of the

principalship and all of the tasks involved. Therefore, they also indicate a

lack of understanding of computer technology and the applications of

computer technology to their practices.
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What Is Perceived, By The Principals, To Be The Most Effective

Application(s) of Computer Technology and The Most Ineffective For

Management and Leadership of Schools?

Principals spoke about using the computer in order to help them

critically think and problem-solve a project. “Being able to access current

data from a wide variety of sources, then manipulate that information into

documents” was a comment by one of the surveyed principals. Doris

spoke about her knowledge of computer technology and its impact on her

practice:

I think that in some ways it has personalized some of the things that I

do because I actually do them instead of a secretary. Sometimes it

creates a vacuum where I am in here (office) more than I ever used

to be. I spend more time in this office than I used to. I think that as I

become more computer literate it is going to save me time, but It is

also going to give me better information. I’m going to be more

knowledgeable and I think that I am going to be able to measure and

evaluate better, notjust the curriculum, but myself, lesson plans, all

kinds of data which educators never used in a professional way

before. I think that when we were in college and we had classes in

stats and research and things we didn’t really feel it helped us in our

jobs but we are going to find useful in the future. That is what is

going to be needed. It is needed now. The connections were never

made for us In our curriculum, but now I am starting to see why

these things are necessary and I think that they are going to be
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helpful and actually change what goes on in our schools.

Doris’ comments indicated the need for principals to have the knowledge

necessary in order to be able to take risks and accomplish tasks that

before were difficult to comprehend, let alone complete. The complexity in

this particular area is high, therefore, principals might have difficulty

adopting this important tool if not provided adequate training. This is key

to our understanding of how principals adopt computer technology and

how they employ technology’s capacity in their work.

The gathering of information has become essential for principals to

function effectively in their positions. Principals gather information in a

variety of ways, but more frequently are using computer technology and

the Internet for this purpose. Principals are realizing that the importance

of having this knowledge is imperative to making decisions based on solid

information. The interviewed principals used computer technology to

gather information from various web sites such as the Martin Luther King

web site and Head Lice Center web site. Being able to speak directly to

the Michigan Department of Education also provided these principals with

important information needed to make decisions. The surveyed principals

also spoke about their ability to gather information on students through

the use of student management systems and also in gathering information

from the Internet. The compatibility of using computer technology for this

purpose is easily seen by the principals in their daily work. The gathering

of accurate and current information is also observed readily by other
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members of the school community.

The principals made it very clear that their knowledge was certainly

tied to their ability to see results of using computer technology. Peggy

spoke about her frustration when realizing that she needed to know more

in order to be more productive:

I just am not as knowledgeable. I need to go somewhere and just...l

need eight hours of sitting in front of some (computer) and just

pound on it. That is the kind of learner that I am. I am not a learner

that can take the manual out at night and sit and do it. I think that I

can do more. I could be more productive.

Principals must have knowledge regarding the implications of

computer technology in their practices in order for them to use this

technology productively and efficiently. Principals believe, even without a

great deal of knowledge, that computers can and will have positive impact

on their practices. Gaining the knowledge in order to be efficient is a step

that must be taken for principals to have computer technology positively

impact the shape and form of their work.

Perceived Barriers to the Use of Computer Technology

The themes that were prevalent in this area of the discussion were

consistent throughout the interviews with the principals and were also

mentioned by the principals in the open-ended question on the survey.

These themes were: 1) lack of administrative and financial support, 2) the

lack of training for the principals, and 3) the more time spent using
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computer technology, the less time the principals spend with people.

These elements characterized the level or rate of computer technology

adoption and the nature of what the principal’s use of technology in their

practices appear to be.

A major issue that was addressed by all of the interviewed

principals, was the amount of financial support available to them in their

districts for equipment and training. This issue was tied directly to the

organizational barriers that existed within each of the districts. These

barriers included the administrative structure of the district, facilities, and

the obsolescence of hardware and software. As we understand through

the lens of diffusion, an innovation cannot be institutionalized without

these barriers being eliminated.

Rick indicated that the organizational structure in his district

prevented his district from accomplishing much with regard technology.

Rick spoke about the frequent changes in administration and how this

inconsistency has not allowed his district to create a vision for technology.

Rick’s assessment of his district’s inconsistency speaks to the issue of

whether the school district sees relative advantage in having a vision fOr

technology. If school districts do not see the advantage for using

technology, the-n schools will have difficulty excelling in the area of

computer technology. Lois spoke about the difficulty that her district is

currently having trying to package a technology bond issue that could

pass in her district. Lois indicated that the previous bond issue was
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packaged in such a fashion that the community is still angry over this

issue. Doris’ district has passed a bond issue within the last two years and

there will be changes in the connectivity and hardware in her district, but

there still seems to be a reluctance on the part of the school board to forge

a place in the general fund for technology training and software

purchases. Even though this district’s school board recently delayed the

purchase of a school bus in order to buy a new student management

system, Doris indicated that some members of the board were

uncomfortable with this decision.

All of the interviewed principals, except Peggy, spoke about the, lack

of funding for training and instructional technology. We know that to move

more people to routinely use computer technology, we must provide

ample opportunities for building awareness, gaining information, and

allowing individuals to. experiment (individually and collaboratively) with

others. Professional development then, acknowledges that this innovation

is a process, not an event. The issue of trialability is important in the

principal gaining the knowledge necessary to use computer technology.

Without the support of professional development, principals will have

difficulty adopting computer technology into their practices. Peggy was

the only principal that I interviewed who indicated that her district had a

“vision” for technology. Peggy indicated her view of this vision came from

a strong district mission that the central office administrators not only buy

' into, but espouse. Peggy also indicated that this vision is evident In the
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fact that the district provided a full week of technology training for the

entire staff of the district prior to the start of school in 1 998.

All six of the interviewed principals indicated that they had no

technology training in their formal academic experience. Doris said in

reference to technology training in her academic experience:

Zero. I don’t think that it was even discussed. This is a serious gap

because there are a lot of us (principals) that are still going to be

around for awhile.

Rick is the most recent graduate (1992) of a Specialist program and he

indicated that technology was not addressed in his program. In reference

to this issue Peggy said:

No. Never has been for my Masters Degree or my undergraduate

degree. I mean come on! I had to learn how to do a 16mm film strip

and quite frankly I never have been successful at that.

The survey indicated that 88.5% of the principals had access to

some form of computer technology training, but only 30.6% of these

principals indicated that they had access to training specifically designed

for them as principals. The only interviewed principal that indicated that

she had access to training designed for her specifically as a principal was

Peggy who was able to work directly with her computer resource teacher.

All of the other principals indicated that their training consisted of RESA

training for the student management systems. Lois had access to training

for the Microsoft Office package from a local college. All of the interviewed
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principals indicated that they had a need for training that would give them

the opportunity to be trained with other principals in which it could be

individualized for their particular needs.

Another factor, in reference to training, that the interviewed

principals spoke about was the time factor regarding the training. Peggy

spoke about the need for summer training for principals:

OK, I think first of all, I would, regardless of the size of the district, I

would have sometime during the summer, a summer retreat where

all of the administrators were trained on things like Microsoft Word,

Excel, Access, Powerpoint, those kinds of things. However, that

would be a one shot deal for probably three days though. I don’t

think that you could do it in less than three days and even get an

overview. From that point on, however, I believe it has to be

individual, one-on-one, in the building so that what the person is ‘

working with becomes a part of what you are trained on. And then

you have to have someone available to teach it to you. If it means

one-on-one, shutting the doors and telling the secretary don’t bother

me. ~ .

Lois spoke about the need for the district organization to place an

emphasis on professional development for principals in the area of

technology:

Until we get that mind set in education that when we look at

professional development what we are saying is that we are
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investing in what we want them to learn. And this is a mind set

change. It is not wasting money on a two day workshop. It is really

looking at professional development differently. It is a course. It is a

week long. It has some component that takes into account adult

learning.

Greg also acknowledges his need for training, but refers to the lack of time

available to him:

Our kids coming out of high school are proficient using computers.

Our kids in this school teach us. You know why they can teach us is

because they have the time. We can give them time and opportunity '

and they go in and poke and learn. . . what does this button do and

what happens if I do that. They sit down and show each other and its

cool. They learn enormous amounts of things. I don’t have time in my

day to sit down and . . . I mean I would love to take that book and just

say OK and work with an Excel document. There are all kinds (of

things) within that program that I still don’t know how to do. I’d love

to learn how to do it. But who does my job for me if I take time to do

that?

Principals were certainly concerned about the priorities involving

the use of computer technology versus dealing with people. One of the

surveyed principals wrote, “The more we use technology to help us deal

with people, the less we deal with people.” If principals do not see the

relative advantage in using computer technology, they will not make the
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effort to incorporate computer technology into their practices. Doris also

spoke about her concern that computer technology will take her away

from her primary responsibility of dealing with kids. Doris indicated that

she spent more time in her office as a result of using computer technology

and looks forward to the day when she can have a laptop that she can take

with her to “a picnic table, right where the kids are.” Again, this theme

affirms what we know about the adoption of an innovation. That is, change

must begin with the individual as it is a largely personal process of

reframing one’s professional work. If change, in this case is the

introduction of computer technology, occurs at the institutional level, .

bypassing the individual (i.e. school principals) then adoption is slowed.

What Appears to Make the Difference Between Why and How

Different Principals Employ Computer Technology?

Principals indicated through the surveys and in the interviews that

there are various reasons why they use computer technology, but there

are two prevalent themes which can attributed to the reasons. First, there

appears to be significant differences in the school districts’ support for

the principals’ use of computer technology. Second, the principals’

personal attitudes towards the use of computer technology is significant.

Hence, the variation between principals can be understood through a

closer analysis of their stage of concern and levels of use.
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District Support for the Principals’ Use of Computer Technology

The information gained from the interviews clearly indicated a

 

significant difference between school districts’ support for the principals’

use of computer technology and also for the funding of technology within

the schools. On the one hand there was Peggy’s district who clearly had a

district vision for technology use. Peggy indicated that technology use

was the number one priority currently for her district. On the other hand,

with regard to Rick’s district, he had to procure his computer in a manner

that he was not willing to share. Lois’s school district was having difficulty

packaging a bond issue that would give this district the funds needed to

address its technology issues. Greg, Bob and Doris are all in districts that

have passed bond issues. Each of these districts are addressing their

technology needs, but they also have continuing fiscal problems in

reference to technology. It was clearly evident in the interviews that only

Peggy spoke of her district having a “vision” for technology use. The lack

of other principals discussing computer technology vision was apparent.

Doris, in fact, spoke about the difficulty her district’s school board had

when delaying a purchase of a school bus in order to buy updated

software for a student management system that was purchase at least ten

years ago.

Pprsonal Attitude Toward the Use of Computer Technology

Another area that accounted for the difference in use is that of the

principals’ personal interest in computer technology. Greg and Bob both
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spoke about using computer technology for a long period of time. Greg

indicated that he has been using computer technology since “the

beginning” which he terms as about twenty years ago. Bob also spoke

about how he has used computers extensively for years, in fact he has

taught several computer classes. These two principals indicated

throughout their interviews that they had very little need for technology

training because of the number of years that they have been involved in

using computers. Rick also has been involved in computers for several

years, but he acknowledged that his experience began with software. Rick

also indicated that he did not have great training needs, but that he could

use some support in some areas beyond word processing.

Doris is in stark contrast to Greg and Bob. She related that she had

been using computer technology in her office for only a couple of years.

She had relied heavily on her secretaries and assistant principals prior to

that time. She labeled her equipment as “hodgepodge” because the

monitor and keyboard that she was using is at least ten years old. A couple

of years ago one of her assistant principals realized her lack of equipment

and provided her with a laptop computer that acts as the “brains” of her

desktop equipment. Unfortunately, Doris feels inadequate about taking

her laptop away from the other equipment on her desk, therefore, she

does not take a computer home with her. She talks about coming back to

her office on the weekends, but “ends up not playing around with it and

trying to do things because I am afraid that if I mess something up there is
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no one here that is going to get me out of this.”

Lois and Peggy indicated more use of computer technology than

Doris, but less than Greg, Bob and Rick. Lois and Peggy have access to

new updated equipment and also to a network that allows them to

communicate in and out of their districts. Doris, currently, does not have

this access. Peggy had the easiest access to support for training and

technical issues, therefore, has less fear about using the equipment

because she knows that she can have help almost immediately. All three of

these principals indicated a willingness and desire to acquire more

computer technology knowledge.

Every one of the six interviewed principals spoke about the lack of

time that they had in order to learn more about computer technology. Even

Greg and Bob, who have great personal interest in computers, spoke

about their lack of time to “go in and poke and learn”. Greg, Bob and Rick

are self-taught and their expertise comes from their personal interest, not

because their districts have a vision for technology or technology training.

It is important to understand that the issue of “lack of time” that principals

have in reference to learning and using computer technology in their

practices. Although the principals have different levels of concern and

stages of adoption, time is an essential element that shapes their usage.

According to the Innovation of Diffusion Theory, the rate of adoption is

greatly dependent upon the individual’s sense of the relative advantage of

the innovation. Because the adoption of computer technology requires
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time to learn and the general sense that what is being learned will be

useful, professional development (or lack of) shapes the principal’s

attitude toward and eventual (or not) use of computer technology.

It is abundantly clear to me as a practicing principal that our own

personal interest has a great deal to do with our output when referring to

computer technology. It is clear through the surveys and the interviews

that principals are not being given the training, or still in some cases, the

equipment that they need to be educational leaders in this field. Principals

are being asked to model computer technology in their schools, but if not

for personal interest, it is apparent that lack of access and training are

preventing principals from acquiring the knowledge they need in order to

be leaders in this field.

Indeed, the interviewed principals reflect the adoption of an

innovation much like any member of any social structure. That is, each will

come to use the innovation at a different pace. This process can be seen

through Rogers, (1975) two basic premises: “stages of concern” and

“levels of use of the innovation”. The “stages of concern” (Rogers, 1975)

stems from the understanding than an individual involved in any type of

change goes through a series of perceptions ranging from personal views

to the overall effects of the change before slhe can fully integrate or

routinely use the innovation. Stages of concern include:

o Awareness: having little concern about or involvement with the

Innovation.
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t Informational: interested in general awareness information but

worried about themselves in relation to the innovation.

o Personal: uncertain about the demands of the innovation, their

adequacy to meet those demands, and their roles with the

innovation. Might analyze their participation in relation to the

reward structure of the organization.

t Management: focused attention on the processes and tasks of

using the innovation and the best use of information and resources.

Issues of import include: efficiency, organizing, managing,

scheduling, and time demands.

9 Consequence: attention is on the impact of the innovation on

students. Relevance of the innovation for students, evaluation of

student outcomes, and changes needed to increase student

outcomes are important concerns.

4 Collaboration: focus on the coordination and cooperation with

others.

+ Refocusing: focus on exploration of more universal benefits from

the innovation, including the possibility of major changes or

replacement with a more powerful alternative. They have definite

ideas about alternatives to the existing form of the innovation.

These “stages of concern” helps us to understand how the principals

interviewed have accepted and adopted the innovation of computer

technology into their practices.
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It was apparent in the interviews that Doris was in the earliest stage

which appears to be the Personal stage. She certainly was uncertain

about the demands of the innovation and not confident about her abilities

to use computer technology. She did understand, though, that there were

organizational implications to her using or not using computer technology.

Peggy, Rick and Lois, however, appear to be in the Management stage.

They had a greater understanding of the process and the tasks involved in

using the innovation of computer technology. They were beginning to

appreciate the effects of using computer technology for organizing,

managing, scheduling and the time demands that this new innovation was

placing on them in their practices.

Finally, Greg and Bob certainly fall within the last three stages of

Consequence, Collaboration and Refocusing. Both of these principals

indicated that they understood the impact on students of the innovation of

computer technology and that they also saw how using computer

technology increased their coordination with others both in and out of

their districts. Both of these principals also had string feelings about

future benefits of using computer technology in their practices.

The “levels of use of an innovation” can best be described in the

following continuum in Table 5.2:
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Table 5.2
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LEVELS OF USE DEFINITION PRINCIPALS

Non-use No action is being taken.

orientation User seeks out information.

preparation User is preparing to use

innovation.

Mechanical USO User is using the innovation, first Doris

poorly, but make changes.

‘ Makes few or no changes- . Lois

Routine established pattern of use.

Refinement User makes changes to increase Peggy 8 Rick

outcomes.

' User is making deliberate efforts Greg 8 Bob

lntegrat'on to coordinate with others.

Renewal User seeks more effective Greg 8 Bob

alternatives.     
 

Placing the interviewed principals along this continuum indicates that the

adoption of the innovation of computer technology into their practices is at

various stages along this continuum. Doris is at the earliest stage due to

her lack of personal involvement in computer technology and also

because she has had organizational issues that prevented her from

accessing equipment that would provide her with current technologies.

Lois now has access to updated technology that will allow her to make the

changes that she needs in order make computer technology a routine

asset to her practice. Peggy and Bob are at the refinement stage where

they are able to make changes to their use as a result of support for Peggy

and personal interest on Bob’s part. Greg and Bob are at the highest

stages of use. They both are making deliberate efforts to use computer

technology and they also both have a vision for how computer technology
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may be utilized in the future.

Dealing with change is different for each individual. Change is

difficult and it takes time; an issue that is very important to the building-

Ievel principal due to the multitude of responsibilities that face them each

and every day. There are organizational and personal issues which affect

the adoption of computer technology into the principal’s practice. With the

ultimate goal of change within a school setting to improve student

learning, then the adoption of computer technology for principals must

show ‘an advantage’ for the principal in this quest.

So, What Have We Learned about the Principals’ Work and Computer

Technology?

Given the findings to the above questions, we can now address the

query: How does computer technology shape the form and content of the

principals’ work?

I have developed many thoughts about the principal’s job over the

last eighteen years that I have spent as a building principal. One of the

thoughts that has occurred most frequently is the idea that building

principals are isolated from their peers. Through the process of

interviewing these six principals, I found that this notion of isolation for the

K-1 2 school principal does exist. I have reflected on this idea for some

time and have come to the conclusion that the use of computer technology

could allow building principals to network with other principals and

professionals and help alleviate this sense of isolation. Visiting and
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interviewing these principals gave substance and affirmation to my

thoughts regarding the isolation of the principalship.

The research in this study clearly indicates that principals are using

computer technology in their work. It is evident, though, that this use is

almost as varied as the principals who participated in this study.

Principals are using computer technology for tasks that range from writing

appropriately to understanding multi-cultural sensibilities. What is

significant, though, about this use, is that computer technology is being

most frequently and most comfortably used for word processing and

writing appropriately. These tasks are closely linked to the initial

introduction into computer technology for most people «the use of the

word processor. It is apparent that principals have not had the

opportunities to further their development of skills due to lack of access to

updated equipment, software, and to training designed for principals.

It is clear that the work of the principals is complex. Principals must

be given support by their local districts and regional service agencies in

order to help them understand the application of computer technology for

the complex tasks of their jobs. Principals will have difficulty applying

computer technology to the complex tasks of their jobs without their

districts placing an emphasis on assisting the principals in learning these

applications. State of the art technology is available throughout our

society, yet education and principals have not taken full advantage of

these sophisticated technologies.

230



It was also clear through the collection of data that principals are

still at the early adopters stage because there is an indication by the

principals that they do not completely understand the principalship in it’s

entirety and therefore, the impact that computer technology has on the

principal’s practice. Principals continue to make rational and irrational

decisions regarding the use of technology. The principals’ use of

computer technology still appears to be amorphous and the indication that

there is little discussion surrounding the principals’ use of technology

gives the allusion that no one cares. It appears that principals will adopt

technology, but at a pace that will be designated by their peers and

students.

What Are Implications of these Findings To Educational Leadership

Preparation And to Further Research and Inquiry?

The implications of this research will be addressed in four different

areas: first, policy makers (school boards and central offices); second,

practicing principals; third, schools of educational leadership; fourth,

further research.

Policy Makers

The research in this study indicates that school boards and central

office personnel need to place an emphasis on technology in order for

principals to effectively use technology in their practices. School districts

must make funds available not only for hardware and software, but also for

the training that is needed for all members of the school district staff.
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School districts are expecting principals to model the use of technology in

their schools, but in order to do this principals must have access to

updated hardware and software. It was obvious through the interviews

that the school district that had a district mission which included a vision

for technology was probably the one district where the principal was most

effective in using technology in her practice. The influx of technology into

our society has not stopped at the school doors. School boards and

superintendents must provide an environment for principals to use

technology effectively and efficiently.

Practicing Principals

There are a variety of implications for practicing principals from this

study. Principals indicated that there were a variety of themes that they

needed to address when using computer technology in their practices. It

is evident that there are a number of positive reasons that principals need

and want to use computer technology. Some of the positive factors include

information gathering, efficiency of time use, communication, curriculum

integration, independence, and the ability to dissaggregate data. The

research showed, however, that principals are not necessarily using

computer technology very effectively. Principals are using computer

technology moderately in most tasks of the principals’ practice. This

implies principals need to gain a deeper understanding of the impact that

computer technology can have on their practices.
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Scrhoolst of Edpgational Leadership

It was evident by the information gathered from schools of

educational leadership in the state of Michigan that there is very little

emphasis being placed on the use of computer technology for aspiring

principals. Clearly, it is indicative of higher education institutions that they

must begin to help prepare our principals for work in the 21’t century. In

order to do this, they must address the teaching of the application of

technology specifically to the principal’s practice. Technology must be

taught to be a tool to develop the skills that are necessary for the principal

to manage and lead a school. As an example, it is no longer just enough for

principals to know the law, but principals must be able to research the law

and be able to apply it effectively to the decisions that they must make.

Having instant access to research and instant access to communication at

their desktops will allow principals to have the best available knowledge In

order to make decisions. Computer technology is the tool that will allow

this to happen for principals. Schools of educational leadership must

provide the framework for aspiring principals to gain this knowledge of

how to use computer technology effectively.

Implications for Further Research

This study created a starting point from which to examine the

principal’s use of computer technology, but in order to effect any real

changes in this use by principals, there must be further research to

understand the long-term impact of computer technology on the
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principals’ practice. First, a study that would delve deeper into the actual

applications of computer technology in the work of the principal would be

beneficial. What exactly are the “real” tasks of the principal’s work in

which they are using computer technology and how is this particular

application benefitting the principal? Secondly, how might a professional

development program be devised in order to assist principals in learning

very specific skills that could help them apply computer technology to

their jobs? A program to assist principals in this area must take into

account the complexity of the tasks of the principals and the limited

amount of time that principals have to learn these applications. Very few

practicing principals have had any formal academic training in regards to

technology, therefore, this professional development program must be

“on the job” training. Critically reviewing the principal’s work must be the

basis of any research. It is only through the understanding of the complex

tasks of the principals that further research would be effective.

Summary

This study was a personal journey to begin to discover a means by

which the job of the principal can become more manageable and

therefore, giving more time to the principal for the real purposes for which

their role was originally intended: to provide educational leadership to the

school community so that our students can have every possible

opportunity to be successful. The work of the principal has become so

complex that school districts throughout the nation are crying for qualified
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candidates for school principal positions, because more and more people

are leaving the profession for other, less complicated jobs. I have been a

principal for almost twenty years and most days I feel that it is the finest

job in the world. With the ever-increasing demands of the position,

however, we must find ways to assist principals so that this job does not

take its toll on the people who have chosen to lead schools. Computer

technology, taught and used effectively, may be the tool that provides the

principalship with the Support it needs to. keep principals in these

important positions by lessening many of the mundane, yet essential tasks

of the job. In so doing, principals will be available to be authentic

educational leaders.
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UCRIHS APPLICATION

APPLICATION FOR APPROVAL OF A PROJECT INVOLVING HUMAN

SUBJECTS

INITIAL REVIEW (and 5 yr. renewal)

UCRIHS

University Committee on Research Involving Human Subjects

David E. Wright, Ph.D., Chair

246 Administration Building Michigan State University

East Lansing, MI 48824-1046

PHONE (517) 355-2180 FAX (517)432-1171 E-Mail -

http://pilot.msu.edu/unit/vprgs/ucrihs/

Office Hours: M-F (8:00 A.M.-Noon & 1:00-5:00 PM.)

 

DIRECTIONS: Please complete questions on this application using the instructions and

._ definitions attachsheet. revedis ____
   

1. Responsible Project Investigator Additional lnvestigator(s)

(Faculty or staff supervisor)

Name: _Maenette Benham Name: Cynthia A. Sager

Social Security #: SS or Stu. lD#: A02721971

 

Department: Educational Administration Name:
 

 

 

I believe the research can be safely SS or Stu. ID#:

completed without endangering human

subjects. Further, I have read the Name:

enclosed proposal and I am willing to SS or Stu. ID#:
 

supervise any student investigators.

 

 

Signature:

2. Address Address

430 Erickson Hall 13153 Hitching Post

Michigan State University DeWitt, MI 48820

East Lansing, MI 48824

 

 

 

Phone #: 517-353-6613 Phone #: 517-669-1709

Fax #: 517-353-6393 ‘ Fax #: 517-669-8889

Emailzmbenham@msu.edu E-mail: sagercyn@pilot.msu.edu

3.Title of Project: Efficient Management and Effective Leadership: The Effect of
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the Use of computer Technology on the Practice of the Building-Level Principal.

 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

  

Subcommittee Agenda

4. Have you ever received Preliminary Approval for this project? No [ X]

Yes [ ]

If yes, what IRB # was assigned to it?
 

5. Funding (if any)

 

MSU Contracts and Grants app. # if applicable

6. Does this project utilize an lnvestigational Drug, Device or Procedure?

No [X] Yes [ ] lfyes, is there an IND #? No [ ] Yes [ ] IND#

 

7. Does this project involve the use of Materials of Human Origin (e.g.,

human blood or tissue)?

No [X] Yes [ ]

8. When would you prefer to begin data collection? October, 1998

Please remember you may not begin data collection without UCRIHS

approval.

9. Category (Circle A, B or C below. See instmctions pp. 5 & 6)

(a.) This proposal is submitted as EXEMPT from full review.

Specify category or categories.

b. This proposal is submitted for EXPEDITED review.

 

 

Specify category or categories.

c. This proposal is submitted for FULL sub-committee review.

10. Is this a full review multi-site project? No [X] Yes [ ]

If yes, do the other sites have a Multiple Project Assurance IRB that will

also review this project?

[ ] No. Please contact the UCRIHS office for further information about
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meeting the PHS/NlH/OPPR regulations.

[ ] Yes. Please supply a copy of that approval letter when obtained.

11. Project Description (Abstract): Please limit your response to 200 words.

The use of computer technology is increasing at a soaring rate in our

world today. We use computer technology in all phases of our life today from

food shopping to banking to communication. The building-level principal is no

exception to this phenomenon. It is within this context that this study will take

place. The purpose of this study is to examine the work of the building-level

principal at the intersection/introduction of computer technology and effective

leadership. To do this, I will employ the National Commission on the

Principalship (1990) description of the principal’s work through the four

performance domains to better understand how principals use or not use

computer technology to help them become more efficient managers and effective

leaders.

The methodology of this study will include an initial survey (N=400-700) to

gather base data regarding how principals use technology in their practice. In-

depth interviews will then be conducted with a select number of survey

participants (N=6-9) to understand more thoroughly how the use of computer

technology has impacted the principals’ practices. Observations of the

interviewed principals will add contextual data to the research.

Procedures: Please describe all project activities to be used in collecting data

from human subjects. This also includes procedures for collecting materials of

human origin and analysis of existing data originally collected from human

subjects.

Principals will be asked to complete a written survey at the Principals’

state Conventions.

(N=400-700)

ln-depth interviews (N=6-9) that will provide greater detailed information

regarding the

Principals’ use of computer technology and its effect on their practice.

(c) Observations in the interviewed principals’ buildings. These

observations will give the researcher greater contextual

information regarding the principals‘ use of compute

technology.
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13. Subject Population: Describe your subject population. (e.g., high school

athletes, women over 50 w/breast cancer, small business owners )

School principals representing K-12 schools in the State of Michigan.

3. The study population may include (check each category where subjects

may be included by design or incidentally):

Minors [ ]

Pregnant Women (X)

Women of Childbearing Age [X]

Institutionalized Persons [ ]

Students [ ] . 3

Low Income Persons [ ] E

Minorities [X]

Incompetent Persons (or those

with diminished capacity) [ ]  
b. Number of subjects (including controls) 400-700

c. How will the subjects be recruited? (Attach appropriate number of

copies of recruiting advertisement, if any. See p. 13 of UCRIHS

instructions)

Subjects will be asked to complete a survey during the Michigan

Elementary and Middle School Principal Association and Michigan

Association of Secondary School Principals State Conventions.

Advertisements are attached.

If you are associated with the subjects (e.g., they are your students, employees,

patients), please explain the nature of the association.

The subjects are all K-12 school principals in the State of Michigan.

The researcher is also a school principal in the State of Michigan.

e. If someone will receive payment for recruiting the subjects please

explain the amount of payment, who pays it and who receives it.

f. Will the research subjects be compensated? [X] No [] Yes. If yes.

details concerning payment, including the amount and schedule of
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14.

- 15.

details concerning payment, including the amount and schedule of

payments, must be explained in the informed consent.

9. Will the subjects incur additional financial costs as a result of their

participation in this study? [X] No [ ] Yes. If yes, please include

an explanation in the informed consent.

h. Will this research be conducted with subjects who reside in another

country or live in a cultural context different from mainstream US

society? [X] No [] Yes.

(1) If yes, will there be any corresponding complications in your

ability to minimize risks to subjects, maintain their

confidentiality and/or assure their right to voluntary informed

consent as individuals? [ ] No [ ] Yes.

(2) If your answer to h-1 is yes, what are these complications

and how will you resolve them?

How will the subjects’ privacy be protected? (See Instructions p. 8.)

A letter of participation/consent will be obtained from each principal who

chooses to participate in the survey process. All data gathered will protect

the identities of the individual participants by the use of pseudonyms. The ,

interview tapes will be transcribed solely by the researcher and will be

coded.

Risks and Benefits for subjects: (See Instructions p. 8.)
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A risk to the participants is that they may volunteer their name for the purpose of participating in

the in-depth interviews and site observations.

16. Consent Procedures (See Instructions pp. 9-13.)

The informed consent of the participants will be obtained through a letter from

the researcher to the participant. The participants will be asked to sign the

consent form for their participation. The principals will be asked to sign a consent

form for each level of the study: survey, in-depth interview and observation.
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Advertisement for Survey Participation

Your assistance in completing a research project regarding K-12 principals

and their use of technology is greatly needed. This research project is in

partial fulfillment of my Ph.D. in Educational Leadership at Michigan State

University and will also be used to hopefully provide information for

professional development activities for current and aspiring principals.

Your participation in this study is essential for the completion of this

research project. '

Attached is a letter of consent and the survey. Please complete the survey

at your convenience. I will be at a table in the lobby that will be easily

visible by the sign that refers to PRINCIPALS AND TECHNOLOGY on .

Tuesday, December 1 from 9:30 AM. until 4:00 PM. and on Wednesday,

December 2 from 7:30 AM. until 3:00 PM. for the collection of these

surveys. The completion of this survey should take you approximately 15-

20 minutes.

If you have any questions regarding your participation in this project,

please stop by the table and I will be glad to speak to you about the survey

and the project

Cindy Sager 13153 Hitching Post

Principal, DeWitt Middle School DeWitt, Ml 48820

Ph.D Cnadidate, MSU 517-669-1709 (H)

517-669-2280 (W)
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COVER LETTER FOR SURVEY PARTICIPATION

December 1998

Dear Principal:

The survey that you are being asked to complete is part of a study that I

am conducting regarding the intersection/introduction of computer

technology and the building-level principal. The principals at this state

convention have been selected for this survey because of the convenient

number of principals in one location.

The information provided through these surveys will be used as part of my

completion for my Ph.D. in educational leadership at Michigan State

University. This information may possibly be used to provide information

for a professional development plan for practicing administrators and for

a possible recommendation for computer training for prospective

administrators. Your responses to this survey will be confidential; no

individual will be identified with his or her responses. Volunteered names

will be used only for identifying 6-9 principals that may be contacted for a

follow-up personal in.depth interview in your building.

Your response is very important to the success of this project. The

information you provide is important to the study, not only for completion

of the Ph.D. program, but also for possible recommendations for

practicing principals and principal candidates. Completing this

questionnaire should require no more than 20 minutes. Thank you very

much for taking the time to complete this survey.

Sincerely yours,

Cynthia A. Sager

1 31 53 Hitching Post DeWitt Middle School

DeWitt, MI 48820 3147 Herbison

51 7-669-1 709 , DeWitt, MI 48820

sagercyn@pilot.msu.edu 51 7-669-2280
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LETTER OF CONSENT FOR PARTICIPATING PRINCIPALS

Letter of Consent

I agree to participate in the study of the intersection/introduction of

technology and the building-level principal.

I have received and read the letter from Cindy Sager date December,

1998, which briefly describes the purposes and procedures of the

research. The letter includes her name, address and methods of

telecommunications in case I have any questions or concerns regarding

this study.

I understand that my participation in this study requires me to participate

initially by completing the survey and may also include my participation in ‘

a follow-up interview

(4560 minutes) and site visit. I also understand that a second interview

may be necessary in order to clarify information that may be gathered at

the first interview.

I am aware of and understand that all interviews and survey data will be

held in the strictest of confidence and that my identity will not be disclosed

in any form during the preparation or completion of this study. I

understand that my participation in this study is completely voluntary and

that I may ask for a tape recorder to be turned off at any time. I may

choose to not respond to any question, and that I may withdraw from this

study at any time with no repercussions.

  

Signature Date
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SURVEY OF PRINCIPALS’ USE OF COMPUTER TECHNOLOGY

1998

Study Conducted by: Cynthia A. Sager

Ph.D. Candidate

Michigan State University
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Section 1: Computer Technology in your Work Setting

This first section focuses on the computer technology you currently use in your work setting.

Q-I. What job title did you have for the majority of the time during the last 12 months?

 

Q-2. Which of the following best describes the work setting in which you spent the majority of your

time during the last twelve months? (CHECK ONE)

1:: Public School/Public School System (K-12)

DlndependentSchool

D Parochial School

[:1 Charter School

0-3. During the last 12 months, what type of computer technology have you used in performing

your job? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY)

a Stand-alone PC or Mac

0 Network PC or Mac

0 Other
 

0-4. During the last 12 months, how often did you use computer technology to do tasks directly

related to your job? (CHECK ONE)

:1 Daily

0 2-3 times/week

0 Once a week

:1 Less than once a week

0-5. How many years have you been using computer technology in the work setting? Include your

current work setting and any previous work settings in which you used computer

technology for job-related tasks.

Years

Section 2: General Knowledge and Attitudes about Computers

In answering questions in this section. please use the following definitions:

Software use: Installing. using, and understanding a variety of programs

Hardware use: Installing equipment, diagnosing problems, understanding how computers

work

Curriculum Integration: Using and understanding the computer as a critical and essential

tool for teaching and learning.

Q-6. How would you describe your general level of knowledge in each of the following areas:

(a) software use. (b) hardware use. and ( c) curriculum integration? Please use the

following categories:

None: I have no experience

Novice: I know the basics
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Intermediate: I have a fair amount of knowledge

Expert-1: I have a lot of knowledge about the current state of the art.

Expert-2: l have a lot of knowledge about the current state of the art as well as the cutting

edge.

Not Applicable: This category is not relevant to my job.

(CHECK ONE BOX FOR EACH AREA)

lnter- Not

None Novice mediate Expert-1 Expert-2

Applicable

a. Software Use D c1 c1 c1 0 [:1

b. Hardware Use c1 c1 :1 D D D

c. Curriculum Integration Cl c: c1 c1 c1 a

0-7. How would describe your general level of confidence in each of the following areas:

(a) software. (b) hardware use, and ( c) curriculum integration? Please use the

following categories.

Very Low: l have no confidence.

Low: l have a little confidence.

Moderate: l have a fair amount of confidence.

High: l have a lot of confidence, except sometimes when trying something new.

Very High: l have a lot of confidence in all situations.

Not Applicable: This category is not relevant to my job.

(CHECK ONE BOX FOR EACH AREA)

Very Very Not

Low Low Moderate High High Applicable

a. Software Use 0 c1 :1 d c1 c:

b. Hardware Use c1 c1 c1 c1 c1 0

0. Curriculum Integration [:1 [:1 c1 0 0 :1

0-8. How would you describe your general attitude toward each of the following:

(a) software use. (b) hardware use, and ( c) curriculum integration?

(CHECK ONE BOX FOR EACH AREA)

Very Mixed Very N/A

Negative Negative Feelings Positive Positive

a. Software Use a :1 0 c1 c1 c:

b. Hardware Use :1 0 c1 :3 c: u

c. Curriculum Integration 0 c1 c1 0 a D
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Section 3: The use of computer technology to specific tasks of the principal’s practice.

This section focuses on the specific uses of computer technology in your practice.

(PLEASE CHECK THE APPROPRIATE BOX FOR EACH STATEMENT)

“The use of computer technology assists my work as principal in”:

WA Never Rarely Some- Often Regularly

times

S-1...gathering data, facts, and impressions from a varietyCI CI Cl Cl E) CI

of sources about students. parents, staff members.

administrators. and community members.

S-2...seeking knowledge about policies, rules, laws.

precedents, or practices.

S-3...classifying and organizing information for use in

decision-making and monitoring.

S-4...identifying the important elements of a problem

situation by analyzing relevant information.

S-5...identifying additional needed information.

S-6...assisting others to form reasoned opinions about

problems and issues.

S-7...reaching logical conclusions and making high

quality, timely, decisions given the best available

information.

S-8...planning and scheduling one’s own and other’s Cl

work so that resources are used appropriately and

short-and long-term priorities and goals are met.

S-9...monitoring projects to meet deadlines.

S-10..assessing projects or tasks together with clear

authority to accomplish them and responsibility

for their timely and acceptable completion.

S-11..envisioning and enabling instructional and 0 Cl CI Cl CI Cl

auxiliary programs for the improvement of

of teaching and Ieaming.

S-12..recognizing the developmental needs of students.

S-13..mobilizing the participation of appropriate people

or groups to develop these programs and to

establish a positive learning environment.

S-14..providing for student guidance, counseling, and CI

auxiliary services.

S-15..providing for partnerships between families and

[
3
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l

C
]

C
]

C
I

C
I
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C
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D
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school. Cl Cl CI CI Cl

S-16..creating partnerships between school and

community groups. CI Cl Cl Cl CI CI

S-17..assessing and creating professional development 0 CI CI Cl CI

needs of staff.

S-18..determining what diagnostic information is needed Cl C) Cl C] Cl C]

about students, staff and school environment.

S-19..developing and measuring student outcomes. Cl [II D D CI

S-20..seeking, allocating, and adjusting fiscal. human,

and material resources. Cl C] CI Cl C]
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S-21..planning for the use of the physical plant. E] Cl E) El CI

S-22..planning and encouraging participation of staff and E) El CI [3 Cl 0

community at school activities.

S-23..supporting innovation. E) El Cl C) Cl

S-24..providing coaching, guidance or correction for CI Cl E] Cl C]

performance that needs improvement.

S-25..assessing the needs of others and managing conflict. Cl Cl D E) El

S-26..recognizing multi-cultural sensibilities. CI El 0 CI CI

S-27..responding, reviewing, and summarizing for groups. C] D C] Cl 0

S-28..writing appropriately for different audiences such Cl D E] El III

as students, teachers. and parents.

S-29..acting with a reasoned understanding of the role of Cl E] El Cl C]

education in a democratic society and in accord

with accepted ethical standards.

S-30...understanding current social and economic issues [3 Cl Cl C] CI

related to education. _

S-31..recognizes global influences on students and society. CI Cl E) El CI

S-32..understanding governmental influences on education. Cl Cl Cl Cl Cl

S-33..administering contractual and legal obligations. D Cl C] D CI

S-34..addressing ethical issues. CI Cl E) El CI

S-35..lnteracting with parental and community opinion CI CI Cl Cl C]

leaders.

Any additional comments?

Section 4: Demographic and training information.

D-1. Currently, what are the grade levels of your school?

K-6

K-5

K-8

6,7,8

7,8,9

9-12

10-12

Other

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

 

D-2. How many years have been a principal? (Include all years in all districts where you have worked.)

1-3

3-5

5-10

10-15

15-20

20+ D
D
C
I
C
I
C
I
C
I

D-3. Is the district that you are currently working in considered:

Urban 0

Rural CI

Suburban Cl
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D-4. How many students are currently in your building?

Less than 100 Cl

101-300 D

301 -600 C)

601 -1 000 D

1001 -2000 13

2001+ C]

0-5. Have you had access to computer technology training in your current district?

Yes D

No Cl

06 If you answered Yes to 0-5. then please answer the following question.

Was the training you had access to, specifically designed for you as a principal?

Yes D

No Cl
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INTERVIEW & OBSERVATION

JANUARY, 1999

A. DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

1. Date of interview:

2. Principal's name:

3. School District:

4. Name of school:

5. Grade levels of school:

0
)

. Number of years as principal in this school:

N . Number of years as principal in this district:

o
n

. Number of years in this particular office:

B. DESCRIPTION OF OFFICE AND OFFICE COMPUTER TECHNOLOGY

1. Type of hardware: (computer, printer, etc.)

2. How long have you had this particular hardware?

3. What is (or was) the process for purchasing the hardware that is currently in your office? For

example, what is the district policy and/or building policy for the purchase of such equipment?

4. Is this hardware networked and if so. with whom?

5. What programs (i.e. word processing, student management, etc.) are currently available for you

in your office?
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6. If a student management system is available, how was this purchased and how were you trained

on this particular program?

7. How are the hardware and the programs supported and by whom? In other words, who is

designated to technically support your equipment and hardware?

8. Were you given specific training on your current programs and hardware? Could you describe

your training?

C. PHYSICAL DESCRIPTION OF OFFICE

1. Describe on attached graph paper»-

D. GENERAL LEVEL OF KNOWLEDGE

1. In the initial survey, you were asked a question regarding your general level of knowledge

regarding software use. hardware use. and curriculum integration. You

answered this question in the following manner . Please define why

you described yourself in this manner. Could you please describe how you gained this

knowledge?

E. GENERAL LEVEL OF CONFIDENCE

1. In the initial survey, you were asked a question regarding your general level of

confidence regarding software use, hardware use and curriculum integration. You

answered this question in the following manner .Please define why

you described yourselfin this manner. Could you please describe how you gained this

levelofconfidence?

F. EXPLANATION OF FRAMEWORK FOR RESEARCH AND CLARIFICATION OF

QUESTIONS REGARDING SURVEY STATEMENTS.

1. Functional domain

--Document examples

2. Programmatic domains

u-Document examples

3. Interpersonal domains

---Document examples

4. Contextual domains

---Document examples

G. COMPUTER TECHNOLOGY AND DAILY TASKS

1. In what ways has the infusion of computer technology allowed you to manage your

daily tasks more efficiently? Or has it hindered your management of daily tasks? Please provide

examples to support your response.

H. CHALLENGES OR BARRIERS AND ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

1. What have been the challenges/barriers that have arisen due to organizational structures, i.e.,

finances, policy, attitudes, etc. in regards to your use of computer

technology in your practice?
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I. BUSINESS OF THE SCHOOL PRINCIPAL

1. How has computer technology changed the way you do business as a school principal?

2. In what ways has your practice remained the same?

J. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT .

1. Could you please describe the professional development opportunities you have been involved

with relation to computer technology? Are there any computer technology professional development

opportunities currently available to you?

2. What professional development opportunities regarding computer technology might

you suggest be designed for practicing principals?

K. FORMAL EDUCATION AND COMPUTER TECHNOLOGY

1. How was computer technology in school administration addressed in your formal

academic experiences? What exactly was addressed and if nothing, why not?

L. FINAL COMMENTS

1. Would you like to ask me any questions or share other thoughts about your use of

computer technology in your practice?
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