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The New Technology Standardsfor School Adminigtrators. Findings from the
First Large-Scale Survey of High School Principals

David E. Whde

This study examines the new Technology Standards for School Administrators (TSSA,
2001) and their use by 346 high school principalsin Michigan. The survey showed
that principals rated themselves highest on enforcement of acceptable use policies
and in being advocates for high-quality technology services. The findings suggest the
need for professional development for current principals. The findings also have
implications for educational administration preparation programs, accrediting
agencies, licensing and certification, and the collaborative that developed the
standards.

Theimportance of technology to high school principals and itsimpact on pedagogy
(see Brooks-Y oung, 2002; Cooley & Reitz, 1997; Creighton, 2002; McCampbell,
2001; Oberg, Hay, & Henri, 2000) and school management (Geer, 2001; Kgsetd.,
1999; LaFee, 2002; MacNell & Deéfield, 1998; Virginia Department of Education,
2002) is greater today than ever before. Educationd leaders are challenged by high
academic expectations from multiple audiences and a parade of technology advocates
who want to leave their imprint on the school setting. School adminigrators are
presumed to be able to weave cutting-edge software gpplications and computer
hardware smoothly into the flow of teaching, learning, and school management.

A reasonable question that school administrators may ask is, "What do | need to be
able to do to provide effective technology leadership and maximize itsimpact on
teaching and learning and school operations?' To that end, the Collaboretive for
Technology Standards for School Adminigtrators (TSSA; 2001) has facilitated the
development of anationa consensus on what P-12 administrators should know and be
able to do to optimize the power of technology.

This study surveyed public secondary school principasin alarge Midwestern state
about their knowledge of TSSA and the degree to which they currently put into
practice the 16 standards. A literature review examines the role and impact of
principals technology competence, the influence of technology in professond
development for school leaders and adminigtrator training programs, and related
efforts at setting technology standards for administrators. The study design and
implementation is then set forth, the results are presented and discussed, and
recommendations for future research and limitations of the study are offered.

Technology Standardsfor School Administrators (TSSA)

The TSSA collaborative consigts of leading professiona educationa and technology
organizations, including the Nationd Association of Secondary School Principas



(NASSP), Nationd Association of Elementary School Principals, American
Association of School Administrators, Nationa School Board Association, North
Centra Regiona Educationa Laboratory, the Internationa Society for Technology in
Education (ISTE), two state departments of education, two universities, and other
interested parties. The collaborative is dso supported with expertise and both the
dissemination and implementation of the standards by 24 additiond participating
organizations. Together, these organizations create a partnership with anaiond in
scope and one that, by the authority of its members, wields consderable influence on
the population of school adminigtrators in the United States. Because of this collective
power, its standards are likely to become integrated with accreditation and
certification policies, evduation of adminigrators, university educationd leadership
programs, and professond development. The emergence of this semina set of
dandardsistimely, asanew crop of administrators will be entering the professonin
the next -5 years, when 60% of current principas will retire or leave for other reasons
(Peterson, 2002).

The TSSA project (http://cnets.iste.org/tssa/project summary.html) is awell-reasoned
approach to a complex subject. Managed by the ISTE, this ongoing enterprise has
published role- specific technology |eadership tasks for superintendents, principas,
and other adminigtrators. The overarching areas are Standards 1- 3: leadership and
vision; Standards 4-5: learning and teaching; Standards 6- 7: productivity and
professond practice; Standards 8-10: support, management, and operations,
Standards 11-13; assessment and eva uation; and, Standards 14-16: socid, legd, and
ethicd issues. Each topic is then subdivided and gretified with a unique focus for

each of the three adminidrative clusters. The differences in tasks among this triptych
reflect the nature of the roles. The standards for principas are focused especidly on
teachers and ways that the principa can lead ingtructiona staff members to better
integrate technology into the curriculum. There is a Site-based emphasison all
educationd practices as digned to digtrict gods and policies. Finaly, school
management issues are stressed, such as the need to master software that keeps track
of student grades, attendance, and schedules.

The principa-specific tasks may be viewed at
http://cnets.iste.org/tssalprintaskprofilehtml. Table 1 lists the 16 standards
representing the tasks done by principas who effectively lead technology in their
schools.
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Review of Related Literature

Thereis consderable research regarding the integration of technology into the
teaching and learning practices of a school--defined by Brooks-Y oung (2002) as an
indructiona program in which student outcomes are the focus and technology useis
woven through the curriculum--and the role of the principa in leading technology
aspects of the school's mission. Much of thisis axiologica knowledge written by
schoolhouse adminigtrators on the front lines. There are other studies that suggest
technology standards and needs for administrators, but these studies age rapidly.
Given the advancing sophidtication of technology and administrators needsin this
areq, research more than 3 years old is of limited vaue. The shift in recent times has
been to a more philosophical and leadership position using technology, while not
entirdly neglecting the formerly emphasized hands-on and persond productivity skills
for adminigtrators. Overal, there appears to be little current research about principas
knowledge and use of TSSA.

Impact of Principals Technology Skills on the Teaching and Learning
Environment

Principas play a critica role modding and implementing the technology mission of
their schools. Cooley and Reitz (1997) stated that, "the building principd remains the
crucid linchpin to adoption and use of technology™ (p. 4). When principas do these



tasks well, higher student achievement can result (Sellers, 2002). The role of the
principa in steegping the school in appropriate technology can be referred to as e-
leadership. Mills (2001) argued that e-leadership:

Requires leaders to identify those who are expert in the new
technology and support them, even stepping out of the way if
necessary--and let new people point the direction giving them
initiative--and to build an organizationa framework (positions and
culture) in which the new can displace the old. (p. v)

High school principas manage, analyze, and report ever-increasing amounts of
student, school, and academic performance data. Bailey (2002) stated, "leadership's
chdlenge to successfully integrate technology with many levels of education goas
and standards might be seen as analogous to a conductor with an orchestra’ (p. 4).
These chdlenges include widely publicized state- mandated standardized tests,
uniform data reporting procedures, and turning raw data into performance-enhancing
learning dtrategies.

Principas must be the leaders in ensuring that technology actudly impacts the
teaching and learning process. The research of Hope, Kelley, and Guyden (2000)
found that "school adminigrators are indigpensable in the process of transforming
schools through technology” (p. 369). However, according to Thomas (1999) "school
adminigtrators do not appear to be prepared for their emerging role in technology, and
their lack of understanding and resources sometimes creates barriers to change and
improvement” (p. 3). Thomas aso found that "a strong link between educationa
technology and school leadership is necessary to support improvements in education”
(p. 6). Part of thismay be due to ardative lack of attention by policymakersto
administrators as compared to teachers and technology. The role of adminigtrators has
been much less prominent than that of teachers in conversations about effective use of
information and communication technology in schools (McCampbell, 2001).

Other Technology Standards Models

A handful of organizations have proposed technology standards for administrators or
incorporated them into broader schema, and there are studies that examine the
technology needs and competencies of adminigtrators. The National Council for
Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE), has approved a set of educationa
leadership standards (http://Mmww.npbea.org/EL CC/EL CCStandards%020 5-02.pdf)
prepared for the National Policy Board for Educationa Adminigtration (NPBEA) by
the Educationa Leadership Constituent Council (ELCC; 2002). Specificaly, Standard
2.2 dates, "candidates demondtrate the ability to use and promote technology and
information systems to enrich curriculum and ingruction, to monitor ingtructiond
practices and provide staff the assstance needed for improvement.” Standard 3.3
requires, " candidates apply and assess current technologies for school management,
business procedures, and scheduling.”



The Southern Regiona Education Board (SREB) offers technology standards for
adminigtrators, as discussed by Hope, Kelly, and Guyden (2000) and Thomas (1999).
SREB requires that the adminigirator:

- Undergland the dements and characterigtics of long-range planning for the use
of current emerging technology--infrastructure, budgeting, staff development,
technical support, personnd, and upgrades,

- Demondtrate the ahility to andyze and react to technology issues, concepts, and
proposals--community and corporate pressures,

- Possessabig picture" vison of technology in education and schools--reform
movement, competency-based education, stlandards, time allocation;

- Usetechnology to efficiently communicate with stakeholders--voice mail, e-
mail, newdetter;

- Use technology to collect and andlyze data and other information to improve
decison making and other management functions--student academic
achievement tests, gather data on variables not previoudy gethered, accessto
globd information;

- Undergtand how current and available technologies can be effectively integrated
into &l agpects of the teaching and learning process- - gpplication of software
and connectivity to each ingtructional area, access to research information,
multi-media presentations,

- Understand the legd and ethical issues rdated to technology licensang and
usage--purchasing agreements, safety and security issues; and,

- Usetechnology appropriatdy to fulfill the role of coordinator and
communicator of school programs and activities-- manage the school
enterprise efficiently, present information effectively to stekeholders, improve
decision making and consultation processes.

The Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) cdlsfor the
adminigrator to facilitate processes and engage in activities ensuring that

technologies are usad in teaching and learning and that there is effective use of
technology to manage school operations. : The ISLLC Standards for School Leaders,
adopted by the Consortium in 1996, is currently used in part or in whole in 35 states.

While not specific to principas, Howers and Algozzine (2000) provided arigorous,
reliable, and valid comprehensive guide to what educators should be able to do. It
includes nine domains: basic computer operation skills, set-up, maintenance, and
troubleshooting of equipment; word processing; Soreadshests, databases; networking;
telecommunication; media communication; and socid, legd, and ethicd issues,

Findly, NPBEA's 21 Domains of Principa Performanceisaset of sandards of
gpecid importance to principas. These domainsreflect ISLLC standards and are
divided into four groups. functiond, programmatic, interpersona, and contextud.
Skrla, Erlandson, Reed, and Wilson (2001) described these domains and how they
impact principa recruitment, selection, and training. The 21 domains--leadership,
information collection, problem analys's, judgment, organizationa oversight,



moativating others, interpersond sengtivity, and oral and nonverba expression, to
name afew-- do not include a separate technology domain. This omission may reflect
the importance of technology integration into many of the categories. Overdl, the
NPBEA domains are of primary importance to aspiring and practicing principds.

While standards in education may be ubiquitous, Creighton (2002) cautioned that (a)
standards often divert attention and focus back toward hardware and software and
basic skills and competencies, and (b) standards have a tendency to draw planners and
organizers toward gods and objectives that are not pertinent to their unique or
individua educationd setting. The technica milieu in which principas operate,

however, makes some set of benchmarks againgt which they can be measured
Imperdtive.

Professional Development | ssues

Lifdong learning is arequirement for principas. Professond development offers
adminigtrators ways to keep current in their field, maintain certification, and network
with other administrators. However, professond development can be a complicated
issue fraught with structural problems, such as having no logical connection to
preparation programs and current needs in the fild. The technology professiona
development requirements of school administrators have received less atention
(Cooley & Reitz, 1997; Hope, Kdly, & Kinard, 1999) than other areasin the
leadership arena. At times, professona development opportunitiesremain
independent and loosely linked (Peterson, 2002) to university preparation programs
with little attention to coordinated, long-term learning. Structured professiond
development is not the primary method of learning new technologies for principas.
Ritchie (1996) noted that most administrators get their technology experience through
sf-ingruction, vendors, school personnd, consultants, or externa courses.

Kédley and Peterson (2000) recommended that professiona devel opment be career
staged, with specidized training for aspiring, new, and experienced principds,
something that is not often actualized. "If educationd |eaders continue to demonstrate
developmentd lags in their knowledge and technology competence, the expected
benefits of innovative technology practices will likely be unredized” (Testerman,
Fowers, & Algozzine, 2002, p. 60).

Peterson (2002) stated that professiona development should address "the needs of
well-trained school leaders who have completed existing programs but who want to
deepen their skillsin a specific ared” (p. 231). Structures and opportunities suggested
by Peterson included study groups,; advanced seminars, reading and discussion
groups, presentation by current thinkers or expert practitioners; attendance at nationa
academies or conferences; and opportunities to become coaches, facilitators, or
tranersthemsdves. All of these areas lend themsdves to technology training in the
form of professond development for administrators.



The No Child Left Behind Act indludes a section, "Title 11- Preparing, Training, and
Recruiting High-Qudity Teachers and Principds,” that dlocates funding for
technology-related professiond development of principalsin Sections1I-A and 11-A-
5-2151(B). The "Enhancing Education Through Technology™ portion of the program
requires applicants to spend a least 25% of their technology funds on professiona
development, including that for principals (NCLB, 2002). The technology needs of
principaswill remain avitd part of their ongoing education. Politicians and
educationa |eaders have deemed this added- vaue training a necessity for reform and
acocountability.

School Adminigtrator Preparation Programs

Although al states require school |eaders to take courses in leadership and
management, few require or expect administrators to be technologicaly competent
(Ritchie & Rodriguez, 1997). Public school adminigtrators and higher education
ingructors need to collaborate to provide principas with relevant technology
education and training (Kgs et d., 1999). Little research has been done documenting
the technology competence of school leaders (Testerman, Flowers, & Algozzine,
2002), and there has been limited anadlysis of preparation programs to determine how
they meet these needs (Hill & Somers, 1996).

Testerman, FHowers, and Algozzine (2002) showed principas had the lowest reported
basic computer skills when compared with assistant principas, centra office
adminigtrators, and graduate students preparing to become adminigtrators. While there
may be reasonable explanations for this Stuation beyond abilities and interest, such as
demands on time and access to experts to help them, it isequaly likely that principas
will benefit by achieving standards- based technology competencies. Hope, Kelley,
and Guyden (2000) proposed that administrator preparation programs prepare future
leaders to: (a) understand technology terminology; (b) be knowledgesable about the
power, features, and capabilities of technology; () understand technology'srolein
schoals; (d) act as role moded s and encourage technology use; (€) provide problem
solving and technica assstance; and (f) act as change agents that facilitate
technology's integration into teaching and learning.

Geer (2001) identified eight topics for aspiring school leeders. ingructiond leadership
and technology; schoal finance; teechers and technology; managing informetion;
technology resources and tools, communicating with technology; computer facilities;
and ethicd and legd issues rdating to technology. This content again reflects an
underpinning thet girds atechnology course for administrators, with two aress thet
should be emphasized: 1) development of an understanding of how technology can
enhance indruction and learning; and 2) utilization of technology to improve the
efficiency and effectiveness of managing the school community (MacNell &

Delafield, 1998).

Overdl, there isincreasng awareness for the need to integrate technology for school
leaders into administrator preparation programs. It islikely that technology



requirements in leadership programs will become more robust and common as
researches continue to study the issue and universities offer gppropriate content for
such courses. A review of the literature suggests that the categories chosen for
indusion in the TSSA document--leadership and vison; learning and teaching;
productivity and professiona practice; support, management, and operations; and,
asessment and evauation--are appropriate and justified.

The Study

The Collaborative for Technology Standards for School Adminigtrators adopted
TSSA in November 2001. Guidelines were issued for three groups of school
adminigrators, including principas. In the year following the adoption of these
standards, there has been little research into how much site-based administrators
actualy know of and use these standards. Because of the power and influence of the
Sponsoring organization there are career implications for principas, their preparetion,
and the types of professond development they receive. This study examined the
knowledge and use of TSSA by secondary principasin a Midwestern date.

Population and Context

All 605 regular public high schoal principas in Michigan comprised the studied
target population. There are asmal number of charter schools, private schoals, and
schools with religious afiliations in the state, but, because of the specialized nature of
most of these indtitutions, they were not included. The State enjoys relative prosperity
and wdl-funded schools. Technology isakey part of the educational success of
students and state government-sponsored programs offer advice and servicesin this
area. The state is one of the 10 largest in the nation. Most of the 553 school digtricts
have maintained steady student enrollment, athough a number of suburban schools
continue to grow while some rurd and urban didtricts are losing students. The totd K-
12 public schoal student population in 2002-03 in Michigan is gpproximately
1,679,000.

M ethodology

Instrumentation

A f-administered survey tool (http:/Mmww.davidwhae.us/survey.doc) was
developed and mailed to high school principas to gauge their awvareness and use of
TSSA. Names and addresses of principals were obtained from the 2003 Michigan
Education Directory. Respondents were first asked for some demographic
information, and then the 16 specific TSSA content areas were addressed. A standard
five-point Likert scale was used and respondents indicated the degree to which they
agreed with each of the 16 statements. Y ears of experience as a school administrator,
student enrollment at the school, and previous technology training condtituted the
background questions. A sdlf-addressed stamped envel ope was included with the
materidsto facilitate their return.



The survey was four pages in length and was accompanied by a cover |etter. It was
administered in December 2002. Recipients learned the purpose and importance of
the survey, the benefits of participation, how their responses would be used, that
reponses are confidential and anonymous, and the sponsor of the survey in the cover
letter. A web-based survey was considered but rejected because of an anticipated
lower response rate.

The survey tool was pre-tested and reviewed by 21 current school administrators and
other professondsfor clarity, purpose, and content. The administrators included
principas, assstant principas, and ahletic directors with characteristics smilar to the
target populaion. Two daidicians, the Inditutional Review Board of a university,

the executive director from the TSSA Collaborative, and two professors of
educationd administration formed the other review group.

Severd changes were made based on the feedback from practicing administrators and
professonasin thefield. The cover letter was rewritten to clarify the purpose and
importance of the survey. An additiona background question was added to address
technology training received by the principd. A standard five-point Likert scale was
adopted for responses. The return procedure was more fully conveyed, and a
requested deadline was added.

Data analysis

Responses by principasto the 16 standards were compiled and afrequency table
(Table 1) was prepared representing the Likert scale selections. Each standard had
five possble responses ranging from 1, "strongly agreg’ to 5, "strongly disagree.” The
background information was tallied for years on the job, previous technology training,
awareness of TSSA, and school enrollment. The frequency tableisfirgt interpreted
without consideration of the demographics of the respondents. The data were then
andlyzed usng one-way ANOVA teds to determine where principals, professiona
development providers and policymakers, the TSSA Collaborative, and administrator
training programs may want to concentrate their efforts, based on the reationships
between the standards and characteristics of the respondents. Construct validity was
asessed with afactor analysis. The extraction method used was a principa
components factor andysis with a varimax rotation. It was performed on data based
on 346 usable responses.

Limitations

At the time of the study, TSSA was lessthan ayear old. It will take timefor it to be
built into adminigtrator training programs, professond development opportunities,
and day-to-day use by principas. The research was conducted in only one state and
the results may or may not be smilar to findingsin other states. The results may be
generdizable only to high school principds, the focus of the study; middle school and
eementary school principas may have different levels of response to the standards.
There may have been avoidance by some potentia respondents to return the survey
because of fedings of inadequacy regarding technology, despite assurances of



confidentiality, anonymity, and the need for a broad range of responses. Neither the
gender of respondents nor their age was requested or examined in this research.

Findings

Of the 605 surveys that were distributed, 346 (57.2%) were returned. The frequency
of responses for the 16 standardsis presented in Table 1. A one-way ANOVA test for
years of experience, Sze of school, and previous technology training of principas
matched with the 16 TSSA standardsis available at

http:/Mww.davidwha e.us/anova.htm. The raw data set from this study can be found

a http://iwww.davidwhae.us/dataxls. The factor andyss isfound a
http:/Amww.davidwhae.us/factor.htm.

In terms of length of service, the largest group of respondents (41%) has been in the
professon 31010 years. The next largest group (35%) has 11 to 20 years of
experience. The rest have tenures of less than 3 years (10%) or over 20 years (14%).
Two-thirds of the principas report having participated in some type of course,
seminar, professona development, or other activity specificaly on technology for
adminigtrators. School enrollment ranges were: less than 500 students (41%), 500-
1,000 (28%), and more than 1,000 (31%). Approximately one-third of the principas
(109) expressed a knowledge of TSSA and the remainder were elther unsure or had
not heard of it.

The strongest level of agreement, with amean score of 1.53 on the five-point Likert
scale, was on Standard 15, "I adhere to and enforce among staff and students the
district's acceptable use policy and other policies and procedures related to security,
copyright, and technology use." The standard that had the lowest level of support was
Standard 12, "I implement evauation procedures for teachers that assess individua
growth toward established technology standards and guide professond development
planning,” with an average response of 2.67. The greatest variance of responses
among the 16 standards was for Standard 9, "'l dlocate campus discretionary funds
and other resources to advance implementation of the technology plan,” witha
standard deviation of .92, and a mean score of 2.28. The tightest cluster of responses
was to Standard 10, with a standard deviation of .56, "1 am an advocate for adequate,
timey, and high-quality technology support services' with amean of 1.66.

The data were andyzed using one-way ANOVA teststo find significant differences
between the four independent variables and the 16 standards. For the three
independent variables that had more than two possible responses, a post hoc
comparison using the Tukey method reveded specific sources of sgnificant
differences. Starting with years of experience, there was no significant difference
between length of tenure and responsesto any of the 16 standards.

The second variable, the technology background of the principas, found five areas of
sgnificant difference: Standard 5 (p = .043), "I collaboratively design, implement,
support, and participate in professond development for dl ingtructiona staff that



inditutionalizes effective integration of technology for improved student learning”™;
Standard 8 (p = .001), "I provide campus-wide staff development for sharing work
and resources across commonly used formats and platforms'; Standard 9 (p = .013),
"] alocate campus discretionary funds and other resources to advance implementation
of the technology plan”; Standard 11 (p = .034), "I promote and model the use of
technology to access, andyze, and interpret campus data to focus efforts for
improving student learning and productivity"; and, Standard 14 (p = .012), "l secure
and allocate technology resources to enable teachers to better meet the needs of dll
learners on campus.” In dl cases, principals who reported some type of training in
technology had significantly stronger levels of agreement response rates. In the other
11 gandards, there were no significant differences. In summary, principals with
technology training stated a higher level of agreement on Standards 5, 8, 9, 11, and
14.

The enrollment of the school had little impact on the results. There were only two
gsandards with a significant difference, Standard 7, "I use avariety of mediaand
formats, including telecommunications and the school website, to communicate,
interact, and collaborate with peers, experts, and other education stakeholders;” and
Standard 10, "1 am an advocate for adequate, timely, and high-quality technology
support services." In Standard 7, principalsin larger schools reported using
technology to communicate with stakeholders significantly more than did principas
in smdler schools. In Standard 10," principas of larger schools expressed
ggnificantly higher agreement than did their counterparts in mediumsized schools.

Finaly, knowledge of TSSA was asgnificant factor in the responsesfor dl 16
standards. In every case, principals who stated an awareness of TSSA responded with
sgnificantly stronger levels of agreement than did those who were unsure or had not
heard of TSSA.

The factor andysis partidly vaidated the condructs--leadership and vison; learning
and teaching; productivity and professond practice; support, management, and
operaions, and assessment and evauation--and how they were organized in the TSSA
document. Four groups emerged from the andysis with an Eigen value over 1 and
which together explained 68% of the variance. Standards 4, 11, 12, and 13 fit together
and vaidate the construct assessment and evaluation standards. Standards 1, 2, 3, and
14 form aleadership core. Standards 5, 7, 8, and 9 create a group related to the
professond development of staff members and persona productivity. The remaining
standards, 6, 10, 15, and 16, relate to policy and records management.

Implicationsand Conclusions

A literature review confirmed the appropriateness of the TSSA document, and the
subsequent survey of public high school principas leads to specific
recommendations. The findings suggest programmatic, policy, and other professond
implications for high school principals, the TSSA Collaborative, adminisirator



preparation programs, policymakers and accrediting agencies, and professiona
development providers.

Principals. Principas with technology training are stronger leadersin thisream than
their counterparts who have not had such preparation. This suggests that an effective
Strategy for school leaders who want to improve their leadership isto enrall in some
type of technology program for administrators, whether through a university course or
by professond development. Principas of smdler schools may want to increase their
efforts at using technology as a communication tool with stakeholders. Principas
need to be cognizant of TSSA and yet most of them are not. Continued efforts a
becoming more familiar with TSSA and its components are in order. In every
ingtance, principals who were aware of TSSA had sgnificantly stronger levels of
agreement with the standards than did principals who had not heard of them.

TSSA Collaborative. Only about one-third of the respondents are aware of the TSSA.
Further dissemination of the standards through the efforts of the Collaborative,

journals, accrediting agencies, graduate leadership programs, and professiond
development is needed. The Collaborative may choose to use these findingsto
encourage certification agencies, accrediting bodies, and state departments of
education to incorporate TSSA into their policies and procedures. Findly, the
Collaborative may want to reconsider the groupings in the stlandards based on the
factor anayss.

Administrator preparation programs. Almos one-third (31.5%) of the respondents
have never taken atechnology course or workshop for administrators. Few
educationd adminigtration programs include a separate course for educationd
technology for school leaders. As the importance of technology skills and leadership
abilities continues to increase, univergties should be at the forefront in preparing
leaders for new school redities, including technology proficiency. TSSA rubrics
should be incorporated into the repertoire of future leaders via a stand-aone
technology course a the graduate levd.

Policymakers and accrediting agencies. State departments of education, school
boards, and legidators should avail themsdvesto TSSA, reference them, and build
them into licensing, certification, and evauation of adminigtrators. The collective
expertise and authority of the agencies that crested TSSA makeit alogicad choiceto
include in professond requirements and evauations. Standards- setting groups such
asthe ELCC and NPBEA may want to reference TSSA asthey consider educational
leadership criteria

Professional development providers. Responsesto Standard 12, "Implement
evauation procedures for teachers that assess individua growth toward established
technology standards and guide professond development planning,” and Standard
13, "Include effectiveness of technology use in the learning and teaching process as
one criterion in assessing performance of ingtructiond staff,” indicate a specific
opportunity for professona development providers. demonstrating ways principas



can include technology use and its mastery by teachersinto the evauation process. A
second focus for these providersis heping principas assst their teachersin using
technology to analyze and interpret student performance data (Standard 4) to improve
student performance.

The data suggest saverd aress that future investigators may want to examine:

- Adminigter the survey to middle school and dementary school principasto
gaugetheir level of awareness and skills related to that of their high school
counterparts. New emphasesin professiona development or administrator
traning may emerge.

- Conduct asurvey of faculty membersin a school and andyze and compare
reponses with how the principa assesses her or his own abilities and
knowledge using alinear regresson modd.

- Delve further into the agpect of principals gpparently not using technology asa
criterion for teacher evauation. Contract limitations, perceived or red, are
likely part of the reason, but there may be other factors as well.

The single mogt effective action principas can take to advance the teeching, learning,
and management of their schools gppears to be obtaining specidized training in
technology for adminigtrators. As a group, principas consder themselves to be strong
advocates of technology in their schools. They aso strongly agree that they enforce
appropriate computer use and other technology policies on their campuses.

Although respondents were not asked to provide any written comments, severa did.
Two comments thet came up frequently regarded budget (securing and dlocating
technology resources) and teacher evauation issues. Principals stated that their hands
were tied by teacher contracts that did not alow them to use technology abilitiesas a
criterion in evauating teachers. They aso said that budget issues were often decided
above the building leve, and, because of this, their involvement was limited in
securing and dlocating technology resources. A related comment was that some
principals experienced alack of resources to even purchase technology, let done
integrate it into teaching and learning processes. Some principas cited their reliance
on atechnology director to perform and implement some of the standards, to a degree
"washing their hands' of technology metters.

Ovedl, the TSSA model should contribute to systemic improvement in teaching,
learning, and school management by administrators. As stakehol ders become more
familiar with TSSA and its many possible avenues of positive impact, it likely will
become a cornerstone of 21t century schools.
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