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ABSTRACT 

Author:   Angela M. Iudica 

Title: University Educational Leadership Technology 
Course Syllabi Alignment With State and National 
Technology Standards 

 
Institution:   Florida Atlantic University 

Dissertation Advisor:  Dr. Pat Maslin-Ostrowski 

Degree:   Doctor of Philosophy 

Year:    2011 

The purpose of this study was to determine the degree of alignment to national 

and state standards in public and private university educational leadership certification 

programs in the state of Florida. The standards used were the National Educational 

Technology Standards for Administrators (NETS-A) and the Florida Principal Leadership 

Standard for Technology (FPLST). A total of 16 university technology leadership course 

syllabi were examined. Nine syllabi were obtained from 11 public universities and seven 

were obtained from 11 private universities in Florida.

Syllabi were examined using rubrics and assigned to one of three categories: 

definitely aligned, somewhat aligned and not aligned. A percentage was calculated for 

each type of school and degree of alignment to national and state standards to determine 

degree of alignment of syllabi. Inferential statistics were used to compare the degree of 

alignment between public and private universities.  
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Alignment to national standards was more prevalent in syllabi from public 

universities than private universities while no significant relationship existed between the 

type of university and state standards. No inferential tests were conducted comparing 

traditional course syllabi with blended and online course syllabi, as the sample size of 

online courses was too small. The study found that technology leadership courses are 

being offered in a majority of Florida’s educational leadership programs, indicating a 

growing commitment to the field. Although most universities offer a course in 

technology leadership, syllabi are not addressing some key national and state standards.  

Several recommendations were made including provide experiential learning 

opportunities for aspiring administrators based on national and state standards, assess 

current administrators in their knowledge of the NETS-A, provide ongoing district 

professional development to ensure current administrators are well prepared and promote 

the NETS-A as national guidelines in technology leadership. Syllabi should address new 

and emerging technology issues and be created as a best product model addressing all 

mandated state and national technology standards. National and state technology 

standards have a strong influence on leadership preparation and must be based on the best 

research with input from practitioners and higher education faculty.
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Chapter 1 
 

Introduction 

Within the varied world of educational leadership, is the emerging specialty area 

of technology leadership. As defined by Anderson and Dexter (2005), technology 

leadership is the administrative oversight for educational technology that should be 

provided by school leaders. Today’s leader needs to be skilled in information and 

communication technology including budgeting, teaching, learning, and social and ethical 

issues that are all an integral part of the National Educational Technology Standards 

(NETS, 2009) which were developed by the International Society for Technology in 

Education (ISTE). Numerous researchers and educational organizations have noted that a 

crucial component of successful technology-based school reform is strong leadership 

(Anderson & Dexter, 2005; Byrom & Bingham, 2001; Gibson, 2002; Martin, Gersick, 

Nudell, & Culp, 2002). Moreover, the significance of technology-related administrative 

competency is highlighted in professional standards’ documents from the Interstate 

School Leaders Licensure Consortium (1996), the National Policy Board for Educational 

Administration (2002), and the ISTE (2006).  

Even though the need for school leaders who are technology-literate is widely 

recognized, programs that prepare such individuals provide a limited number of 

technology courses (Hughes, McLeod, Brahier, Dikkers, & Whiteside, 2005). University 

educational leadership programs have been slow to adapt to schools’ rapidly increasing 
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needs for technology-savvy administrators (McLeod, 2007). In many cases, educational 

leadership programs mandate one course dedicated to technology use in the role of the 

school administrator. The result of only offering one course has been a large-scale 

absence of effective technology integration and a possible lack of impact on student 

learning (McLeod, 2004). This idea was supported by Awalt and Jolly (1999), who cited 

the need for “focused professional development” (p. 4) for principals in technology 

leadership because they have had little pre-service training in this area. These school 

leaders are limited in their ability to assess the technological needs of their schools for 

their faculty and their students due to this limited exposure to this ever-growing and 

highly specialized area of training. School leaders well versed in this area are more 

equipped to address how technology can positively impact the school environment. 

Dawson and Rakes (2003) concur, stating, “The type and amount of technology training 

principals receive will make a positive difference in schools” (p. 46).  

In this study, the technology course for Florida certification in Educational 

Leadership offered at each public and private university in Florida was examined to 

determine to what degree it met national and state technology standards. State Rule 6A-

4.0082 details the requirements for certification in Educational Leadership that includes a 

component in technology (Florida Department of State [FDS], 2007). 

Statement of the Problem 

The Florida Department of Education Principal Leadership Standards in 

technology is broad and asserts that leaders be able to plan and implement the integration 

of technology (Florida School Leaders, 2010). In contrast, the National Educational 

Technology Standards for Administrators provides more detailed and focused standards 



 

 3 

to guide administrators (NETS, 2009). University programs in the State of Florida are 

required to provide instruction based on the Florida Principal Leadership Standards. With 

such a broad, single standard, university programs have the flexibility to construct the 

technology course as they interpret the standard. This can lead to different foci in any of 

the university programs available. While some programs may concentrate on the 

leadership aspects of technology, including budgeting and technology integration, other 

programs may concentrate on technology uses such as sending email or creating 

PowerPoint presentations. This can create inconsistency across programs and what new 

leaders know going into the field of school administration. The identification of what 

skills and attitudes are needed to enter the field and what technological skills and 

attitudes are needed to continue to maintain current are equally important.  

Purpose of Study 

The purpose of this study was to determine the degree of alignment with the 

National Educational Technology Standards for Administrators (NETS-A) and the 

Florida Principal Leadership Standard for Technology (FPLST) entry-level key indicators 

in public and private university educational leadership certification programs in the state 

of Florida. Another purpose of this study was to compare the degree of alignment of the 

public universities with the standards to the degree of alignment of the private 

universities with the standards.  

This study consisted of one independent variable with two levels (public 

university and private university). The dependent variable used in this study was the 

alignment with the NETS-A and the FPLST. In addition, this study compared the degree 

of alignment of the public universities with the standards to the degree of alignment of 
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the private universities with the standards. Although technology standards can be 

addressed throughout a leadership program, this study was limited to the course dedicated 

to technology leadership. Data from other courses in the leadership program could not be 

obtained through the syllabus and varied from professor to professor. For the purpose of 

this study only objective data obtained from a course syllabus directly responsible for 

technology leadership was utilized. 

The categories used to determine the degree of alignment were: definitely aligned, 

somewhat aligned, or not aligned. A more detailed description of the number of 

benchmarks needed for each category is discussed in the methodology section of this 

paper. 

Research Questions 

The overarching research question was: Do university educational leadership 

programs in Florida prepare pre-service administrators in technology based on the 

National Educational Technology Standards and Florida Principal Leadership Standards 

in technology? More specifically, the following five questions were addressed: 

1. To what extent are the syllabi for the technology course offered for graduate 

level educational leadership students in Florida public and private universities aligned 

with the National Educational Technology Standards for Administrators? 

2. To what extent are the syllabi for the technology course offered for graduate 

level educational leadership students in Florida public and private universities aligned 

with the Florida Principal Leadership Standards? 

3. To what extent does the alignment of the syllabi for the technology course 

offered for graduate level educational leadership students with the National Educational 
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Technology Standards for Administrators in Florida public universities differ from 

private universities in Florida? 

4. To what extent is the alignment for the syllabi for the technology course 

offered for graduate level educational leadership students with the Florida Principal 

Leadership Standards for Administrators in Florida public universities differ from private 

universities in Florida? 

5. To what extent is the alignment for the syllabi for the technology course 

offered for graduate level educational leadership students with the Florida Principal 

Leadership Standards for Administrators and the National Educational Technology 

Standards for Administrators different between traditional face-to-face courses and online 

courses? 

Universities and Colleges in Florida 

 Through a thorough search of the Internet, it was found that at the time data 

collection began there were 25 public universities and colleges and 49 private universities 

and colleges that offered at least a four year degree in the state of Florida (Florida 

Department of Education [FLDOE], 2009). Within those 74 institutions, there were 11 

public and 11 private universities and colleges that provided a master’s degree program 

and/or certification program in Educational Leadership. Table 1 provides a list of the 

public universities in Florida, the programs they offer, and whether or not they have or 

are seeking accreditation from the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher 

Education (NCATE).
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Table 1  

Florida Public University Program Offerings Spring 2011 

College/University NCATE 
Accreditation 

Degree 
Type 

Program 
Name 

Cert only 
available 

Approved 
State 
Program 

Florida A & M 
University 

Yes M.Ed. Educational 
Leadership 

No Yes 

Florida Atlantic 
University 

Yes M.Ed. 
 

Educational 
Leadership 

Yes Yes 

Florida Gulf Coast 
University 

Candidacy 
Status 

M.A. Educational 
Leadership 

Yes Yes 

Florida International 
University 

Yes M.S. Educational 
Leadership 

Yes Yes 

Florida State 
University 

Yes M.S.  Educational 
Leadership/ 
Admin 

Yes Yes  

University of Central 
Florida 

Yes M.Ed. Educational 
Leadership 

Yes Yes 

University of Florida Yes M.Ed. 
 

Educational 
Leadership 

No Yes 

University of North 
Florida 

Yes M.Ed. Educational 
Leadership 

Yes Yes 

University of South 
Florida 

Yes M.Ed. 
 

Educational 
Leadership 

Yes Yes 

University of South 
Florida-St Petersburg 

Yes M.Ed. Educational 
Leadership 

Yes Yes 

University of West 
Florida 

Yes M.Ed. Educational 
Leadership 

Yes Yes 

 
Table 2 provides a list of the private universities in Florida, the programs they offer, and 

whether or not they have NCATE accreditation. 
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Table 2  

Florida Private University Program Offerings Spring 2011 

College/University NCATE 
Accreditation 

Degree 
Type 

Program 
Name 

Certification 
only 
available 

Approved 
State 
Program 

American College 
of Education 

No M.Ed.,  Educational 
Leadership 

No Yes 

Barry University No M.S., 
Ed.S. 

Educational 
Leadership 

Yes Yes 

Clearwater Christian 
College 

No M.Ed. Educational 
Leadership 

No No 

Jacksonville 
University 

No M.Ed. Educational 
Leadership 

No Yes 

Lynn University No M.Ed. Educational 
Leadership 

No Yes 

National Louis 
University 

Yes M.Ed., 
Ed.S. 

Educational 
Leadership 

No Yes 

Nova Southeastern 
University 

No M.S., 
Ed.S. 

Educational 
Leadership 

Yes Yes 

St. Leo University No M.Ed. 
Ed.S. 

Educational 
Leadership 

No Yes 

St. Thomas 
University 

No M.S. Education 
Administration 

No No 

Southeastern 
University 

No M.Ed. Educational 
Leadership 

Yes Yes 

Stetson University Yes M.Ed., 
Ed.S. 

Educational 
Leadership 

No Yes 

 

Significance of the Study 

 This study is significant to the field of Educational Leadership in several ways. 

First, it informs how university programs are preparing future administrators in the field 

of technology. It also tells us if university programs have kept up with constantly 

changing technological information. Next, it provides us with information on how the 

technology courses in Florida universities are aligned with the NETS-A standards and the 

FPLST, and with each other. Finally, this study can provide future researchers with 
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additional information in the field of technology leadership, a field, which is relatively 

new and has a modest amount of literature in comparison to other areas of educational 

leadership. 

 This study can inform researchers of critical issues and can become a vehicle for 

more studies that can contribute to a better understanding of technology leadership and 

how technology leadership can improve the use of technology by teachers and students in 

our schools today. 

Limitations 

The study was limited to those universities from which the syllabus for the 

Technology Leadership course could be obtained. Another limitation was that no other 

course in the program where technology may have been addressed was examined. In 

addition, no professors, principals nor anyone else were interviewed for this study. 

Delimitations 

This study examined public and private universities in Florida that have 

certification programs in Educational Leadership. Two sets of standards, the NETS-A 

and the FPLST were used.  

Definitions 

 The following definitions provide the reader with a basic understanding of terms 

used throughout this paper. 

International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE): An organization comprised of 

educational leaders and organizations with the purpose to optimize the benefits of 

technology use in schools (ISTE, 2006). 

National Educational Technology Standards (NETS): Standards developed by ISTE to 
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measure the technological preparation of K-12 students and teachers (ISTE, 

2006). 

National Educational Technology Standards for Administrators (NETS-A): Standards 

developed by ISTE to measure the technological preparation of school 

administrators (ISTE, 2006). 

Technology integration: Using technology to achieve educational objectives and to cause 

students to engage in more meaningful learning experiences (Dias, 1999). 

Information technology: The acquisition, processing, storage and dissemination of vocal, 

pictorial, textual and numerical information by a microelectronics-based 

combination of computing and telecommunications (Leavitt & Whisler, 1958). 

No Child Left Behind Act of 2001: Public Law 107-110 enacted by the U.S. Senate and 

the House of Representatives to close the achievement gap with accountability, 

flexibility, and choice so that no child is left behind.  

Private University in Florida: A university in Florida that is not operated by the public 

nor funded by public means. 

Public University in Florida: One of 11 universities in Florida, part of the State 

University System of Florida, and is predominantly funded by public means. 

Chapter Summary and Organization of the Study 

 Technology leadership is a relatively new addition to the duties of today’s school 

administrator. Nevertheless, school administrators must be conversant in this field and be 

able not only to utilize and model the use of technology but also know what types of 

technology are appropriate for use by teachers and students in the school. University 

programs in educational leadership must keep up in order to educate future school 
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administrators. Educational Leadership programs in Florida are guided by the National 

Educational Technology Standards for Administrators and the Florida School Leaders 

Standard for Technology. 

 Chapter 2 provides a comprehensive look at technology as it relates to school 

leadership. This includes the role of the school leader as it relates to: technology, 

preparation of school leaders and technology, a distributed approach to school leadership, 

and national and state technology standards. 

Chapter 3 explores the methodology for the study and include the following 

components: research questions, sample, data collection, data analysis, and statistical 

methods. Chapter 4 contains the findings of the statistical analyses used to respond to the 

research questions. A comprehensive summary of the study with conclusions and 

recommendations for future research is presented in Chapter 5.
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Chapter 2 

Review of Literature 

 This review of literature is designed to provide a comprehensive look at 

technology as it relates to school leadership. Literature on the role of the school leader as 

it relates to: technology, preparation of school leaders and technology, a distributed 

approach to school leadership, and national and state technology standards was selected 

to support this research.  

A comprehensive search for significant research on these topics was conducted 

through the Internet using a range of databases available through the Florida Atlantic 

University (FAU) library site. The FAU online search engines included SAGE Full-text 

Collection, Academic OneFile, Wilson OmniFile, and ProQuest Dissertations and 

Theses. In addition, literature was retrieved from the FLDOE website, the Florida School 

Leaders website, Google Scholar, and Florida public and private university websites.  

Key terms like technology leadership, distributed leadership, technology 

standards, and leadership preparation were used during the electronic searches for 

information. Books and scholarly journals that address technology leadership, leadership 

development and preparation along with literature obtained at the University Council for 

Education Administration conferences in Washington, DC and Orlando, FL were also 

included.
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The chapter begins with a review of how computers and information technology 

evolved within American schools. Next, the role of the school leader as it relates to 

technology will be explored. Third, distributed leadership and its impact on technology 

integration in schools will be discussed. Fourth, the preparation of school leaders in the 

area of technology will be examined. Finally, national and state technology standards for 

education and school leaders will be summarized. 

Evolution of Computers and Information Technology in Schools 

 This section will first review the introduction of computers and information 

technology into the American educational system. Next, the influence of computers and 

information technology in society and how it affects students and teachers in the 

classroom will be explained. Finally, there will be a discussion of how technology affects 

and benefits the teaching and learning process and what changes should be made to 

teaching strategies.  

Microcomputers were introduced into the public education system of the United 

States in the late 1970s (Kleiner & Lewis, 2003). In the early 1980s the Apple II, 

Commodore PET, and Radio Shack TRS80 were popular in many classrooms across the 

country. By 1983, the foundation of the Internet was established by the federal 

government and scientists. After the lifting of the commercial use ban on the Internet in 

the 1990’s, the push for expanded technology in the classroom began. According to the 

National Center for Educational Statistics (United States Department of Education 

[USDOE], 2005), approximately 35% of American public schools had access to the 

Internet in 1994 and by 2002, it increased to 99%.   
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The biggest challenge for public schools has been the physical preparation, 

including purchasing hardware and rewiring schools, for technology along with training 

teachers in the effective use of technology in the classroom (Lucido & Borado, 1997). An 

estimated 5.4 billion dollars was spent on computer hardware and infrastructure (Ballard, 

2000). Yet, many teachers continue to teach the same lessons in the same ways (Bennett, 

2000). While 83% of schools with Internet access in 2005 reported offering professional 

development for teachers on how to integrate technology into the curriculum, only 36% 

of those schools had 75% or more teachers actually attending the staff development 

(USDOE, 2005). Until this barrier is removed and all teachers receive training, 

technology will not be fully integrated into the curriculum. 

 Influences of computers and information technology. Information technology 

has been shown to have influenced and reformed every career, job, and profession 

(Gueldenzoph, Guidera, Whipple, Mertler, & Dutton, 2000). The daily use of technology 

has been identified as a necessary survival skill for adult life (Miller, 2001). Morrow, 

Barnhart and Rooyakkers (2002) stated, 

In schools of the future students will carry wireless devices, teachers’ will 

collaborate with colleagues across the globe and rely less on textbooks, 

classrooms will have cooperative learning tables instead of rows of desks, and 

students will work together to solve problems. Distance learning will provide 

children with virtual field trips and the ability to meet and talk with people 

throughout the world, parents will exchange e-mails with teachers and view their 

child’s work online, tests will give way to electronic assessments, home work will 

be more individualized, and tutors will be available for online help. (p. 229) 
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This is already taking place in many of our nation’s schools and school systems. It is the 

responsibility of school administrators and educators to keep up with changing 

technology. 

 Intense and continuous access to technology provides a positive impact on student 

learning and a positive school community perception of student performance (Honey, 

McMillan Culp, & Carigg, 1999). More recently, it was determined that the latest 

technologies have a positive effect on student learning. High school students utilizing 

short message service, email, and online forums showed an increase in extrinsic 

motivation. Hand and Prain (2003) concur that the uses of new technologies “contribute 

to a learning environment that is more responsive to an individual student’s needs and 

interests” (p. 443). Incorporating the latest technology into instruction can be better for 

today’s students who are “digital natives” as coined by Prensky in 2001 (Kennedy, Judd, 

Churchward, Gray, & Krause, 2008). Prensky (2007) went on to say that these students 

are “clamoring for these new technologies to be utilized as part of their education” (p. 41) 

but there is a huge disparity between their technology literacy and that of their teachers. 

 Since the late 1990’s, researchers have been reporting that the problem of 

integrating technology has gone beyond the availability of technology in schools. “The 

real difficulty comes in convincing teachers to use the technology to entice kids to work 

harder and more intelligently” (Davidson, McNamara, & McGillivray, 1999, p.54). The 

overriding challenge has been redefining instructional delivery through the use of 

integrated technologies (Wisnewski, 1999). 

The teaching-learning process and technology. The traditional school that 

exists in the United States today is the framework of the bureaucratic factory models of 
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the 18th century and early 19th century (Borman & Greenman, 1994). This model, which 

included compulsory attendance prepared students of the day for jobs they would have as 

soon as they left school. Although today’s children and job market are very different 

today this industrial model of teaching is still a prominent way of instructing students 

(Spring, 1994). With a new type of student in the classroom and the job market relying so 

heavily on technology skills, it is important for teachers to employ new teaching 

strategies in the classroom. According to ISTE (2006), educators will need to establish a 

new learning environment. Table 3 shows established teaching methods and the new 

methods that will be needed to move from a traditional teacher-centered learning 

environment to a more student-centered learning environment. 

Table 3 

Incorporating New Strategies 

Traditional Learning Environments New Learning Environments 

Teacher-centered instruction Student-centered learning 

Single-sense stimulation Multisensory stimulation 

Single-path progression Multi-path progression 

Single media Multimedia 

Isolated work Collaborative work 

Information delivery Information exchange 

Passive learning Active/exploration/inquiry-based 
learning 

(table continues) 
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Table 3 (continued) 

Traditional Learning Environments New Learning Environments 

Factual, knowledge-based 
learning 

Critical thinking and informed  
decision-making 

Reactive response Proactive/planned action 

Isolated, artificial context Authentic, real-world context 

Note. (ISTE, 2006, p. 3). 

Benefits of technology. The benefits of technology for students, teachers, and 

administrators are well documented (CEO Forum, 2001; Rice, Wilson, & Bagley, 2001; 

Spodark, 2003). These benefits include more time for teachers and administrators by 

streamlining managerial tasks, promoting independent learning, and enhancing critical 

thinking skills for students. 

It is anticipated that a well-designed plan with technology appropriately integrated 

into instruction will enhance students’ curiosity and desire to learn. Incorporating 

technology into the classroom is thought to help make students better problem solvers. In 

the use of educational technology, the emphasis on critical thinking has become a central 

focus. Another reason to support technology integration included the fact that today’s 

workplace demands that workers have increasingly better communication skills and a 

solid background in the area of technology. 

Role of the School Leader in Technology 

Leadership is widely recognized as being a vital part of school effectiveness. This 

idea is supported by studies in school improvement (Fullan, 1991, 2001) and studies on 

the effectiveness of school leadership (Anderson & Dexter, 2005; Hallinger & Heck, 
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1996; Leithwood & Riehl, 2003). The growing area of technology has been added to the 

list of duties of today’s school principal who must now have a comprehensive 

understanding of technology and its place in a school. In order to fulfill this new 

expectation, principals need to be knowledgeable in the use of technology and be able to 

provide access to the equipment and materials that are needed by teachers and students 

(Murphy & Gunter, 1997). In this section, the following three topics will be discussed: 

the principal’s relationship to technology in school, the principal’s role in technology 

integration, and the effect of leadership on school improvement. 

The principal and technology in schools. As early as 1995, Ross and Bailey 

identified the need for principals to possess the core competencies of technology and 

learning in the classroom if they were to orchestrate systemic change or reform. A school 

principal needs to be a strong visionary with an understanding of technology who can 

promote innovation in the classroom (Holland & Moore-Steward, 2000). When principals 

understand and use technology in the daily operations of the school, they learn the 

strengths and weaknesses of various forms of technology along with their applicability 

for classroom implementation (Kearsley & Lynch, 1994). 

Principal’s role in technology integration. The 21st century school principal is 

expected to be an instructional leader and play a vital role in technology integration in the 

classroom (Kozloski, 2006). It is thought by some researchers (Bowman, Newman, & 

Masterson, 2001; Jones, 2001; Pass, 2008) that the success of technology integration in 

schools is due, in large part, to the knowledge the principal has in technology. Kincaid 

and Feldner (2002) agree, stating: “principals who exhibit leadership are instrumental in 

modeling the use of technology in classrooms” (p. 76). They believe that principals must 
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increase their knowledge base regarding leadership for technology integration. Principals 

need technology skills in order to formulate the vision that will lead the school into 

changes promoting the complete integration of technology (Holland & Moore-Steward, 

2000; Kearsley & Lynch, 1994; Ross & Bailey, 1995). 

The success of technology implementation in schools, to a great extent, depends 

on administrative support. The NCES indicated that the leadership of the principal is one 

of the most important factors affecting the use of technology in the classroom (United 

States Department of Education [USDOE], 2000). This leadership includes (a) providing 

appropriate staff development for teachers, (b) encouraging teachers to have positive 

attitudes toward the technology available, and (c) supplying sufficient types of 

technology applications and hardware. Principals play a critical role in technology 

integration within schools. Therefore, the school administrator must be the leader who 

ensures that technology actually impacts the teaching and learning process (Whale, 

2003). 

Even though the teacher is crucial in the integration of technology within the 

classroom, research has shown that it is vital that the school administrator provide 

opportunities for adequate technology related professional development (Browne, 2003; 

Lederman & Niess, 2000; Vannatta & Fordham, 2004). Fletcher (2004) found the support 

of the school administrator to be an important factor when teachers are learning with and 

about technology. In fact, several researchers (Anderson & Dexter, 2005; Dawson & 

Rakes, 2003; Golden, 2004; Grant, 2005) found the administrator to be a major asset in 

providing technology related professional development opportunities for teachers. Lack 

of support from the school administrator has been found to be a barrier against the 
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integration of technology in schools (Grant, 2005). In order for teachers to become 

technology-integrators, administrative support is needed (Hughes & Ooms, 2004). 

Effect of leadership on school improvement. Leadership from the school 

principal is generally acknowledged as an important influence on a school’s 

effectiveness, including the effectiveness of its technology integration in the classroom 

(Fullan, 2002). The school administrator’s use of technology, support of technology 

integration, and feelings toward technology-based education are vital in the effective 

integration of technology within the school (Guevara, 2004). Kincaid and Feldner (2002) 

surveyed 204 administrators and teachers in North Dakota in an effort to discover if a 

relationship existed between teacher preparedness to integrate technology and 

administrative support of technology integration. They found a statistically significant 

relationship between teacher preparedness and administrative support. 

Findings of school improvement studies point to the importance of principals’ 

leadership in such efforts (Anderson & Dexter, 2005; Starr, 2001; USDOE, 2000). The 

most effective way school administrators can promote technology use is to be 

knowledgeable and effective users of technology (Starr, 2001). Principals who are 

instrumental in modeling technology are less likely to be barriers to teachers’ use of 

technology than principals who do not use technology or those who are technology 

illiterate (USDOE, 2000). Effective technology leadership includes both involvement and 

interaction with technology including using email, creating school web sites and 

generally spending more time using technology (Anderson & Dexter, 2005).  

Principals who are strong advocates and users of technology exhibit leadership 

that is instrumental in integrating technology (Kincaid & Feldner, 2002). The NETS-A 
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(2009) also suggests that an administrator’s technology leadership responsibilities should 

include not only the use of technology for administrative purposes but they also need to 

know how to use the hardware and software they expect their teachers to use. 

Consequently, administrators must first understand and then promote highly effective 

practices in technology in order to ensure that the technology vision is integrated into an 

overall education vision (Golden, 2004). 

Distributed Leadership  

Of growing significance in the field of educational leadership is distributed 

leadership. In this section the following topics will be discussed. First, there will be a 

description of distributed leadership and the reasons for its popularity. Next, there will be 

an explanation of the merits of distributed leadership. Third, the implementation of 

distributed leadership in schools will be detailed. Fourth, building leadership capacity 

will be outlined. Finally, there will be a discussion of distributed leadership as it relates to 

technology.  

What is distributed leadership and why is it popular? Harris (2008a) explains 

how distributed leadership has grown and evolved from several different researchers, 

including her own research, over the past 10 years. Spillane and Harris state, 

“[distributed] leadership is not the preserve of an individual but results from multiple 

interactions at different points in the organization” (as cited in Harris, 2008a, p. 33). 

Spillane and Sherer maintain, “distributed leadership is constituted through the 

interaction of leaders, teachers, and the situation as they influence instructional practice” 

(as cited in Harris, 2008a, p. 33). Finally Harris asserts, “within a distributed leadership 

model, the responsibility of those in formal leadership roles in schools is to ensure that 
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informal leaders have the opportunity to lead at appropriate times and are given the 

necessary support to make changes or to innovate (as cited in Harris, 2008a, p. 34). 

Harris (2008b) discusses three main reasons for the current popularity of 

distributed leadership. First, she explains that there is research evidence that says 

distributed leadership affects student learning in a positive manner. Second, she 

maintains that distributed leadership is better suited to the complexity of 21st century 

learning. Finally, she says that alternative leadership structures have evolved as a result 

of increased demands on principals. Harris (2008b) stated: 

The education terrain is shifting and the existing structures and boundaries of 

schooling are fast eroding. Education is being revolutionized through the Internet, 

GOOGLE [sic], outsourcing and the demands and expectations of a 24/7-

generation. Those organizations destined to be ‘great’ in the rapidly transforming 

world will be those adept at generating new leadership capacity to meet the 

changing demands of global schooling. (p. 9) 

The literature reveals that distributed leadership can play a vital role in the increased 

technological demands on principals. 

Merits of distributed leadership. When “people work together in such a way 

that they pool their initiative or expertise, the resultant outcome is a product or energy 

which is greater than the sum of their individual actions”(Wilkinson, 2007, p. 3). 

Distributed leadership can help individuals improve the practice of leadership including 

leading teachers in technology integration. It offers individuals a new way to think about 

something familiar (Wright, 2008). Distributed leadership promotes multiple sources of 
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leadership that cross social and situational contexts for school operations. Distributed 

leadership can provide both a macro and micro lens for school operations (Wright, 2008). 

Distributed leadership is able to play a vital role in bringing about school reform 

and instructional improvement as it relates to technology. Distributed leadership enables 

each faculty member to apply the principle of comparative advantage, which states 

“people should lead where they have expertise. When this is applied to schools, it means 

that policymakers should use their knowledge to balance competing interests by setting 

overall goals, but not to determine the best way to get there” (Lashway, 2003, p. 3). 

Lashway (2003) continues, saying that instructional processes have to be guided rather 

than controlled. No matter how deeply a principal understands instruction, only 

classroom teachers have the day-to-day knowledge of specific students in specific 

classroom settings. Since essential knowledge is distributed across many individuals, it 

makes sense for leadership to be distributed as well (p. 3). 

A review of the literature shows that some researchers believe distributed 

leadership is better than traditional leadership. Uppaluri (2008) stated, “The traditional 

notion of leadership connotes traits like heroic, concentrating on the individual, and 

normally hierarchically focused. In contradiction to traditional leadership, distributed 

leadership is a network of interacting individuals, assuming leadership roles both 

individually and collectively” (p. 2). Distributed leadership means that everybody in the 

educational institution is a leader, and the educational institution as such has a team of 

leaders everywhere within its operation. In fact, distributed leadership is a network of 

organized leadership that spans across the institution. Rather than leadership being 

concentrated in a single individual, distributed leadership spreads this throughout the 
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organization. This network of organized leadership can help to improve the use of 

technology within the school. 

Traditionally, leaders are seen as loners, people who are isolated and 

unapproachable. Distributed leadership, however, promotes openness, transparency, and 

accessibility. A traditional leadership approach involves finding the right leader to solve 

the organization’s problems. Distributed leadership employs a non-linear approach that 

enables an organization to take on more complex problems and operations that takes 

some of the burdens off leaders and results in reduced supervision, increased co-

ordination, and control. 

Uppaluri (2008) stated that distributed leadership “invariably improves both 

diagnostic and decision making skills at all levels, reducing dependencies and drags on 

others and thus vastly improving the quality of both deliverables and their delivery” 

(p. 4). The distributive nature of this leadership model means that a group of leaders is 

better placed to triumph in a challenging environment, such as technology integration, 

than a group led by a sole leader. Uppaluri (2008) added, “Distributed leadership practice 

invokes both intensive and extensive leadership. In fact, distributed leadership unpacks 

interdependencies in an organization due to demolition of leader-follower structure and 

re-packs them as the members assuming the roles of co-workers and co-leaders” (p. 4). 

Implementation of distributed leadership in schools. Distributed leadership is 

“essentially concerned with harnessing and enhancing the skills and knowledge of all 

those within an organization to create a common culture that functions positively and 

effectively” (Harris, 2008b, p. 1). 

Distributed leadership focuses on having many leaders in an institution helping to 
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promote a smooth operation. The leaders need followers and the followers need leaders 

for any organization to run efficiently and effectively. Spillane and Diamond (2007) said: 

Distributed leadership has the attention of practitioners, professional developers, 

philanthropists, policymakers, and scholars. Some state and local governments 

have invested promoting a distributed approach to leadership. Philanthropists 

have devoted millions to research and development work that favors, or at least 

acknowledges, a distributed approach. Professional developers, including some 

universities, have created programs for school practitioners that promote a 

distributed approach. Increasingly, scholars use a distributed perspective to frame 

their work. (p. 1) 

Leithwood, Mascall, and Strauss (2008) argued that both educators and elite 

members of the community must be involved in distributed leadership, particularly in the 

educational environment. Leithwood et al. reported: 

In recent years, educators have been trying to create distributed leadership in their 

schools, often with the support of influential groups in the educational leadership 

policy community. Generally these reforms involve groups of teachers becoming 

formal leaders by undertaking tasks they would not traditionally have done, 

including some that would be perceived as administrative. (p. 167) 

The development of distributed leadership has been part of a prescription for 

improving schools. Leithwood et al. (2008) stated: 

In many schools, the impetus for distributed leadership reform can be traced to 

state policy makers and influential members of the educational leadership network 

like the Education Commission of the States, the Council of Chief State School 



 

 25 

Officers and the Wallace Foundation. Promoting distributed leadership as a 

prescription for school improvement has been a focus in the second round of state 

action education leadership projects, activities supported by the three 

organizations above and others. (p. 168) 

Distributed leadership has emerged in recent years as a model that is a highly 

promising response to the complex challenges faced by many institutions. If schools are 

to flourish technologically in the future, they need to enlist the collective expertise of 

many faculty members (Leithwood et al., 2008). 

Building distributed leadership capacity. Lambert (1998) defined leadership 

capacity to be the “skillful participation in the work of leadership. The work of leadership 

involves attention to shared learning that lead to shared purpose and action” (p. 91). In an 

educational institution, distributed leadership could replace traditional leadership so as to 

enable the distribution of duties to faculty members according to their areas of 

specialization. Teachers who are skilled in technology and technology integration in the 

classroom can emerge as leaders in the school. 

Building leadership capacity enhances the efficiency and the effectiveness of 

distributed leadership in a school. That is why Lambert (1998) called the following seven 

factors necessary ingredients in building leadership capacity. First, educational 

organizations must hire personnel with the capacity to do leadership work. This includes 

the ability to work with and understand new technology. The faculty members must work 

well in order to accomplish the school’s mission, vision, and goals.  

Second, faculty members must get to know one another. The idea of distributed 

leadership means teamwork and ability to learn together. Faculty members must respect 
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themselves and work well no matter their differences. They must listen, have frequent 

dialogue, share responsibilities, and trust themselves as professionals. 

Third, schools should assess the faculty members’ capacity for leadership. Faculty 

members must be very skillful in their area of specialization. They must be able to use 

inquiry-based information for their shared decisions and practices. Faculty members 

should be skilled in utilizing technology in instruction and in communication with parents 

and other faculty members. They also have to understand their reflective 

practice/innovation as norms while performing their duties.  

Fourth, it is critical for schools to develop a culture of inquiry. A basic human 

learning need is to frame our work and our professional lives with some big questions: 

How can teachers utilize technology to instruct their students better? What types of 

technology really works for them? How will teachers define themselves as effective? It is 

believed that a commitment to a culture of inquiry responds to this need by providing a 

forum in which people can surface and describe their most compelling professional 

questions.  

Fifth, schools must organize the school community for leadership work. They 

must establish structures, groups, and roles that serve as the infrastructure for the self-

renewing process of a culture of inquiry. Each structure requires teachers skillful in 

technology, and teachers must understand that working in collaboration is the key in 

school organization.  

Sixth, it is important to implement plans for building leadership capacity. 

This is particularly true in the process of building solid leadership capacity in schools 

because the changes are both personal and organizational. Leadership capacity is 
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basically content free. It is the fundamental work of schooling that accompanies any 

reform effort that improves literacy, instruction, assessment, school restructuring, and 

technological skills. Implementing any technological innovation successfully requires 

strengthening the leadership capacity of the institution.  

Seventh, schools must develop policies and practices that build leadership 

capacity for the purpose of successfully implementing the distributed leadership concept. 

As the values, norms, policies, and practices are applied to the system as a whole, schools 

tend toward self-renewal (Lambert, 1998). 

As mentioned above, building a capacity of distributed leadership requires 

teachers to have knowledge and experiences in their areas of specialization and must be 

committed to utilizing and understanding technology in order to achieve the central work 

of self-renewing schools. 

Distributed leadership and technology in schools. Distributed leadership is 

evident in schools with a high culture of collaboration. The distributed leadership model 

is one way in which schools can accomplish the goals set forth by the ISTE. 

According to the ISTE, the role of the leader in technology has three basic 

functions (ISTE, 2006). The three functions delineated are: (a) supporting technology use 

in the school including providing professional development for teachers. This includes 

the creation of learning environments that support collaboration and higher level 

thinking. (b) Coordinating and allocating decisions and spending for equipment, 

networks, software, staff and support services of all types. (c) Development of a school-

wide shared vision for technology along with ensuring that resources and climate are in 

place to realize the vision (ISTE, 2006). The distributed leadership model directly 
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supports the idea of a school-wide shared vision for technology and if used effectively 

can help administrators accomplish the goals set forth by the ISTE. 

Even though the NETS-A is a constructive foundation, more information about 

the characteristics required of technology leaders needs to be identified (Albion, 2005). 

Furthermore, distributed leadership models where technology savvy teachers have 

leadership roles, will be necessary at multiple levels in educational organizations in order 

for technology leadership to be most effective (Lai & Pratt, 2004).  

Preparation of School Leaders  

Since the 1990s, there has been clearer consensus among educators regarding the 

nature of school leadership and leadership preparation. Leadership preparation programs 

have moved from a managerial model to a visionary collegial model focused on student 

learning (McCarthy, 1999). There are approximately 500 institutions offering programs 

in Educational Leadership in the United States. This section will concentrate on three 

main topics. First, there will be a review of several studies on technology leadership 

preparation. Next, there will be an examination of the criticisms of educational leadership 

preparation programs. Finally, there will be a discussion of what the No Child Left 

Behind Act of 2001 says about technology integration. 

Studies on technology leadership preparation. A research study conducted by 

Bratlien and Cole in the 1990s at Texas A&M University found that 77% of the 

secondary school principals from 100 districts in and around Houston, Texas, had no 

computer-related training as part of their professional degree program, nor did they 

experience the use of technologies in their degree and certification courses. Of the 

remaining 23%, 95% had only one 3-hour course or fewer in a computer/technology 
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related area. Typically, minimal exposure to technologies in administrative work did not 

include the management of the technology (as cited in Awalt & Jolly, 1999). This study 

led to the creation of courses at The University of Texas and Texas A & M University, 

which addressed the technology leadership issues and needs of aspiring administrators. 

A subsequent study in 1998 by the SouthEast and Islands Regional Technology in 

Education Consortium (SEIR*TEC) recognized principal leadership as the most 

important factor in the successful integration of technology in schools (Byrom & 

Bingham, 2001). Research in the past 30 years has provided evidence that school leaders 

influence whether or not a particular program or innovation is successful (Cawelti, 1987; 

Edmonds, 1979; & Lezotte & Bancroft, 1985).  

A research study conducted by Redish and Chan (2007) at a large suburban 

university focused on the perceptions of aspiring administrators on their preparation as 

technology leaders within their educational leadership master’s program. The researchers 

developed an instrument based on the NETS-A. The findings showed that while the 

master’s program provided instruction in technology leadership, the respondents did not 

feel completely prepared for the role of administrator in the area of technology. In their 

conclusion, Redish and Chan (2007) recommended a re-evaluation of all program areas 

in technology leadership be completed to reflect alignment with the NETS-A. 

Much ado about leadership preparation. School leadership preparation 

programs have been denounced by critics for concentrating on the academic components 

of the profession “to the near exclusion of actual practice” (Murphy, 2001, p. 2). Murphy 

(2001) continues, stating that program content is often irrelevant and disconnected to the 

practice of leadership. In 2002, the National Commission for the Advancement of 
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Educational Leadership was founded in an effort to improve education and professional 

development of educational leaders (Young & Petersen, 2002).  

Collaboration between school districts and university programs can help to 

redefine leadership roles and design of alternative preparation programs for school 

leaders (Cambron-McCabe & Cunningham, 2002). Young and Petersen (2002) concur 

stating: “the key is collaboration among practitioners, school boards, community 

organizations, businesses, professional organizations, universities and governmental 

agencies among others” (p. 5). In the 21st century, educational leadership has shifted in 

focus from management to teaching and learning (Murphy, 2001).  

In a 2005 report about the preparation and development of school leaders by 

colleges of education, the following question was asked: “How well do current programs 

educate leaders for today’s jobs and today’s schools”? (Levine, 2005, p. 12) In his report, 

Levine (2005) examines education programs and their capacity to educate principals and 

superintendents in the skills and knowledge necessary to lead today’s schools. Through 

his research, he found “collectively, educational administration programs are the weakest 

of all the programs at the nation’s education schools” (Levine, 2005, p. 13). 

In School Leadership Study: Developing Successful Principals, the authors cite 

the Levine report, concurring there are concerns about the quality and effectiveness of 

leadership preparation typically provided at university-based programs (Davis, Darling-

Hammond, Lapointe, & Meyerson, 2005). Specifically, they describe many leadership 

preparation programs as lax and entrance is very easily gained. They also feel it is 

detached from real world complexities.  

In order to provide leadership, the school principal must be knowledgeable and/or 
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possess a certain level of expertise in the content area of the proposed change or area of 

implementation (Jolly, Sullivan, & Foster, 1994). According to Awalt and Jolly (1999), 

administrators had received little pre-service or in-service training to effectively manage 

school initiatives related to technology. Management of technology can be complicated, 

as it requires an administrator to understand the broad area of technology as it applies to 

educational needs (Jetton, 1997). 

A study by Crandall and Loucks (1982) conducted under contract with the United 

States Department of Education researched what strategies would be most effective in 

preparing professionals who are responsible for school improvement. The authors 

reported that principal preparation and assistance and support of teachers could foster 

commitment in teacher innovation in the classroom (Crandall & Loucks, 1982). Dawson 

and Rakes (2003) used this study as the theoretical framework for their own study 

investigating whether principals who received technology training had any effect on the 

integration of technology in the classroom. The Dawson and Rakes (2003) more recent 

findings support the earlier results of the Crandall and Loucks (1982) study, that is, that 

principals who receive training on curriculum-specific technology and specific to their 

individual needs had higher levels of technology integration in their schools. 

No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. Highlighted in the No Child Left Behind Act 

of 2001 is an effort to improve student achievement through the use of technology 

including integration initiatives, access to technology and parent involvement (NCLB, 

2008). In addition, the No Child Left Behind Act (2008) stresses the importance of 

integration of technology into professional development of teachers and school 

administrators and subsequently the integration of technology in the classroom. 
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“Effective research-based technology integration can enhance student learning in 

language arts, mathematics, science, social science, foreign language, English as a second 

language, and technology literacy” (NCLB, 2008, p. 2). Principals who promote 

technology integration for “collaboration and stimulation for learning experiences” will 

see an improvement in student achievement (Hughes & Zachariah, 2001, para. 2). There 

appears to be a gap, however, in the research relating technology integration directly to 

student achievement.  

Standards Movement 

 Since A Nation at Risk was released in 1983, there have been many policy makers 

and researchers who have touted the importance of standards and standards-based 

curriculum. Standards provide a framework and establish guidelines. They can also assist 

educators and students in remaining focused and engaged (American Institutes for 

Research, 2005). Marzano and Kendall (1996) state that a performance standard 

“describes a specific use of knowledge and skills” (p. 13). “Standards can improve 

achievement by clearly defining what is to be taught and what kind of performance is 

expected” (Ravitch, 1995, p. 25). However, Ravitch recently stated that standards can be 

taken too far and can result in excessive testing along with testing skills rather than 

knowledge (Ravitch, 2010). “Standards without curriculum is like a bird without wings. 

It is not skills alone that prepare young people for college, work, and life, but knowledge 

as well” (Ravitch, 2010, p.30). Educational leadership policy standards offer states 

guidelines for the duties and responsibilities of school administrators along with 

consistency and a common language to ensure clear expectations (Wilhoit, 2008).  
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Professional education organizations and the development of technology 

standards. There are several professional organizations that develop and provide 

standards and/or accreditation for educational leadership programs. I will describe the 

four primary national and international organizations that provide standards and/or 

accreditation that impact technology education and technology for school administrators: 

the National Policy Board for Education Administration, the Interstate School Leaders 

Licensure Consortium, NCATE, and the ISTE. 

First, the National Policy Board for Education Administration (NPBEA) is a 

national consortium of major stakeholders in educational leadership and policy. The 

purpose of the Board is to provide a forum for collaborative actions by organizations 

interested in the advancement of school and school-system leadership. Initiatives of the 

NPBEA include: National Standards for School Leaders, Accreditation Standards and 

Reviews of Educational Leadership Preparation Programs and Advanced Board 

Certification for Educational Leadership.  

Second, the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) Standards 

were developed by the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) in collaboration 

with the National Policy Board on Educational Administration (NPBEA) to help 

strengthen preparation programs in school leadership. There are six standards delineated 

for school leaders. Standard 2 specifically states that administrators should have 

knowledge and understanding of the role of technology in promoting student learning and 

professional growth. Furthermore, the standard states that administrators need to know 

current technologies that support management function and need to effectively utilize 

technology to manage school operations (CCSSO, 1996). 
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Third, the NCATE is a coalition of organizations of teachers, teacher educators, 

content specialists, and local and state policy makers that is recognized by the USDOE 

and The Council for Higher Education. NCATE is the professional accrediting body for 

educational leadership preparation institutions. Among the standards adopted by NCATE 

are the standards for Technology Education, as well as, Technology Leadership (NCATE, 

2010).  

Fourth, the ISTE provides students, teachers, and administrators with their own 

set of National Educational Technology Standards that guides each of these groups in the 

delivery of curriculum. According to the ISTE website, NCATE and ISTE joined forces 

in 2009 to revise and refresh the NETS-A (ISTE, 2006). There is also literature that 

acknowledges that the NETS-A has useful guidelines for the training of school 

administrators (Anderson & Dexter, 2005; Ury, 2003).  

 Development of the national educational technology standards. In this section, 

there will be a discussion of how the National Educational Technology Standards (NETS) 

evolved and what organizations are responsible for or have taken the lead on this topic. 

Most of the technology standards available for students and teachers are skills-based and 

provided guidance in how to build confidence and competence in the use of technology in 

an “increasingly connected global and digital society” (ISTE, 2006). The NETS-A 

provides guidance on the skills and knowledge needed to “lead and sustain a culture that 

supports digital-age learning, builds a vision for technology infusion and transforms the 

instructional landscape” (ISTE, 2006). 

A few of the more notable national organizations involved in establishing 

technology standards were the American Association for the Advancement of Science, 



 

 35 

Association of College and Research Libraries, Computer Science and 

Telecommunications Board, Council for Basic Education, ISTE, International 

Technology Education Association (ITEA), Mid-continent Regional Educational 

Laboratory (McREL), National Business Education Association, National Education 

Goals Panel, North Central Regional Educational Laboratory (NCREL), and the U.S. 

Department of Education (Goodspeed, 1989; Hill, 2001). Only the ISTE has developed a 

specific set of technology standards for administrators after producing technology 

standards for students and teachers. 

In June 1998, the NETS Project published technology standards for teachers. The 

NETS are an initiative of the ISTE and were funded by NASA in consultation with the 

United States Department of Education, the Milliken Exchange on Education 

Technology, and Apple Computer. The ISTE is the largest educational technology 

organization in the world, and its ties both to classroom teachers and national 

policymakers give its work in this area an aura of authority. The latest standards released 

by ISTE are focused more on using technology to learn and less on learning to use the 

tools. These were released in 2007 for students, 2008 for teachers, and 2009 for 

administrators. 

 The most recent NETS-A were released in June 2009. There are five major 

categories as compared to six in the 2001 version. The biggest change is in standard two, 

which emphasizes the need for educational administrators to create, promote, and sustain 

a digital-age learning culture. The language in the standards has evolved from applying 

technology to promoting and facilitating technology usage. The standards are more 
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focused on the infusion of technology into every aspect of education, including the 

professional development of teachers. 

National Educational Technology Standards for Administrators (NETS-A).  

 The NETS-A is comprised of five performance indicators. Each of these 

performance indicators has between three and five essential conditions listed. The five 

performance indicators are: 1) Visionary Leadership, 2) Digital-Age Learning Culture, 3) 

Excellence in Professional Practice, 4) Systemic Improvement, and 5) Digital 

Citizenship. Appendix C lists the NETS-A in its entirety.  

Validation of ISTE technology standards. Organizations representing major 

professional groups in the United States have been involved in partnership with ISTE to 

develop the NETS standards. There are at least twelve organizations in this partnership. 

These partnerships provide validation of the ISTE Technology Standards. A list of these 

partner organizations can be found in Appendix E 

.State Technology Standards 

In the U.S., there are at least 22 states, including Texas, Massachusetts, and 

Michigan, that have aligned with or adopted the ISTE NETS-A as their technology 

standards. Of the 50 states in the United States, only five have educational technology 

standards listed without reference to or citation of the NETS or ISTE. This was 

determined through a comprehensive Internet search of every state’s department of 

education website. Forty-five of the 50 states’ education departments use NETS and 

ISTE as a resource in developing technology standards for students, teachers, and 

administrators. 
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Florida Principal Leadership Standard for Technology 

The state of Florida, the site of this proposed study, provides a set of standards for 

principals titled “Florida Principal Leadership Standards.” In a review of principal 

leadership standards, some states such as Georgia and Ohio do not have a principal 

leadership standard dedicated solely to technology. In these cases, there is mention of 

utilizing technology within one of their standards.  

Within the Florida Principal Leadership Standards, there is a standard written 

specifically for Technology Leadership. In particular, this technology standard expects 

that leaders be involved in the “planning and implementation of technology in teaching, 

learning, management, research, and communication” (Florida School Leaders, 2010). 

This technology standard is the basis for the technology portion of the Florida 

Educational Leadership Exam, which is used to certify future educational leaders. For 

this reason, the FPLST was used as the basic state standard in comparing syllabi. 

Development of educational leadership technology standards in Florida. In 

order to be certified in Educational Leadership in Florida, an aspiring or existing 

administrator must show competency in the Florida Leadership Standards. The state of 

Florida provides guiding leadership standards that school leaders must demonstrate. 

Included in these standards is the standard for technology: “High Performing Leaders 

plan and implement the integration of technological and electronic tools in teaching, 

learning, management, research, and communication responsibilities” (Florida School 

Leaders, 2010). The standard for technology is one broad single standard but has nine key 

indicators for entry-level, career level and high performing administrators. Table 4 shows 

the three levels and indicators. 
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Table 4  

State of Florida Technology Standards 2011 

Entry-level Career Level High Performing Level 

Uses technology, 
telecommunications, and 
information systems and 
their uses to enrich 
curriculum, instruction and 
assessment 

Implements a plan for the use 
of technology, 
telecommunications, and 
information systems and 
their uses to enrich 
curriculum, instruction and 
assessment 

Manages the staff and 
teachers in their use of 
technology, 
telecommunications, and 
information systems and 
their uses to enrich 
curriculum, instruction and 
assessment 

Communicates and gets 
feedback on a plan for 
technology integration for 
the school community 

Plans for technology 
integration for the school 
community 

Creates and communicates a 
clear vision of technology 
integration for the school 
community 

Works with tech-savvy staff 
to plan for increased 
technology usage 

Discovers practical 
approaches for developing 
and implementing successful 
technology planning 

Plans for the increased 
development and 
implementation of 
technology 

Models the use of technology 
as a tool in support of both 
educational and community 
activities 
 

Models the use of technology 
as a tool in support of both 
educational and community 
activities 

Models the use of technology 
as a tool in support of both 
educational and community 
activities 

Develops an effective teacher 
professional development 
plan to increase technology 
usage 

Develops an effective teacher 
professional development 
plan to increase technology 
usage to support curriculum-
based integration practices 

Develops an effective 
professional development 
plan for individual teachers 
and the entire school for 
technology usage to support 
curriculum-based integration 
practices 

Has assessed and analyzed 
the extent to which 
technology has been 
integrated throughout the 
teaching and learning 
environment 
 

Promotes the effective 
integration of technology 
throughout the teaching and 
learning environment 

Implements innovative 
strategies for promoting the 
effective integration of 
technology throughout the 
teaching and learning 
environment 

Within the available 
resources, increases access to 
educational technologies for 
the school 
 

Increases access to 
educational technologies for 
the school 

Obtains whatever resources 
are necessary to increase 
access to educational 
technologies for the school 

(table continues) 
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Table 4 (continued) 

Entry-level Career Level High Performing Level 

Has a plan for the provision 
of support to increase the use 
of technology already in the 
school/classrooms 
 

Provides support for teachers 
to increase the use of 
technology already in the 
school/classrooms 

Provides educational and 
technical support to increase 
the use of technology already 
in the school/classrooms 

Uses technology to support 
the educational efforts of 
staff and teachers 

Uses technology to support 
the analysis and use of 
student assessment data 

Uses technology for student 
assessment and the 
evaluation of the impact of 
instructional initiatives 

Note. Florida School Leaders (2010). 

State of Florida Essential Components Technology Plan 

The Office of Educational Technology of the State of Florida Department of 

Education provides leadership, coordination, and guidance concerning the submission, 

technical review, and approval of local educational technology plans as a service to 

school districts (FLDOE, 2009). The Essential District Technology Plan Components 

structure that is in use by the FLDOE is intended to provide a general framework for 

technology plan content and provides for consistency in the plan review process. 

In order to participate in certain federal technology initiatives and grant programs, 

school districts are required to develop and maintain a long-range strategic district 

technology plan that adequately addresses prescribed planning criteria. Planning 

requirements and expectations vary from program to program, but many of the essential 

components of an effective technology planning process are consistent between 

programs.  

While participation in federal programs is optional, a majority of school districts 

across the country participate to improve learning opportunities for all students, enhance 

technology resources needed in conjunction with existing initiatives (such as reading 
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improvement), and as an ongoing strategy to help address (in a targeted and focused way) 

significant challenges associated with impoverished and disadvantaged student 

populations (FLDOE, 2009). 

Chapter Summary 

The preceding review of the literature examined the following topics: (a) the 

evolution of computers and information technology in schools, (b) the role that school 

administrators need to play in technology integration, (c) the impact distributed 

leadership can have on the success of technology leadership and integration in schools, 

(d) the preparation necessary for school administrators in the area of technology 

leadership, and (e) the development of the NETS-A and the FPLST. 

The literature review supports a number of conclusions regarding school 

administrators’ role in technology leadership and technology integration. These 

conclusions include the following: 

• Principal leadership is critical for technology integration and implementation 

(Anderson & Dexter, 2005, Pass, 2008). 

• The expected outcomes of technology integration create a need for knowledgeable 

and skilled school leaders in technology (Hughes & Zachariah, 2001). 

• Administrators need to develop a vision and strategies for the advancement of 

technology in their schools (Hughes et al., 2005). 

• The No Child Left Behind Act mandates implementation of technology to 

enhance education (NCLB, 2008). 

• Administrators are expected to provide leadership for educational technologies 

applied to instruction (Gibson, 2002). 
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• School leaders need appropriate skills and knowledge in technology to function as 

effective leaders (Kincaid & Feldner, 2002, Whale, 2003). 

• Administrators need to manage the technology and take charge of the essential 

elements including (a) curriculum materials, (b) professional development, (c) 

hardware and infrastructure acquisition, (d) technical and instructional support, 

and (e) policies regarding usage (Daniel & Nance, 2002). 

• The NETS-A and the FPLST provide guidelines for principals in the leadership of 

technology and integration of technology in the curriculum (NETS, 2009). 

The literature review revealed that there is a need for technology integration in 

schools. It also revealed that technology enhances the learning experiences of students 

and changes the way teaching and learning take place. School leaders have an important 

role to play in the integration of technology. Distributed leadership models can help 

school administrators with infusing technology throughout the school. 

Many school administrators, however, lack the necessary training, knowledge and 

skills to effectively function as technology leaders. As instructional leaders, 

administrators need to be in the forefront of technology implementation and integration. 

This can only happen when administrators have a clear understanding of their role in 

terms of technology integration and technology leadership. Knowledge of the 

components of the NETS-A and the FPLST is one way for administrators to realize their 

role in technology leadership. 

Chapter 3 describes the methodology that was used to determine if the syllabi of 

the Technology Leadership course offered to aspiring administrators in the colleges and 

universities in the state of Florida are aligned with the NETS-A and the FPLST. Chapter 
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4 will present the findings of the study. Chapter 5 will discuss the findings and 

conclusions. 
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Chapter 3 

Methodology 

 The purpose of this study was to determine the degree of alignment with the 

National Educational Technology Standards for Administrators (NETS-A) and the 

Florida Principal Leadership Standard for Technology (FPLST) in public and private 

university syllabi of educational leadership certification program technology leadership 

courses in the State of Florida. Another purpose of this study was to compare the degree 

of alignment of the public university syllabi with the standards to the degree of alignment 

of the private university syllabi with the standards. This chapter will describe the research 

methodology of this study, explain the sample selection, describe the procedure in 

designing the instrument and collecting the data, and provide an explanation of the 

statistical procedures used to analyze the data.  

Research Questions 

The overarching research question is: Do university educational leadership 

programs in Florida prepare pre-service administrators in technology based on the 

National Educational Technology Standards and Florida Principal Leadership Standards 

in technology? More specifically, the following five questions will be addressed: 

1. To what extent are the syllabi for the technology course offered for graduate 

level educational leadership students in Florida public and private universities aligned 

with the National Educational Technology Standards for Administrators?
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2. To what extent are the syllabi for the technology course offered for graduate 

level educational leadership students in Florida public and private universities aligned 

with the Florida Principal Leadership Standards? 

3. To what extent does the alignment of the syllabi for the technology course 

offered for graduate level educational leadership students with the National Educational 

Technology Standards for Administrators in Florida public universities differ from 

private universities in Florida? 

4. To what extent is the alignment for the syllabi for the technology course 

offered for graduate level educational leadership students with the Florida Principal 

Leadership Standards for Administrators in Florida public universities differ from private 

universities in Florida? 

5. To what extent is the alignment for the syllabi for the technology course 

offered for graduate level educational leadership students with the Florida Principal 

Leadership Standards for Administrators and the National Educational Technology 

Standards for Administrators different between traditional face-to-face courses and online 

courses? 

Site of Study 

 The site for this study was the state of Florida. In Florida, there are 11 public 

universities with Educational Leadership certification programs and 11 private 

universities that provide an Educational Leadership certification program. All of these 

universities were part of the data collection. However, some institutions were not 

included in the data analysis, as the syllabi could not be obtained. This will be further 

explained in the next section, Data Collection. Table 5 below lists the public universities 
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along with the course number and course title offered in the area of technology 

leadership. Table 6 lists the private universities along with the course number and course 

title in the area of technology leadership. The information provided about the 

university/college programs is based on an Internet search of each institution’s website 

that was gathered between November and December 2010. 

Table 5  

Florida Public University Technology Leadership Courses Spring 2011 

University Course # Course Title 

Florida Agricultural and 
Mechanical University 

EDA 5275 Application of Technology 
Leadership 
 

Florida Atlantic University EME 6426 Administrative Applications of 
Educational Technology 
 

Florida Gulf Coast University EME 6425 Technology for School Leaders 
 

Florida International University EDA 6271 Administering Educational 
Technology 
 

Florida State University CGS 5310 Technology & Communication in 
Education 
 

University of Central Florida EDA 6260 Educational Systems Planning & 
Management 
 

University of Florida EDA 6271 Technology Leadership 
 

University of North Florida EDA 6271 Technology & Educational 
Leadership 
 

University of South Florida EME 6425 Technology for School Management 
 

University of South Florida-St. 
Petersburg 

EDG 6937 Technology and Data Analysis 
 

University of West Florida EDF 6287 
EME 6317 

Instructional Technology for 
Educational Leaders 
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Table 6  

Florida Private University Technology Leadership Courses Spring 2011 

University Course # Course Title 

American College of Education Not on web No technology course noted 
 

Barry University ECT 687 Technology Application in 
Educational Leadership 
 

Clearwater Christian University EDL 630 Computer/Electronic Tools for 
Educational Leadership 
 

Jacksonville University Not on web No technology course noted 
 

Lynn University EDL 635 Technology and Administration 
for Educational Systems 
 

National Louis University EDL 512 Communication and Technology 
Skills for School Leaders 
 

Nova Southeastern University EDL 550 Electronic Tools for Educational 
Leaders 
 

Saint Leo University EDU 635 Technology for Instruction and 
Leadership 
 

Saint Thomas University EDA 600 Microcomputer Applications for 
Administration 
 

Southeastern University EDUC 5263 Educational Technology for 
School Leaders 
 

Stetson University EDUC 566 Educational Technology 
 

 

Data Collection 

 Data collection for this study began with Internet searches of Florida’s 

universities to determine which ones offered a program in Educational Leadership 

certification. Once these were identified, the schools were divided into the categories 
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public and private. From there, each institution’s Educational Leadership website was 

examined for requirements in the Educational Leadership certification programs and a list 

of course requirements. In reviewing course requirements, the Technology Leadership 

class, if listed, was noted. An exhaustive search of the Internet revealed three current 

syllabi, which were readily available. 

 Once it was evident that there were no more syllabi available on the Internet, a list 

was made of the remaining schools with an email address and telephone number of a 

contact person in each respective Educational Leadership department. Personal telephone 

calls were made to the remaining schools, which resulted in nine syllabi being sent 

electronically. Two more syllabi were obtained from teachers who had just taken the 

course at two different local universities. The last three were obtained through emails that 

were sent to university contacts. All documents utilized in this study are public 

documents and therefore no IRB approval was needed. 

 A total of 17 syllabi were received and reviewed for their relevancy. One syllabus 

was eliminated because it did not meet the required time frame of Summer 2009 – Spring 

2011. The syllabus submitted was dated Fall 2008 and was the only one available to the 

department of Educational Leadership from that university. The professor responsible for 

teaching the course had just resigned from the university and no one else had been 

assigned to teach the course yet. Attempts to contact that professor directly were futile.  

Syllabi used in this study came from the technology course(s) offered as part of 

the graduate Educational Leadership program for certification from each university 

during summer semester 2009 and spring 2011. In all the cases where a syllabus was 

obtained, only one professor was responsible for teaching the course. Of the 22 expected 
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syllabi, 16 were available for review. Table 7 indicates the six syllabi that were not 

obtained and the reasons why. 

Table 7  

Syllabi Not Obtained 

Name of University Reason syllabus not received  NCATE 
Approved 

University of Florida Professor left school, no current 
syllabus on file. 
 

Yes 

University of West Florida After several contacts made, no 
syllabus submitted, no reason given. 
 

Yes 

American College of Education No course offered as part of program. 
 

No 

Saint Leo University Contact made, refusal to participate  
 

No 

Southeastern University After several contacts made, no 
syllabus submitted, no reason given. 
 

No 

Jacksonville University No course offered as part of program 
 

No 

Instrumentation 

The instruments used for this study were two rubrics created by the researcher in 

order to determine how the syllabus for the course is aligned with the NETS-A and the 

FPLST (See Appendix A and B). Three expert raters reviewed each syllabus using the 

rubrics in order to determine alignment. (Details about the raters will be discussed as part 

of data analysis below.) The 2009 NETS-A that was used to create one rubric were 

downloaded from the ISTE website in July 2009. The FPLST was downloaded from the 

FLDOE website in July 2009. 

Two separate rubrics (Standards Checklist) were used to analyze the syllabi. The 

first rubric (NETS-A Standards Checklist) was developed utilizing the NETS-A. This 
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rubric is found in Appendix A. The NETS-A is comprised of five standards and several 

essential conditions for each standard. The NETS-A Standards Checklist includes each of 

the NETS-A standards and essential conditions and is found in Appendix C.  

Each rater reviewed the syllabus and compared the syllabus to the standard or 

performance indicator listed on the checklist. The rater determined if the standard or 

performance indicator was evident through course activities listed in the syllabus. The 

standard needed to be evident at least one time to meet criterion. Standards that were 

evident more than once were not recorded more than once but were noted. 

The second rubric (FPLST Standards Checklist) was developed utilizing the 

FPLST entry-level key indicators. This rubric is located in Appendix B. There is one 

technology standard and nine key indicators listed as the expectation for an entry-level 

administrator in the State of Florida. The FPLST with the entry-level key indicators is 

found in Appendix D.  

Each rater reviewed the syllabus and compared the syllabus to the key indicators 

of the FPLST. The rater determined if the key indicator was evident through course 

activities listed in the syllabus. The key indicator needed to be evident at least one time to 

meet criterion. Key indicators that were evident more than once were not recorded more 

than once but were noted. 

Data Analysis 

In order to strengthen research findings and ensure consistent and accurate 

identification of key characteristics and activities in the syllabi, inter-rater reliability was 

built into the syllabi analysis from the beginning. All syllabi were reviewed according to 

the Standards Checklists by three raters: the researcher and two other independent raters. 
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The two raters were required to have a doctoral degree in Educational Leadership from an 

accredited university and had to be willing to review the syllabi. A Training Protocol was 

developed in order to prepare the raters for review of the syllabi and is included in 

Appendix F. Three syllabi from institutions outside of Florida were used to train the 

raters and to practice rating the syllabi. Each rater utilized the NETS-A Checklist and the 

FPLST Standards Checklist during the training to determine if essential conditions or key 

indicators were considered present in course activities listed on the syllabus. The raters 

then compared their checklists to determine if there were differences in the checklists. 

There were a few differences and the raters talked through the conflicts and agreed on 

what activities on the syllabi would be sufficient to meet essential conditions on the 

NETS-A or entry-level key indicators on the FPLST. The major differences involved 

activities considered present. One rater felt that although certain characteristics did not 

have specific activities on the syllabus, topics were listed on the syllabus calendar as 

discussion topics for the weekly lecture. The raters agreed to include discussion topics as 

an activity on the syllabus. Once this was done, the three raters established how to rate 

the syllabi received for this study. 

Following the training, each rater received the 16 syllabi, 16 NETS-A Standards 

Checklist forms, 16 FPLST Standards Checklist forms and a copy of each (16) syllabus 

to be reviewed. The raters reviewed each syllabus utilizing the Standards Checklist forms 

based on evidence of activities related to each benchmark. The Standards Checklist forms 

were then collected, reviewed by the researcher and compared with each other and the 

researcher’s checklists. The checklist forms were examined to look for conflicts among 

the two raters and the researcher but none were found. 
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The syllabi were examined in a manner comparable to a study of preservice 

geometry course syllabi conducted by Grover and Conner (2000), and a study of required 

technology course syllabi in teacher preparation programs by Goudy (2002).  

The examination using the NETS-A captured the extent to which the syllabi 

addressed knowledge considered essential for school administrators by the NETS-A. The 

guidelines were established using Goudy’s (2002) study as a framework. The number of 

essential conditions used to determine alignment was by determined by percentages. A 

percentage of 85% or higher was considered definitely aligned, 70-80% was considered 

somewhat aligned, and 65% and below was considered not aligned. Essential conditions 

were considered present in the course if it could be determined from the syllabus that 

course activities met NETS-A competencies using the following guideline: 

• Definitely aligned  17-20 essential conditions 

• Somewhat aligned  14-16 essential conditions 

• Not aligned   0-13 essential conditions 

The examination using the FPLST captured the extent to which the syllabi 

addressed entry-level key indicators that are considered essential for school 

administrators by Florida School Leaders. University programs offering certification in 

Educational Leadership in Florida require all students to receive instruction in the Florida 

Leadership Standards including technology. For this reason it was determined that 100% 

of the key indicators should be present in order for a syllabus to be considered definitely 

aligned. Syllabi considered somewhat aligned needed to have 78-88% characteristics 

present and those falling below 67% were considered not aligned. Entry-level key 

indicators were considered present in the course if it could be determined from the 
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syllabus that course activities met FPLST entry-level key indicators using the following 

guideline: 

• Definitely aligned  9 entry-level key indicators  

• Somewhat aligned  7-8 entry-level key indicators  

• Not aligned   0-6 entry-level key indicators  

The following guidelines were used to determine if an essential condition or an 

entry-level key indicator was present in the syllabus: 

1. Worthwhile tasks-activities involving technology require higher order 

thinking. 

2. Discourse encouraged-technological activities require students to 

explain in writing (papers, presentations, group work, 

lecture/discussion topic). 

3. Tools employed-use of technological tools is explicitly stated. 

4. Represented as a human activity-activities or discussions address 

practical applications of technology. 

5. Discussion topics listed as part of class discussions. 

Statistical Methods 

Descriptive statistics were used to determine the degree of alignment of syllabi 

from public and private universities with the NETS-A and the FPLST. Data were entered 

into SPSS for analysis and the Pearson Chi Square test was used to determine if any 

relationships existed between the independent variable (public or private) and the 

dependent variable (NETS-A or FPLST). 
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The first research question sought to determine the extent that syllabi for the 

technology course offered for graduate level educational leadership students in public and 

private universities in Florida is aligned with the National Educational Technology 

Standards for Administrators, was assessed using descriptive statistics.  

The second research question sought to determine the extent that syllabi for the 

technology course offered for graduate level educational leadership students in public and 

private universities in Florida is aligned with the Florida Principal Leadership Standards 

was assessed using descriptive statistics. 

The third research question sought to determine the extent that the alignment of 

the syllabi for the technology course offered for graduate level educational leadership 

students with the National Educational Technology Standards for Administrators at 

public universities in Florida differs from private universities in Florida was assessed 

with the Pearson Chi-Square test.  

The fourth research question sought to determine the extent that the alignment for 

the syllabi for the technology course offered for graduate level educational leadership 

students with the Florida Principal Leadership Standards for Administrators at public 

universities in Florida differs from private universities in Florida was also assessed with 

the Pearson Chi-Square test.  

The fifth research question sought to determine to what extent the alignment for 

the syllabi for the technology course offered for graduate level educational leadership 

students with the Florida Principal Leadership Standards for Administrators and the 

National Educational Technology Standards for Administrators differs between 
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traditional face-to-face courses and online courses was assessed using descriptive 

statistics. 

Chapter Summary 

 Chapter 3 outlined and discussed the procedures used in the collection and 

analysis of the data, and the statistical methods with respect to all variables. Chapter 4 

will reveal the findings of the analyses. Chapter 5 will discuss the findings and 

conclusions. 
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Chapter 4 

Findings 

This study investigated the degree of alignment of syllabi for public and private 

university technology leadership courses with the NETS-A and the FPLST. Five research 

questions guided the inquiry: 

1. To what extent are the syllabi for the technology course offered for graduate 

level educational leadership students in Florida public and private universities aligned 

with the National Educational Technology Standards for Administrators? 

2. To what extent are the syllabi for the technology course offered for graduate 

level educational leadership students in Florida public and private universities aligned 

with the Florida Principal Leadership Standards? 

3. To what extent does the alignment of the syllabi for the technology course 

offered for graduate level educational leadership students with the National Educational 

Technology Standards for Administrators in Florida public universities differ from 

private universities in Florida? 

4. To what extent is the alignment for the syllabi for the technology course 

offered for graduate level educational leadership students with the Florida Principal 

Leadership Standards for Administrators in Florida public universities differ from private 

universities in Florida?
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5. To what extent is the alignment for the syllabi for the technology course 

offered for graduate level educational leadership students with the Florida Principal 

Leadership Standards for Administrators and the National Educational Technology 

Standards for Administrators different between traditional face-to-face courses and online 

courses? 

 Two separate instruments (rubrics) were created by the researcher, in order to 

determine how the course syllabi are aligned with the NETS-A and the FPLST entry-

level key indicators (See Appendix A and B). The rubrics were used to review each 

syllabus for learning activities that met the standards. 

Overall, syllabi ranged from 5 to 45 pages. The syllabi obtained generally 

contained course objectives, leadership standards addressed, required textbooks and 

readings, assessment rubrics, and schedule of assignments. Some syllabi included basic 

information while others were very detailed and included specific procedures for 

assignments. Additionally, 3 of 16 (19%) of the courses were online courses and one 

(6%) was a blended course, which involved one face-to-face meeting and the rest of the 

course was administered online. The remaining 13 syllabi revealed face-to-face courses 

with a technology component such as: Blackboard, WebCT (Web Course Tools), 

LiveText, Task Stream (Task Stream Learning Achievement Tools), CDN (Collaborative 

Digital Network) Portfolio or the Florida School Leaders website. Each of these 

technology tools is a web-based tool that is used for developing, assessing, and 

measuring student learning and includes an e-portfolio, course assessment tools and other 

resources for students. Some universities use one tool exclusively and some use a 

combination of the tools outlined above. Table 8 shows the type of technology 
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component utilized for the class and the percentage of schools utilizing each type 

classified by course delivery method. 

Table 8 

Technology Component Used 

Technology Component Used 
Face-to-

Face 
Online Blended 

TaskStream 6% (1)    

Blackboard 31% (5) 12.5% (2) 6% (1)  

Live Text 6% (1)  6% (1)   

WebCT 6% (1)    

Florida School Leaders 19% (3)   

CDN Portfolio 6% (1)    

 

Results 

 Results for questions 1 and 2 were calculated using descriptive statistics, data 

from the syllabi and the three predetermined categories: definitely aligned, somewhat 

aligned, and not aligned. Next, results for questions 3 and 4 were calculated using 

inferential statistics, specifically the Pearson Chi-Square test. Finally, the result for 

question 5 was calculated utilizing descriptive statistics and the three predetermined 

categories: definitely aligned, somewhat aligned, and not aligned. 

Degree of alignment to NETS-A. In order to establish the degree of syllabus 

alignment to NETS-A, a percentage was calculated from the data for each of the three 

predetermined categories: definitely aligned, somewhat aligned, and not aligned. 
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Essential conditions were considered present in the course if it could be determined from 

the syllabus that course activities met NETS-A competencies using the following 

guideline: 

• Definitely aligned  17-20 essential conditions 

• Somewhat aligned  14-16 essential conditions 

• Not aligned   0-13 essential conditions 

The results (see Figure 1) indicated three (19%) of the syllabi obtained were 

definitely aligned with the NETS-A with course activities meeting at least 17 essential 

conditions of the NETS-A. Of the 16 syllabi obtained, 8 syllabi (50%) were somewhat 

aligned having 14-16 essential conditions present and 5 syllabi (31%) were not aligned 

having 13 or fewer essential conditions present.  

 

 

Figure 1. Degree of alignment to NETS-A. 

Degree of alignment to FPLST. In order to establish the degree of alignment to 

FPLST, a percentage was calculated from the data for each of the three predetermined 

categories: definitely aligned, somewhat aligned, and not aligned. Entry-level key 
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indicators were considered present in the course if it could be determined from the 

syllabus that course activities met FPLST competencies using the following guideline: 

• Definitely aligned  9 entry-level key indicators 

• Somewhat aligned  7-8 entry-level key indicators 

• Not aligned   0-6 entry-level key indicators 

The results (see Figure 2) indicated four syllabi (25%) were definitely aligned 

with the FPLST with course activities meeting all nine entry-level key indicators of the 

FPLST. Of the 16 syllabi obtained, 7 (44%) of the syllabi were somewhat aligned having 

7-8 entry-level key indicators present and 5 syllabi (31%) were not aligned having 6 or 

fewer entry-level key indicators present with the lowest being three entry-level key 

indicators.  

 

Figure 2. Degree of alignment to FPLST. 

In the total of 16 institutions, five syllabi (31%) were not aligned with the NETS-

A and five syllabi (31%) were not aligned with the FPLST. Fewer syllabi were 

considered definitely aligned while more were somewhat aligned, but there was a small 

difference between the NETS-A and the FPLST. Three syllabi were definitely aligned 

with NETS-A, whereas four syllabi were definitely aligned with FPLST. Table 9 shows 
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the percentage of syllabi aligned and the degree of alignment with the NETS-A and the 

FPLST. 

Table 9  

Percentage of Total Syllabi Aligned With National and State Standards 

Degree of Alignment 
Percentage of syllabi aligned 

with NETS-A (16) 

Percentage of syllabi 

aligned with FPLST (16) 

Definitely Aligned 19% (3) 25% (4) 

Somewhat Aligned 50% (8) 44% (7) 

Not Aligned 31% (5) 31% (5) 

 

Alignment to NETS-A public versus private. In determining the difference of 

alignment of public university syllabi and private university syllabi to the NETS-A, the 

results indicated that there was a relationship χ2 =9.735, p < .01 between type of 

institution (public or private) and alignment of the syllabi to the NETS-A. There are more 

public universities aligned with the NETS-A and fewer private universities aligned with 

NETS-A. Figure 3 shows the difference in alignment to the NETS-A between public 

university syllabi and private university syllabi. 

 

Figure 3. Alignment to NETS-A public versus private. 
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Alignment to FPLST public versus private. In determining the difference of 

alignment of public university syllabi and private university syllabi to the FPLST, the 

results indicated that there was no relationship χ2 =.230, p < .01 between type of 

institution (public or private) and alignment of the syllabi to the FPLST. In other words, 

the type of institution, public or private, is not an indicator of whether or not a syllabus is 

aligned with the FPLST. Figure 4 shows the difference in alignment to the FPLST 

between public university syllabi and private university syllabi. 

 

Figure 4. Alignment to FPLST public versus private. 

 
Face-to-face versus online classes. Of the 16 syllabi obtained, three of the 

courses were taught in an online format, one was taught in a blended format, which 

consisted of a majority online with several class meetings, and 12 courses were taught in 

a traditional face-to-face format supported by a technology component such as 

Blackboard or WebCT. As shown in Figure 5, three (100%) of the syllabi of the three 

online courses were somewhat aligned with the NETS-A. The sole blended class was 

(100%) not aligned with the NETS-A. Of the 12 face-to-face classes, 3 (25%) were 

definitely aligned with the NETS-A, 5 (42%) were somewhat aligned with the NETS-A, 

and 4 (33%) were not aligned with the NETS-A.  
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Figure 5. Degree of alignment with NETS-A by course delivery method. 

As shown in Figure 6, two (67%) of the syllabi for three online courses were 

somewhat aligned with the FPLST, and one (33%) syllabus was not aligned with the 

FPLST. The sole blended class syllabus was (100%) not aligned with the FPLST. 

Meanwhile, three (25%) syllabi were definitely aligned with the FPLST, six syllabi 

(50%) were somewhat aligned with the FPLST, and three syllabi (25%) of the face-to-

face courses were not aligned with the FPLST. 

 

Figure 6. Degree of alignment with FPLST by course delivery method. 
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Indicator Alignment 

In addition to answering the five research questions, a more detailed analysis of 

the syllabi as they relate to individual essential conditions of the NETS-A and key 

indicators of the FPLST was conducted.  

NETS-A indicator and essential conditions alignment. The NETS-A is 

composed of five performance indicators. Each of these performance indicators has 

between three and five essential conditions listed with a total of 21 essential conditions. 

The five performance indicators are: 1) Visionary Leadership, 2) Digital-Age Learning 

Culture, 3) Excellence in Professional Practice, 4) Systemic Improvement, and 5) Digital 

Citizenship. A review of the NETS-A individual performance indicators shows two of the 

21 essential conditions were addressed by 100% of the syllabi examined. Table 10 lists 

the five performance indicators and the corresponding essential conditions and the 

alignment of each essential condition to the syllabi reviewed.  

Essential condition, 3d “stay abreast of educational research and emerging trends 

regarding effective use of technology and encourage evaluation of new technologies for 

their potential to improve student learning” and 5a “ensure equitable access to 

appropriate digital tools and resources to meet the needs of all learners” were addressed 

through activities in all of the syllabi examined from both public and private institutions. 

Two other essential conditions, 2a “ensure instructional innovation focused on 

continuous improvement of digital-age learning” and 2b “model and promote the 

frequent and effective use of technology for learning” were addressed in 94% of total 

syllabi examined with 100% of public institutions addressing these indicators. Only one 

essential condition, 3b, “facilitate and participate in learning communities that stimulate, 
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nurture, and support administrators, faculty, and staff in the study and use of technology” 

was addressed by 100% of private institutions alone. In contrast, five different essential 

conditions were addressed by syllabi in public institutions as seen in Table 10. 

Three essential conditions, 4c “recruit and retain highly competent personnel who 

use technology creatively and proficiently to advance academic and operational goals,” 

4d “establish and leverage strategic partnerships to support systemic improvement” and 

5c “promote and model responsible social interactions related to the use of technology 

and information” were minimally addressed by both public and private institutions. This 

could be due to the difficulty of finding activities to address these indicators, although a 

small percentage of institutions (19%, 25%, 25%) respectively did find a way to address 

these three indicators in their syllabi. 

Table 10  

Indicator and Essential Conditions Alignment With NETS-A 

National Educational Technology Standards 
for Administrators  
Performance Indicators and Essential 
Conditions 

Public 
Universities 
(9) 

Private 
Universities 
(7) 

Combined 
(16) 

1a. inspire and facilitate among all 
stakeholders a shared vision of purposeful 
change that maximizes use of digital-age 
resources to meet and exceed learning 
goals, support effective instructional 
practice, and maximize performance of 
district and school leaders 
 

56% 71% 63% 

1b. engage in an ongoing process to 
develop, implement, and communicate 
technology-infused strategic plans aligned 
with a shared vision 
 

78% 86% 81% 

(table continues) 
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Table 10 (continued) 

National Educational Technology Standards 
for Administrators  
Performance Indicators and Essential 
Conditions 

Public 
Universities 
(9) 

Private 
Universities 
(7) 

Combined 
(16) 

1c. advocate on local, state, and national 
levels for policies, programs, and funding to 
support implementation of a technology-
infused vision and strategic plan 
 

78% 57% 69% 

2a. ensure instructional innovation focused 
on continuous improvement of digital-age 
learning 
 

100% 86% 94% 

2b. model and promote the frequent and 
effective use of technology for learning 
 

89% 86% 88% 

2c. provide learner-centered environments 
equipped with technology and learning 
resources to meet the individual, diverse 
needs of all learners 
 

100% 86% 94% 

2d. ensure effective practice in the study of 
technology and its infusion across the 
curriculum 
 

89% 57% 75% 

3a. allocate time, resources, and access to 
ensure ongoing professional growth in 
technology fluency and integration 
 

89% 86% 88% 

3b. facilitate and participate in learning 
communities that stimulate, nurture, and 
support administrators, faculty, and staff in 
the study and use of technology 
 

67% 100% 81% 

3c. promote and model effective 
communication and collaboration among 
stakeholders using digital-age tools 
 

78% 86% 81% 

(table continues) 
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Table 10 (continued) 

National Educational Technology Standards 
for Administrators  
Performance Indicators and Essential 
Conditions 

Public 
Universities 
(9) 

Private 
Universities 
(7) 

Combined 
(16) 

3d. stay abreast of educational research and 
emerging trends regarding effective use of 
technology and encourage evaluation of 
new technologies for their potential to 
improve student learning 
 

100% 100% 100% 

4a. lead purposeful change to maximize the 
achievement of learning goals through the 
appropriate use of technology and media-
rich resources 
 

100% 57% 81% 

4b. collaborate to establish metrics, collect 
and analyze data, interpret results, and share 
findings to improve staff performance and 
student learning 
 

89% 71% 81% 

4c. recruit and retain highly competent 
personnel who use technology creatively 
and proficiently to advance academic and 
operational goals 
 

22% 14% 19% 

4d. establish and leverage strategic 
partnerships to support systemic 
improvement 
 

33% 14% 25% 

4e. establish and maintain a robust 
infrastructure for technology including 
integrated, interoperable technology 
systems to support management, operations, 
teaching, and learning 
 

100% 43% 75% 

5a. ensure equitable access to appropriate 
digital tools and resources to meet the needs 
of all learners 
 

100% 100% 100% 

(table continues) 
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Table 10 (continued) 

National Educational Technology 
Standards for Administrators  
Performance Indicators and Essential 
Conditions 

Public 
Universities 
(9) 

Private 
Universities 
(7) 

Combined 
(16) 

5b. promote, model, and establish policies 
for safe, legal, and ethical use of digital 
information and technology 
 

44% 86% 63% 

5c. promote and model responsible social 
interactions related to the use of 
technology and information 
 

33% 29% 25% 

5d. model and facilitate the development 
of a shared cultural understanding and 
involvement in global issues through the 
use of contemporary communication and 
collaboration tools 
 

67% 29% 50% 

 

FPLST key indicator alignment. Table 11 shows a breakdown of each key 

indicator of the FPLST and what percentage of the syllabi had activities that addressed 

each of the key indicators. The State of Florida provides leadership standards that school 

leaders must demonstrate which include the FPLST. The standard for technology is one 

broad single standard, but it has 10 key indicators for entry-level, career-level, and high-

performing administrators. A review of each entry-level key indicator of the FPLST finds 

that five of the 10 key indicators are addressed in 81% or more of the public and private 

university syllabi reviewed.  

One key indicator was only addressed by 11% of the syllabi. This key indicator, 

“works with tech-savvy staff to plan for increased technology usage,” was not addressed 

as an activity or a discussion topic in the majority (89%) of the syllabi. Two other 
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indicators, “planning for technology integration” and “develops a professional develop 

plan” were addressed by only 75% and 56% of the schools respectively.  

Table 11  

Key Indicator Alignment With FPLST  

Florida Principal Leadership Standards 
Key Indicators 

Public  
Universities 
(9) 

Private 
Universities 
(7) 

Combined 
(16) 

Is aware of the technology, 
telecommunications, and information 
systems and their uses to enrich curriculum, 
instruction, and assessment 
 

89% 100% 94% 

Plans for technology integration for the 
school community 
 

78% 71% 75% 

Works with tech-savvy staff to plan for 
increased technology usage 
 

11% 11% 11% 

Models the use of technology as a tool in 
support of both educational and community 
activities 
 

89% 71% 81% 

Develops an effective teacher professional 
development plan to increase technology 
usage 
 

56% 57% 56% 

Has assessed and analyzed the extent to 
which technology has been integrated 
throughout the teaching and learning 
environment 
 

89% 86% 88% 

Within the available resources, increases 
access to educational technologies within 
and beyond the school 
 

67% 100% 81% 

Has a plan for the provision of support to 
increase the use of technology already in the 
school/classrooms 
 

67% 100% 81% 

Uses technology to support the educational 
efforts of staff and teachers 

78% 86% 81% 
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Chapter Summary 

 To summarize, this chapter reviewed the findings from an examination of 16 

syllabi of Technology Leaderships courses offered in Educational Leadership programs 

in institutions in the State of Florida. The results identified the degree of alignment of 

syllabi to the FPLST and the NETS-A. It is necessary to note that the number of cases 

was so low in the inferential analysis that power was a problem for hypotheses that were 

not rejected. The following chapter presents the conclusions and discussion drawn from 

these findings and suggests implications and recommendations for further integration of 

technology standards into educational leadership programs. 
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Chapter 5 

Conclusion 

This chapter revisits the research problem and reviews the primary methods used 

in this study. Major sections of the chapter summarize the results, discuss the findings, 

present the conclusions and implications, and provide recommendations for further 

research.  

As discussed in Chapter 1, today’s school systems require building principals to 

provide leadership in information and communication technology, in addition to the 

many duties they already have. Although the need for school leaders who are technology 

literate has been documented (Anderson & Dexter 2005; Gibson, 2002), there is still 

some uncertainty as to whether future school leaders are being properly prepared in this 

area. The research is clear that school principals who are suitably prepared in the area of 

technology leadership will impact technology instruction and integration positively 

(Awalt & Jolly, 1999; Dawson & Rakes, 2003; McLeod, 2004). 

It was the purpose of this study to investigate the degree of alignment of syllabi 

for public and private university technology leadership courses that prepare school 

leaders with the NETS-A and the FPLST. 

The following five questions guided this study and each is answered below in the 

discussion of findings:
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1. To what extent are the syllabi for the technology course offered for graduate 

level educational leadership students in Florida public and private universities aligned 

with the National Educational Technology Standards for Administrators? 

2. To what extent are the syllabi for the technology course offered for graduate 

level educational leadership students in Florida public and private universities aligned 

with the Florida Principal Leadership Standards? 

3. To what extent does the alignment of the syllabi for the technology course 

offered for graduate level educational leadership students with the National Educational 

Technology Standards for Administrators in Florida public universities differ from 

private universities in Florida? 

4. To what extent is the alignment for the syllabi for the technology course 

offered for graduate level educational leadership students with the Florida Principal 

Leadership Standards for Administrators in Florida public universities differ from private 

universities in Florida? 

5. To what extent is the alignment for the syllabi for the technology course 

offered for graduate level educational leadership students with the Florida Principal 

Leadership Standards for Administrators and the National Educational Technology 

Standards for Administrators different between traditional face-to-face courses and online 

courses? 

Restatement of Study 

A quantitative, non-experimental, comparative method was employed to address 

the five research questions. Two rubrics were constructed based on the NETS-A and the 

FPLST and were used by the raters to review each syllabus for learning activities that met 
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each standard. Descriptive statistics were used to determine the degree of alignment of 

syllabi from public and private universities with the NETS-A and the FPLST. Data was 

entered into SPSS for analysis and the Pearson Chi Square test was used to determine if 

any relationships exist between the independent variable (public or private) and the 

dependent variable (NETS-A or FPLST). 

Limitations of the Study 

 Several limitations were identified. The syllabi obtained varied in length and 

breadth therefore it is possible that some syllabi were not comprehensive and did not 

include all of the items actually taught by the professor of the course. It is also unknown 

if the topics cited on the syllabus were actually addressed during the course. Also, it was 

unclear how topics were addressed in many of the syllabi. Additionally, the lack of 

response from three universities was disappointing. Two other universities do not offer a 

technology leadership course and were eliminated and a third was eliminated because a 

current syllabus could not be obtained. Another limitation of the study was that no faculty 

members were interviewed and no classes were observed. As mentioned, it is possible 

that the professors covered topics not included in the syllabus.   

Discussion of Findings 

The findings of this study are grouped into three broad areas that will be 

discussed. The first area addresses research questions 1 and 2. It examines the 

relationship between national and state technology standards and technology leadership 

course syllabi within Educational Leadership programs in Florida universities. It 

considers how technology leadership course syllabi are aligned with the NETS-A and 

how they are aligned with the FPLST. The second area of findings addresses research 
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questions 3 and 4. It compares the alignment of public university technology leadership 

course syllabi with NETS-A and FPLST to the alignment of private university technology 

leadership course syllabi with NETS-A and FPLST. Finally, research question 5 is 

addressed and examines the difference in alignment between technology leadership 

courses taught in an online format against technology leadership courses taught in a 

traditional or blended format.  

Relationship between standards and alignment of syllabi. National standards 

are not a federal policy or mandate, nor are they a curriculum that describes how and 

when content should be delivered. Creating standards for technology education is a vision 

inspired by the desire to promote excellence within the field of technology (ISTE, 2006; 

ITEA, 1995). Standards have been thought to promote lifelong learning, maturation, and 

career opportunities in technology oriented programs (Bosco, 2001). Standards that have 

been developed for technology leadership suggest that school leaders support the learning 

environment and instructional program with knowledge of how technology can be used to 

challenge and engage students in the educational process (Wilhoit, 2008). NCATE, which 

serves as the professional accrediting body for Educational Leadership programs has 

embraced the NETS-A as the technology standards to be used to guide instruction in this 

area. 

The State of Florida developed leadership standards including technology 

standards, which are the basis for the knowledge that is necessary in order to become 

certified as an administrator (Florida School Leaders, 2010). Educational Leadership 

programs in Florida are expected to utilize all of the Florida Principal Leadership 

Standards including the Technology Leadership standard as a guide in preparing future 



 

 74 

administrators for their positions as school leaders and for the Florida Educational 

Leadership Examination required for certification (Florida School Leaders, 2010). This 

study sought to determine if technology leadership instruction in public and private 

university leadership preparation programs in Florida is aligned with national and state 

technology standards as reflected in the course syllabi.  

Relationship between NETS-A and alignment of syllabi. The first research 

question sought to determine the extent that syllabi for the technology course offered for 

graduate level educational leadership students in public and private universities in Florida 

are aligned with the NETS-A. The results of this study indicated that for the syllabi 

obtained, 19% or 3 of 16 syllabi were definitely aligned with the NETS-A, while 50% or 

8 of 16 were somewhat aligned with course activities on syllabi meeting at least 14 of the 

20 essential conditions. The remaining 31% or 5 out of 16 syllabi were not aligned with 

the NETS-A with course activities meeting fewer than 14 out 20 essential conditions.  

This result means that although there is a technology leadership course offered, 

based only on the analysis of the syllabi, half the programs have courses that are 

somewhat aligned and over two-thirds of the schools’ syllabi reviewed do not include 

every recommended technology leadership standard on the NETS-A. Therefore, it is 

possible that principals are not being prepared fully for their role as a technology leader 

in their schools.  

The difference between a syllabus being classified as somewhat aligned or 

definitely aligned with the NETS-A was small. In four of the syllabi classified as 

somewhat aligned the syllabus was missing one essential condition from the NETS-A to 

meet the definitely aligned classification. In three of those cases, the syllabi fell short of 
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achieving definite alignment due to a lack of evidence of the same essential condition: 

(5b) promote, model, and establish policies for safe, legal, and ethical use of digital 

information and technology. In the syllabi classified as somewhat aligned, out of eight, 

only one syllabus addressed this essential condition as part of the course activities.  

This represents a key area for improvement. Interestingly enough, a similar area 

(knowledge of equity, ethics, legal and human issues) was a key area not addressed in 

syllabi examined in Goudy’s (2002) study of technology preparation for Elementary 

Teacher Preparation programs. The role of the school leader can play an important part in 

promoting this and other areas of technology leadership. Through modeling the safe and 

ethical use of technology and providing quality staff development principals can close the 

gaps that exist in the area of technology and technology integration (Kozloski, 2006; 

Pass, 2008). Principals can impact the teaching and learning process by providing staff 

development, encouraging positive attitudes towards technology, and equipping teachers 

with appropriate and current technology applications and materials.  

Relationship between FPLST and alignment of syllabi. The second research 

question sought to determine the extent that syllabi for the technology course offered for 

graduate level educational leadership students in public and private universities in Florida 

are aligned with the FPLST. The results of this study indicated that for the syllabi 

obtained, 25% or 4 syllabi out of 16 were definitely aligned with the FPLST, and 44% or 

7 were somewhat aligned with course activities on syllabi meeting at least seven of the 

nine key indicators. The remaining 31% or 5 out of 16 syllabi were not aligned with the 

FPLST with course activities meeting fewer than six out of nine key indicators.  
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The difference between a syllabus being classified as somewhat aligned or 

definitely aligned with the FPLST was small. In seven of the 16 syllabi classified as 

somewhat aligned the syllabi were missing one or two key indicators from the FPLST to 

meet the definitely aligned classification. In all seven of those cases, the syllabi fell short 

of achieving definite alignment due to a lack of evidence of the same key indicator: 

works with tech-savvy staff to plan for increased technology usage. In four of those 

cases, the syllabi also fell short in the same key indicator: develops an effective teacher 

professional development plan to increase technology usage.  

These gaps represent two key areas for improvement. Each of these two standards 

has particular importance. First, ‘works with tech-savvy staff’ is an area where principals 

can utilize their staff to keep up with technology integration even if they are not 

proficient themselves. This is an example of how a principal can use distributed 

leadership to help improve the school as a whole. The research is clear that distributed 

leadership is well suited for the technology era (Harris, 2008a; Wright, 2008). With 

increasing demands on principals, it is important for them to be able to recognize and 

work with individuals on their staffs who have demonstrated knowledge and expertise in 

the technology and technology integration. Finding, hiring and nurturing those 

individuals for leadership roles are important components of distributed leadership that 

can help to guide instruction and technology integration within the school.  

Distributed leadership can also be implemented to address the second key 

indicator discussed, “develops an effective teacher development plan to increase 

technology usage.” Through the teacher leaders that have been tapped for their expertise 

in technology and technology integration, professional development can be provided for 
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all teachers in topics ranging from the use of technology to the integration of digital tools 

within the classroom. 

The National Center for Education Statistics reports that principal leadership, 

including providing appropriate staff development for teachers is critical to ensuring 

technology integration in schools (USDOE, 2000). The No Child Left Behind Act of 

2001 states that “every student will be technologically literate by the time the student 

finishes eighth grade (NCLB, 2008). The National Educational Technology Plan was 

updated in 2010 and clearly states that the NETS for students is the definitive guideline to 

ensure students are digitally literate in an age of constantly evolving technology and 

resources (U.S. Department of Education, 2010). In order to be able to achieve this goal 

school leaders must be competent in all areas of technology standards set forth by the 

ISTE, including ’works with tech-savvy staff’ and ‘develops an effective teacher 

development plan to increase technology usage’. 

Public university syllabi versus private university syllabi. NCATE is the 

professional accrediting body for teacher preparation institutions and includes 

educational leadership programs. In 2009, NCATE and the ISTE united to revise the 

NETS-A (ISTE, 2010). Only five states in the United States do not use the NETS as a 

framework or reference for their educational technology standards.  

All of the public universities in Florida from which syllabi were obtained are 

NCATE accredited. As will be discussed next, these nine universities were at a minimum 

somewhat aligned with the NETS-A and six were somewhat aligned with the FPLST. In 

contrast, two of the seven private universities from which syllabi were obtained were 
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NCATE accredited. Of these two universities one was somewhat aligned with NETS-A 

and FPLST and the other was not aligned with NETS-A or FPLST. 

As stated in Chapter 2, school administrator training and principals’ knowledge of 

technology leadership have not kept up with the rapid changes in technology (Creighton, 

2003; McLeod 2004), yet the findings show that a majority of public preparation 

programs in Florida are addressing a number of the national and state technology 

standards. In 2004, the National Educational Technology Plan outlined seven action steps 

to strengthening educational leadership, one of which was to retool educational 

leadership programs to provide instruction in technology decision-making and 

organizational change. The first version of the NETS-A was published in 2004 and 

endorsed as a valuable leadership preparation tool (Valdez, 2004). Brooks-Young (2006) 

agreed, pointing out that in order to become proficient in educational technology, formal 

educational leadership programs must adhere to standards, specifically the NETS-A. 

Public university syllabi versus private university syllabi and the NETS-A. The 

third research question sought to determine the extent to which the alignment for syllabi 

for the technology course offered for graduate level educational technology leadership 

students with the NETS-A at public universities differs from private universities in 

Florida. The results indicate that there could be a relationship between the type of 

institution (public or private) and alignment of the syllabi to the NETS-A, that is, public 

university syllabi addressed more NETS-A standards than private university syllabi. No 

public university syllabi obtained were not aligned with the NETS-A. Specifically, 22% 

or two of nine public university syllabi were definitely aligned with the NETS-A while 

77% or seven out of nine were somewhat aligned the NETS-A. Conversely, a majority of 
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private university syllabi obtained were not aligned. Specifically, 14% or one out of 

seven private university syllabi were definitely aligned with the NETS-A and 14% or one 

out of seven were somewhat aligned with the NETS-A. The remaining 71% or five out of 

seven private university syllabi were not aligned with the NETS-A. 

The results suggest that professors in public universities may be paying more 

attention to the NETS-A than those at private institutions. The NETS-A seem to have 

more of an impact in public universities. This may be due to the fact that more public 

universities are NCATE accredited and NCATE has embraced the NETS-A.  

Public university syllabi versus private university syllabi and the FPLST. The 

fourth research question sought to determine the extent to which the alignment for syllabi 

for the technology course offered for graduate level educational technology leadership 

students with the FPLST at public universities differs from private universities in Florida. 

The results indicate that there is no relationship between the type of institution (public or 

private) and alignment of the syllabi to the FPLST; public and private universities 

addressed the FPLST similarly. There was no difference in the way they were addressed 

between the two types of schools. Specifically, 33% or three of nine public university 

syllabi were definitely aligned with the FPLST while 33% or three out of nine were 

somewhat aligned with the FPLST and 33% or three out of nine public university syllabi 

were not aligned with the FPLST. Review of the private university syllabi show that none 

of the seven private university syllabi were definitely aligned with the FPLST, 71% or 

five out of seven were somewhat aligned with the FPLST and 29% or two out of seven 

private university syllabi were not aligned with the FPLST. 
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 No relationship was found between the type of school (public or private) and the 

degree of alignment to FPLST. Public and private universities addressed the FPLST 

similarly. This might be explained by there being more difficulty in providing activities 

in the syllabus to address the Florida Principal Leadership Standards because they are not 

as specific as the NETS-A.  

Traditional format versus online or blended format. The fifth research 

question sought to examine to what extent alignment for the syllabi for the technology 

course offered for graduate level educational leadership students with the FPLST and the 

NETS-A is different between traditional face-to-face or blended courses and online 

courses. 

 The results of the study indicated that the three online courses offered in the state 

were somewhat aligned with the NETS-A while two of those were somewhat aligned 

with FPLST and one was not aligned with FPLST. Based solely on analysis of the 

syllabi, the results of this study, in terms of alignment, indicate no significant difference 

between online or blended classes and traditional face-to-face classes. 

 In a survey of community college instructors and students regarding the quality of 

online courses, instructors rated online courses as equal or lower in quality than 

traditional courses (Inman, Kerwin, & Mayes, 1999). A more recent review of literature 

reports that there is no significant difference between online classes and traditional 

classes (Swan, 2003). Even though these studies were evaluating the difference in quality 

between online courses and traditional courses, they support the finding that there is no 

significant difference between online classes and traditional classes. Although the 

research is mixed, online courses have become a popular course delivery format. 
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Analysis of differences in alignment for the syllabi for the technology course 

offered for graduate level educational leadership students with the FPLST and the NETS-

A between traditional face-to-face courses and online courses, however, can only be 

regarded as speculation. The sample size for online courses was too small for this result 

to be reported with confidence. Nonetheless, all three online courses were somewhat 

aligned with the NETS-A while two were somewhat aligned with FPLST and one was 

not aligned with FPLST. A Pearson Chi Square test could not be performed, as the 

sample was too small. 

Conclusions and Implications 

 The impetus for technology integration in schools has been a part of the learning 

environment for the past two decades (Kozloski, 2006; Wisniewski, 1999). Today with 

the magnitude of emerging technologies available for education, administrators are faced 

with the challenge of ensuring that technology integration, acquisition, and planning is 

occurring within their schools. Based on the findings of this study three conclusions can 

be drawn that inform technology leadership. 

The first conclusion of this study is that a separate technology leadership course is 

being provided in more educational leadership programs today, which shows a growing 

commitment to the area of technology leadership as it relates to educational leadership. 

Research states that many universities do not provide a separate course for educational 

technology for school leaders (Hughes et al., 2005; Whale, 2003); however, in the state of 

Florida it was quite the opposite. All but two universities in Florida provide a separate 

technology leadership course as part of the educational leadership certification program. 

This demonstrates a positive change in what was once thought of by some critics as 
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irrelevant and disconnected preparation (Murphy, 2001) to current educational leadership 

programs that address technology leadership and better meet the needs of future 

administrators. Development of national and state technology standards and the call from 

the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 for increased technology instruction and 

integration has motivated educational leadership programs to begin to address technology 

leadership. Of the syllabi reviewed, 14 out of 16 utilized and referenced the FPLST as 

guidelines for their course curriculum while four of the 14 syllabi also utilized and 

referenced the NETS-A. Through this, we see educational leadership programs are 

responding to the demand for more comprehensive preparation in the area of technology 

leadership. 

The second conclusion is that although most of Florida’s universities offer a 

technology leadership course in their educational leadership program, not all of the state 

and national standards are being addressed thus are areas to target for improvement. If all 

of the state and national standards are not addressed it could lead to gaps in technology 

leadership knowledge and preparation. Public and private universities need to be certain 

that all of the required state technology education standards and suggested national 

technology education standards are being taught in the technology leadership course or 

alternatively are integrated throughout the educational leadership program, including 

internships.  

Four important state and national standards were missing from many of the syllabi 

analyzed. First, NETS-A essential condition 5c—promote and model responsible social 

interactions related to the use of technology and information—was present in only 5 out 

of 16 syllabi. Second, NETS-A essential condition 5b—promote, model, and establish 
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policies for safe, legal, and ethical use of digital information and technology—was 

present in 9 out of 16 syllabi. Third, FPLST key indicator 3— works with tech-savvy 

staff to plan for increased technology usage—was only present in 2 out of 16 syllabi.' 

Fourth, FPLST key indicator 5— develops an effective teacher professional development 

plan to increase technology usage—was present in 7 out of 16 syllabi. Although there is a 

mandate for all educational leadership programs to meet the technology standard set forth 

by the State of Florida, based strictly on the analysis of syllabi, this standard is not being 

met completely in a majority of universities. 

 The National Center for Education Statistics reports that principal leadership, 

including providing appropriate staff development for teachers, is a critical piece to 

ensuring technology integration in schools (USDOE, 2000). Therefore, any technology 

leadership program that does not address these leadership standards will not be as 

comprehensive and as effective as one that does. Leaders have a key role and if they are 

not well prepared, there is the risk that today’s students who have been designated 'digital 

natives' would not benefit from the most up to date technological education. Thus, if 

education leadership programs can adequately address administrative and human 

resources aspects of technology utilization, the trickle down effect could be that K-12 

students will reap the benefits of the current research in technology education. It is 

important to always remember that ultimately students are the key stakeholders in the 

education system and educational leaders are responsible for maximizing their students' 

educational opportunities, including those that are linked to technology. 

 The third conclusion of this study is that state and national standards have a strong 

influence on the preparation of school leaders in states, such as Florida, thus it is critical 
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that standards are based on the best research available and include input from 

practitioners and higher education faculty. Currently, the Florida Association of 

Professors of Educational Leadership (FAPEL) is involved with the state that is 

conducting a review and update of the Leadership Standards for Principal Preparation 

Programs (FAPEL, 2011). This is a positive step toward ensuring national and state 

standards identify the knowledge, skills, and responsibility linked to school improvement 

and student achievement including instruction utilizing current technology.  

 The Southern Regional Education Board (SREB) made recommendations in 2007 

that educational standards including technology standards must emphasize student 

learning. They also recommended that states use a set of guidelines developed by SREB 

called “Conditions for Quality Learning-Centered Principal Preparation,” which 

synthesizes leading research on the characteristics of exemplary principal preparation 

programs by scholars such as Linda Darling-Hammond, Barbara Jackson, Carolyn 

Kelley, Laraine Roberts, Michelle D. Young, Marc Tucker, and Judy Codding (SREB, 

1997). States can appoint a standards task force to recommend school leadership 

standards that emphasize student learning and give explicit descriptions of what standards 

require principals to know and do (SREB, 1997). 

It has been maintained that the management of technology can be complex and 

the use of technology standards to guide instruction of future administrators helps to 

focus what issues are important in the administration of a K-12 school (Anderson & 

Dexter, 2005; Golden 2004). Establishing clear expectations can help leaders increase the 

successful use of technology in schools including educator technology effectiveness, 

technology integration, and technology planning. 
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Recommendations 

 Based upon the data collected and the conclusions drawn, the following six 

recommendations can be made. 

 1. Technology leadership preparation for aspiring school administrators should 

include opportunities to engage in experiences that promote technology integration, 

acquisition, and planning based on state and national standards.  

 2. Universities and school districts should assess current and future administrators 

in their knowledge of the NETS-A in order to plan for and provide appropriate 

professional development. The State of Florida has an instrument that identifies gaps in 

teacher technology skills based on the National Educational Technology Standards for 

Teachers and it can be adapted to assess administrator skills in technology. This 

instrument titled, “Inventory of Teacher Technology Skills” (ITTS), is readily available 

on the web and is used by districts or schools to assess the technology skills of its 

teachers. School districts can utilize an instrument such as this to determine if 

administrators are proficient in the NETS-A standards. If they are not, the school district 

can then provide the appropriate staff development for these individuals. 

 3. The NETS-A should be promoted as national guidelines and administrators 

should be made aware of the standards. If school administrators are to become more 

knowledgeable and effective users and promoters of technology, and if they are to 

effectively integrate technology into their schools’ curricula, then they should increase 

their experience and training with technology and their use of the NETS-A and state 

technology standards to help ensure their schools are using technology effectively. 
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 Certification agencies, accrediting bodies and state departments of education are 

encouraged to incorporate the NETS-A into their policies and procedures. It could also be 

useful for these agencies to adopt a set of customized state technology standards to utilize 

in conjunction with the NETS-A. Moreover, school districts are encouraged to embrace 

state and national technology standards for administrators, teachers, and students.  

 4. In addition to the important role of leadership programs in preparing aspiring 

school leaders, there is a critical need for ongoing professional development. School 

districts should partner with universities to provide and perhaps even mandate 

professional development in technology leadership in order to fill in any gaps that might 

exist in the knowledge current school administrators have.  

 5. Syllabi for Technology Leadership courses should address new and emerging 

technology issues such as plagiarism and social networking media such as Twitter, 

Facebook, and blogs. 

 6. A syllabus can be created as a best product model for educational leadership 

programs. This can be done by reviewing the syllabi obtained to acquire the best and 

most comprehensive activities and putting them together as a basic framework of what is 

considered optimal in the instruction of technology leadership. The syllabus would be 

sure to address all of the national and state technology standards used in this study. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

 The following six recommendations for continued study are proposed: 

• Research should be expanded to examine how universities across the country align to 

the NETS-A and to state technology education standards. 
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• Research should be conducted to investigate why the area of (5b) promote, model, and 

establish policies for safe, legal, and ethical use of digital information and technology 

in the NETS-A was not addressed in a majority of syllabi reviewed in this study and 

how this standard is being addressed in other states. 

• Research should be conducted to examine why the key indicators in the FPLST, works 

with tech-savvy staff to plan for increased technology usage and develops an effective 

teacher professional development plan to increase technology usage, were not 

addressed in a majority of syllabi reviewed in this study and how this standard is being 

addressed in other states. 

• Research should be conducted to see if NETS-A essential conditions and FPLST key 

indicators that were not evidenced on the syllabi are actually presented and 

incorporated into the class instruction for those programs that were classified as 

somewhat aligned or not aligned. 

• Research should be conducted on stand-alone technology leadership courses versus 

technology integration within the Educational Leadership coursework. This could lead 

to a more extensive adoption of technology integration and a broader understanding of 

technology competencies. 

• Finally, a qualitative study to determine how technology standards are being addressed 

throughout the Educational Leadership program and in the Technology Leadership 

course is recommended.  

Summary 

 In closing, this study has added to the educational leadership field by providing 

insight into technology leadership preparation at public and private universities. The 
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results of the study provided information about the degree of alignment of syllabi in both 

public and private universities in Florida with the NETS-A and the FPLST. It 

demonstrates positive change that Florida’s universities provide a dedicated course in 

technology leadership, yet based on analysis of the syllabi, there is still work to be done 

in addressing both the state and national standards within the courses.  

 Comparing public and private university course syllabi, a relationship was found 

with the type of institution and alignment to the NETS-A, public universities were more 

aligned with the NETS-A than private universities. No significant relationship was 

identified for the type of university and degree of alignment with the FPLST. Specific 

NETS-A essential conditions and FPLST key indicators not currently being addressed by 

technology leadership course syllabi have been identified. It is up to the individual 

professors and leadership departments to ensure that key concepts in both the national 

and state standards are addressed through the technology leadership course or integrated 

through the educational leadership coursework. Leadership preparation programs and 

standards have an important role in preparing future administrators in leading their 

schools in a change in pedagogy to support 21st century teaching and learning.  

 Throughout the country technology in schools is increasing at an exponential rate. 

There is a critical need for school administrators who are tech-savvy that will support and 

develop teachers in the integration of technology and who have the ability to lead their 

schools through this exploding information age. 
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NETS-A Rubric 
 

For each of the competencies below, indicate in the appropriate box where in the syllabus 
the characteristic is evident. Essential conditions should be considered evident if it can be 
determined from the syllabus that activities in the course meet the NETS-A 
recommended competency. Please use guidelines attached. 
 

NETS-A and Performance Indicator 

Evident 
through 
course 
activities 

Not 
evident 
through 
course 
activities 

1. Visionary Leadership. Educational Administrators 
inspire and lead development and implementation of a 
shared vision for comprehensive integration of technology 
to promote excellence and support transformation 
throughout the organization. 

  

a. inspire and facilitate among all stakeholders a shared 
vision of purposeful change that maximizes use of digital-
age resources to meet and exceed learning goals, support 
effective instructional practice, and maximize performance 
of district and school leaders 

  

b. engage in an ongoing process to develop, implement, 
and communicate technology-infused strategic plans 
aligned with a shared vision 

  

c. advocate on local, state, and national levels for policies, 
programs, and funding to support implementation of a 
technology-infused vision and strategic plan 

  

2. Digital-Age Learning Culture. Educational 
Administrators create, promote, and sustain a dynamic, 
digital-age learning culture that provides a rigorous, 
relevant, and engaging education for all students. 
Educational Administrators: 

  

a. ensure instructional innovation focused on continuous 
improvement of digital-age learning 

  

b. model and promote the frequent and effective use of 
technology for learning 

  

c. provide learner-centered environments equipped with 
technology and learning resources to meet the individual, 
diverse needs of all learners 

  

d. ensure effective practice in the study of technology and 
its infusion across the curriculum 
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NETS-A and Performance Indicator 

Evident 
through 
course 
activities 

Not 
evident 
through 
course 
activities 

3. Excellence in Professional Practice. Educational 
Administrators promote an environment of professional 
learning and innovation that empowers educators to enhance 
student learning through the infusion of contemporary 
technologies and digital resources.  

  

a. allocate time, resources, and access to ensure ongoing 
professional growth in technology fluency and integration 

  

b. facilitate and participate in learning communities that 
stimulate, nurture, and support administrators, faculty, and 
staff in the study and use of technology 

  

c. promote and model effective communication and 
collaboration among stakeholders using digital-age tools 

  

d. stay abreast of educational research and emerging trends 
regarding effective use of technology and encourage 
evaluation of new technologies for their potential to improve 
student learning 

  

4. Systemic Improvement. Educational Administrators 
provide digital-age leadership and management to 
continuously improve the organization through the effective 
use of information and technology resources.  

  

a. lead purposeful change to maximize the achievement of 
learning goals through the appropriate use of technology and 
media-rich resources 

  

b. collaborate to establish metrics, collect and analyze data, 
interpret results, and share findings to improve staff 
performance and student learning 

  

c. recruit and retain highly competent personnel who use 
technology creatively and proficiently to advance academic 
and operational goals 

  

d. establish and leverage strategic partnerships to support 
systemic improvement 

  

e. establish and maintain a robust infrastructure for 
technology including integrated, interoperable technology 
systems to support management, operations, teaching, and 
learning 

  

5. Digital Citizenship. Educational Administrators model 
and facilitate understanding of social, ethical, and legal 
issues and responsibilities related to an evolving digital 
culture.  
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NETS-A and Performance Indicator 

Evident 
through 
course 
activities 
 

Not 
evident 
through 
course 
activities 
 

a. ensure equitable access to appropriate digital tools and 
resources to meet the needs of all learners 

  

b. promote, model, and establish policies for safe, legal, 
and ethical use of digital information and technology 

  

c. promote and model responsible social interactions 
related to the use of technology and information 

  

d. model and facilitate the development of a shared 
cultural understanding and involvement in global issues 
through the use of contemporary communication and 
collaboration tools 
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TECHNOLOGY STANDARD RUBRIC 
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 Florida Principal Leadership Technology Standard Rubric 
 

Entry-level Key Indicators 
 

For each of the competencies below, indicate in the appropriate box where in the syllabus 
the characteristic is evident. Entry-level key indicators should be considered evident if it 
can be determined from the syllabus that activities in the course meet the FPLTS 
recommended competency. Please use guidelines attached. 
 

Florida Principal Leadership Standards Evident through 
course activities 

Not evident 
through 
course 
activities 

Technology – High Performing Leaders plan 
and implement the integration of technological 
and electronic tools in teaching, learning, 
management, research, and communication 
responsibilities 

  

Is aware of the technology, telecommunications, 
and information systems and their uses to enrich 
curriculum, instruction, and assessment 

  

Plans for technology integration for the school 
community 

  

Works with tech-savvy staff to plan for increased 
technology usage 

  

Models the use of technology as a tool in support 
of both educational and community activities 

  

Develops an effective teacher professional 
development plan to increase technology usage 

  

Has assessed and analyzed the extent to which 
technology has been integrated throughout the 
teaching and learning environment 

  

Within the available resources, increases access 
to educational technologies within and beyond 
the school 

  

Has a plan for the provision of support to 
increase the use of technology already in the 
school/classrooms 

  

Uses technology to support the educational 
efforts of staff and teachers 
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NATIONAL EDUCATIONAL 
 

TECHNOLOGY STANDARDS FOR ADMINISTRATORS  
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National Educational Technology Standards for Administrators  
Performance Indicators and Essential Conditions 

 
Visionary 
Leadership 

Educational Administrators inspire and lead development and 
implementation of a shared vision for comprehensive 
integration of technology to promote excellence and support 
transformation throughout the organization. 

 a. inspire and facilitate among all stakeholders a shared vision 
of purposeful change that maximizes use of digital-age 
resources to meet and exceed learning goals, support effective 
instructional practice, and maximize performance of district 
and school leaders 

 b. engage in an ongoing process to develop, implement, and 
communicate technology-infused strategic plans aligned with a 
shared vision 

 c. advocate on local, state, and national levels for policies, 
programs, and funding to support implementation of a 
technology-infused vision and strategic plan 

Digital-Age 
Learning Culture 

Educational Administrators create, promote, and sustain a 
dynamic, digital-age learning culture that provides a rigorous, 
relevant, and engaging education for all students 

 a. ensure instructional innovation focused on continuous 
improvement of digital-age learning 

 b. model and promote the frequent and effective use of 
technology for learning 

 c. provide learner-centered environments equipped with 
technology and learning resources to meet the individual, 
diverse needs of all learners 

 d. ensure effective practice in the study of technology and its 
infusion across the curriculum 

 e. promote and participate in local, national, and global 
learning communities that stimulate innovation, creativity, and 
digital-age collaboration 

Excellence in 
Professional 
Practice.  

Educational Administrators promote an environment of 
professional learning and innovation that empowers educators 
to enhance student learning through the infusion of 
contemporary technologies and digital resources 

 a. allocate time, resources, and access to ensure ongoing 
professional growth in technology fluency and integration 

 b. facilitate and participate in learning communities that 
stimulate, nurture, and support administrators, faculty, and 
staff in the study and use of technology 

 c. promote and model effective communication and 
collaboration among stakeholders using digital-age tools 
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 d. stay abreast of educational research and emerging trends 
regarding effective use of technology and encourage evaluation 
of new technologies for their potential to improve student 
learning 

Systemic 
Improvement 

Educational Administrators provide digital-age leadership and 
management to continuously improve the organization through 
the effective use of information and technology resources.  

 a. lead purposeful change to maximize the achievement of 
learning goals through the appropriate use of technology and 
media-rich resources 

 b. collaborate to establish metrics, collect and analyze data, 
interpret results, and share findings to improve staff 
performance and student learning 

 c. recruit and retain highly competent personnel who use 
technology creatively and proficiently to advance academic 
and operational goals 

 d. establish and leverage strategic partnerships to support 
systemic improvement 

 e. establish and maintain a robust infrastructure for technology 
including integrated, interoperable technology systems to 
support management, operations, teaching, and learning 

Digital Citizenship Educational Administrators model and facilitate understanding 
of social, ethical, and legal issues and responsibilities related to 
an evolving digital culture 

 a. ensure equitable access to appropriate digital tools and 
resources to meet the needs of all learners 

 b. promote, model, and establish policies for safe, legal, and 
ethical use of digital information and technology 

 c. promote and model responsible social interactions related to 
the use of technology and information 

 d. model and facilitate the development of a shared cultural 
understanding and involvement in global issues through the use 
of contemporary communication and collaboration tools 
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Florida Educational Leadership Standards 
 

Vision – High Performing Leaders have a personal vision for their school and the 
knowledge, skills, and dispositions to develop, articulate, and implement a shared vision 
that is supported by the larger organization and the school community. 
 
Sample Key Indicators at the Entry-level: 
 Can describe how to develop and implement a shared vision and strategic plan for    

the school 
 Works with staff, students, and families to achieve the school’s vision 
 Can describe how instructional objectives, curricular goals, and the shared vision 

relate to each other 
 Allows time for the achievement of goals 
 Identifies needs that will be targeted in the shared vision and strategic plan 
 Communicates the school’s vision, mission, and priorities to the community 
 Understands the basic concepts of the change process 
 Is aware that external influences have impact upon the school 
 Establishes plans to accomplish goals 
 Relates the vision, mission, and goals to students 
 Understands the effect of having a community of learners working together 
 Articulates and reinforces the vision in written and spoken communications 
 
Instructional Leadership – High Performing Leaders promote a positive learning culture, 
provide an effective instructional program, and apply best practices to student learning, 
especially in the area of reading and other foundational skills. 
 
Sample Key Indicators at the Entry-level 
 Sets annual learning gains, school improvement goals, and other targets for 

instructional improvement 
 Uses data as a component of planning for instructional improvement 
 Includes provisions in the instructional program for students with special needs 
 Engages staff in ongoing study of current best practices 
 Reads research, applied theory, and informed practice related to the curriculum 
 Works to create high expectations and standards among the staff, teachers, and 

community members 
 Relates content and instruction to the achievement of established standards by 

students 
 Provides instructional leadership 
 Is aware of research on instructional effectiveness and will use it as needed 
 Demonstrates knowledge of student performance evaluation 
 Has identified skills necessary for the planning and implementation of 

improvements of student learning 
 Assesses the curriculum needs in a particular setting 
 Works to relate state standards, the needs of the students, the community, and the 

goals of the school 
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 Understands the effect that a positive school culture has on student learning 
 Recognizes differences in the staff’s desire and willingness to focus energy on 

achieving educational excellence 
 Identifies teaching and learning needs among the staff and teachers 
 Communicates the instructional program to the community, the staff, and district 

personnel 
 Models professionalism, collaboration, and continuous learning 
 Understands and recognizes the benefits for students in:  

 balanced reading instruction  
 curriculum integration  
 active teaching and learning strategies  
 standards-based instructional programs  
 the use of technology for instructional purposes  
 aligning classroom assessments to standards 

 
Managing the Learning Environment – High Performing Leaders manage the 
organization, operations, facilities, and resources in ways that maximize the use of 
resources in an instructional organization and promote a safe, efficient, legal, and 
effective learning environment. 
 
Sample Key Indicators at the Entry-level: 
 Administers policies that provide a safe school environment 
 Has a plan for the accomplishment of strategic goals 
 Manages the daily operations of the school 
 Is aware of the various fiscal and nonfiscal resources for the school including 

business and community resources 
 Manages the school to promote and encourage student learning 
 Uses financial resources and capital goods and services to support school 

priorities 
 Uses an efficient budget planning process 
 Uses school resources to achieve curricular and instructional goals 
 Understands techniques and organizational skills useful in leading and managing 

a complex and diverse organization 
 Plans and schedules one’s own and others’ work so that priorities and goals can 

be met 
 Conforms to legal and ethical standards in the management of the learning 

environment 
 
Community and Stakeholder Partnerships – High Performing Leaders collaborate with 
families, business, and community members; respond to diverse community interests and 
needs; work effectively within the larger organization; and mobilize community 
resources. 
 
Sample Key Indicators at the Entry-level: 
 Understands how student and family conditions affect learning 
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 Identifies opinion leaders in the community and their relationships to the school 
 Communicates the school’s vision, mission, and priorities to the community 
 Understands the effect that school image caused by impressions created by the 

students and staff and its use in promoting the school 
 Uses shared leadership and decision-making model in the operation of the school 
 Identifies resources of families, business and community members that could 

support the school 
 Understands the benefits of having and using a variety of partnerships, coalitions, 

and network 
 Establishes relationships within and external to the school 
 Actively engages the community to promote student and school success 
 Relies on agencies to connect students to the health, human, and social services 

they need to stay focused on learning 
 Provides opportunities to involve family and community in a broad range of 

school activities 
 
Decision Making Strategies – High Performing Leaders plan effectively, use critical 
thinking and problem solving techniques, and collect and analyze data for continuous 
school improvement. 
 
Sample Key Indicators at the Entry-level: 
 Establishes goals and targets 
 Is developing a set of problem solving techniques and decision making skills 
 Understands that events and problems can have a variety of explanations 
 Can explain and defend decisions made 
 Uses data to inform decisions 
 Uses others to assist in the accomplishment of organization goals 
 Supports student learning when making curricular and instructional decisions 
 Has a problem-solving model to use when confronted with unsettled questions or 

undesirable situations 
 Conforms to appropriate legal standards 
 Makes decisions in a timely fashion using the best available information 
 Provides opportunities to involve family and community in a broad range of 

school activities 
 
Diversity – High Performing Leaders understand, respond to, and influence the personal, 
political, social, economic, legal, and cultural relationships in the classroom, the school, 
and the local community. 
 
Sample Key Indicators at the Entry-level: 
 Has skills necessary for interactive and interpersonal situations 
 Understands how multicultural awareness, gender sensitivity, and racial and 

ethnic appreciation affect an educational organization 
 Is able to interact with the various cultural, ethnic, racial, and special interest 

groups in the community 
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 Is aware of how the teaching staff provides for the diverse perspectives 
appropriate to the student population and school community 

 Provides opportunities to involve the school community in a broad range of 
school activities 

 Interacts effectively with diverse individuals and groups 
 Conforms to legal and ethical standards related to diversity 
 Is perceptive and tactful in dealing with diverse populations 
 Recognizes when crisis communications are necessary and is building a repertoire 

of skills to deal with them 
 Arranges for students and families whose home language is not English to engage 

in school activities and communication through oral and written translations 
 Defuses contentious situations 
 Has a plan for the hiring and retention of a diverse staff 
 Has a plan to develop ways to improve relations with various cultural, ethnic, 

racial, and special interest groups in the community 
 
Technology – High Performing Leaders plan and implement the integration of 
technological and electronic tools in teaching, learning, management, research, and 
communication responsibilities. 
 
Sample Key Indicators at the Entry-level: 
 Is aware of the technology, telecommunications, and information systems and 

their uses to enrich curriculum, instruction, and assessment 
 Plans for technology integration for the school community 
 Works with tech-savvy staff to plan for increased technology usage 
 Models the use of technology as a tool in support of both educational and 

community activities 
 Develops an effective teacher professional development plan to increase 

technology usage 
 Has assessed and analyzed the extent to which technology has been integrated 

throughout the teaching and learning environment 
 Within the available resources, increases access to educational technologies 

within and beyond the school 
 Has a plan for the provision of support to increase the use of technology already 

in the school/classrooms 
 Uses technology to support the educational efforts of staff and teachers 
 
Learning, Accountability, and Assessment – High Performing Leaders monitor the 
success of all students in the learning environment; align the curriculum, instruction, and 
assessment processes to promote effective student performance; and use a variety of 
benchmarks, learning expectations, and feedback measures to ensure accountability for 
all participants engaged in the educational process. 
 
Sample Key Indicators at the Entry-level: 
 Uses data to assess and monitor school improvement 
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 Uses multiple sources of data to inform decisions and improvement processes 
 Monitors and assesses student progress 
 Monitors and assesses the progress of activities 
 Demonstrates an understanding of the methods and principles of program 

evaluation 
 Develops and demonstrates skills in evaluating instructional strategies and 

materials 
 Understands how to use diagnostic tools to assess, identify, and apply 

instructional improvement 
 Works with staff to identify strategies for improving student achievement 

appropriate to the school population 
 
Human Resource Development – High Performing Leaders recruit, select, nurture, and, 
where appropriate, retain effective personnel, develop mentor and partnership programs, 
and design and implement comprehensive professional growth plans for all staff – paid 
and volunteer. 
 
Sample Key Indicators at the Entry-level: 
 Uses multiple data sources in working with teachers to plan for individual 

professional development 
 Utilizes a variety of supervisory skills to improve teaching and learning 
 Understands adult learning strategies useful for assisting staff in professional 

development 
 Demonstrates an understanding of the methods and principles of personnel 

evaluation 
 Operates within the provisions of each contract as well as established enforcement 

and grievance procedures 
 Sets high expectations and standards for the performance of all teachers and staff 
 Empowers others to achieve personal, professional, and organizational goals 
 Connects professional growth plans and professional development to individual 

teacher and school learning goals 
 Understands the processes necessary for use in the hiring and retention of high 

quality teachers 
 Sets expectations that will ensure that all students are engaged in active learning 
 Provides opportunities for teachers to think, plan, and work together 
 Pursues improvement of his/her own professional development 
 
Ethical Leadership – High Performing Leaders act with integrity, fairness, and honesty in 
an ethical manner. 
 
Sample Key Indicators The Leader at Every Level: 
 Manifests a professional code of ethics and values 
 Makes decisions based on the legal, moral, and ethical implications of policy 

options and political strategies 
 Creates, models, and implements a set of values for the school 
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 Develops well-reasoned educational beliefs based upon an understanding of 
teaching and learning 

 Understands ethical and legal concerns educators face when using technology 
throughout the teaching and learning environment 

 Develops a personal code of ethics embracing diversity, integrity, and the dignity 
of all people 

 Acts in accordance with federal and state constitutional provisions, statutory 
standards, and regulatory applications 

 Demonstrates ability to make decisions within an ethical context 
 
Sample Key Indicators for Ethical Leadership are the same at all three levels. Ethical 
Leadership Standards are identical for all educational leaders. 
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PARTNER ORGANIZATIONS 
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The National Educational Technology Standards Partner Organizations 

• American Federation of Teachers 

• American Association of School Librarians (AASL) 

• Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development (ASCD) 

• Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) 

• Council for Exceptional Children 

• International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE) 

• National Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP) 

• National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP) 

• National Education Association (NEA) 

• National School Boards Association’s (NSBA) Institute for the Transfer of 

Technology to Education 

• National Foundation for the Improvement of Education (NFIE) 

• Software Publishers Association (SPA) (ISTE, 2006, p.17) 
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Training Protocol 
 

Review of Technology Syllabi 
 

Date:         Time: 
 
Items Needed: 
 

1. NETS-A Standards Rubric 
2. Florida Principal Leadership Standard for Technology Rubric 
3. Syllabi 

a. Seton Hall University 
i. ELMP 7100/8768-Education Leadership, Management and Policy 

for Technology 
b. Loyola University 

i. ET 680-The Role of the Technology Leader 
c. Kennesaw State University 

i. EDL 7105-Technology Leadership and Vision in Schools 
 
Guidelines: 

The following guidelines will be used to determine if a characteristic is present in the 
syllabus: 

6. Worthwhile tasks-activities involving technology require higher order 
thinking. 

7. Discourse encouraged-technological activities require students to 
explain in writing (papers, presentations, group work). 

8. Tools employed-use of technological tools is explicitly stated. 
9. Represented as a human activity-activities or discussions address 

practical applications of technology. 
 
Instructions: 
 

1. Review entire syllabus 
2. Using performance indicator on form, find an activity that correlates with each 

performance indicator on rubric.  
3. Write page number where activity is located on the syllabus in space provided 

on the rubric.  
4. If a correlated activity is found more than once, mark page number in space 

provided on the rubric 
5. If no activity correlates with performance indicator place an X in the box 

marked not evident 
6. After the review is completed, tally rubric and place totals at bottom of rubric.  

 
*Use a new rubric for each syllabus. 
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