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ABSTRACT 
  

 The purpose of this explanatory single-case case study (Yin, 2003) was to 

investigate teachers’ perceptions of a principal’s leadership behavior associated with the 

integration of a one-to-one laptop program in a parochial secondary school. The sample 

included the school principal and teachers who have had at least one year of teaching 

experience at the parochial school with laptop computers. Owing to a mixed methods 

case study approach, data was collected from four sources: a semi-structured personal 

interview (Berg, 2007) with the school principal, semi-structured personal interviews 

(Berg, 2007) with teachers, a focus group interview (Berg, 2007; Merriam, 1998) with 

teachers, and teachers’ completion with an electronic version of the Principal Leadership 

Questionnaire (Leithwood and Jantzi, 1996). These multiple forms of data were collected 

to support data-rich triangulation on the same set of research questions. SPSS was used to 

assist with data analysis of the electronic survey. Cronbach’s alpha was used to determine 

the reliability of the instrument. Themes were extracted from the semi-structured personal 

interviews and focus group.  The findings from this study provided teachers’ perceptions 

of a principal’s leadership behaviors associated with the integration of a one-to-one 

laptop program for students in a parochial secondary school.   

  

 

 



9 

CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY  

 Over the last two decades, schools have experienced a sharp increase in the forms 

of technology present in the learning environment. Recent information and 

communication technology programs (ICT) have introduced paradigm shifts in school 

leadership, classroom instruction, and student learning (Livingston, 2006). Most notably, 

there has been a nationwide trend in secondary schools to integrate laptop computers in 

the classroom in the form one-to-one laptop programs. Roschelle et al. (2004) asserted 

that this was due in part to the amalgamation of technology into U.S. culture and 

educational reformers espousing that technology will influence the increase of test scores. 

Federal policy-makers have recognized this nationwide trend to structure learning around 

technology in 2002 when No Child Left Behind (NCLB) earmarked $15 million to study 

the effects of information and communication technologies in schools (U.S. Department 

of Education, 2002).   

This current educational reform movement evinced promising findings from 

initial studies examining one-to-one laptop programs. For example, researchers have 

found increases in students’ communication and interpersonal skills (Gravelle, 2003), 

increases in literacy skills (Warschauer, 2009), enrollment (Andrews, 2006), English and 

math test scores (Lemke, 2006), parents’ involvement in schools (Zardoya & Fico, 2001), 

student engagement (Bebell, 2005), student motivation (Bebell, 2005; Rockman, 1998), 

and time spent on homework assignments (Parschal, Weinstein, & Walberg, 1984). 

While the findings are encouraging, literature falls short in determining the type of school 
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leadership associated with integration of laptop computers (Afshari, Bakar, Luan, Samah, 

& Fooi, 2008; Ertmer, Bai, Khalil, Park, & Wang, 2002; Gibson, 2001; MacNeil & 

Delafield, 1998; Wilmore & Betz, 2000; Schiller, 2003; Thomas, 1999).  Gibson (2001) 

suggested that “the number one issue in the integration of educational technology into the 

learning environment is not the preparation of teachers for technology usage but the 

presence of informed and effective leadership” (p. 502).  SEIR*TEC, the South East 

Initiatives Regional Technology in Education Consortium, (2000) arrived at the same 

conclusion, finding that leadership is the single most important component in the 

integration of technology within schools.   

Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2005) and Leithwood and Jantzi (1996) 

contended that effective school leadership begins with the role of the principal. 

Leithwood and Jantzi (1996) identified six principal leadership behaviors that 

operationalize the role of the principal: providing vision, modeling appropriate behavior, 

fostering commitment to goals, providing individualized support, providing intellectual 

stimulation, and holding high performance expectations. Literature on effective school 

leadership indicated that the characteristics, skills, and behaviors of the school leader 

could be employed as a vehicle of school improvement. Principals also played an integral 

role in the facilitation of educational change (Fullan, 1996; Hall & Hord, 2001; Hallinger 

& Heck, 1996; Schiller, 2003) and educational reform (Fullan, 2001).  

 The results of this study contributed to a better understanding of the leadership 

practiced by a principal to influence the integration of laptop computers in a parochial 

secondary school based on teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership behaviors. 
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In this complex era of educational reform, the study also investigated the influence of 

principal leadership on teachers’ instruction with laptop computers, identification of 

other leadership behaviors, skills, and characteristics that teachers associated with the 

integration of the one-to-one laptop program, and a comparison of a principal’s reported 

self-perceptions to teacher perceptions of principal leadership.   

 This dissertation utilized an explanatory single-case case study design (Yin, 2003) 

with a mixed methods approach (Creswell, 2007; Yin, 2003) investigating teacher’s 

perceptions of a principal’s leadership behaviors associated with the integration of a one-

to-one laptop program in a parochial secondary school. Multiple forms of data were 

collected. Data resulted from a semi-structured personal interview with the school 

principal, semi-structured personal interviews (Berg, 2007) with teachers, a teacher focus 

group interview (Berg, 2007; Merriam, 1998), and teachers’ completion of an electronic 

version of the Principal Leadership Questionnaire (Leithwood and Jantzi, 1996).  

 Chapter 1 is divided into eight subsections: a statement of the problem, purpose of 

the study, research questions, assumptions of the study, limitations of the study, 

definition of key terms, conceptual framework, and organization of the study. 

 

Statement of the Problem 

 A Nation at Risk (1983) dramatically changed the perception of the status of 

education in the United States. The report poignantly associated poor student 

performance and lagging global competitiveness with marginal education requirements 

and diluted school curricula. The report marked the start of the educational reform 
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movement. Since its release, many educational fads have come and gone in an attempt to 

be the panacea for America’s decline in student performance (Cuban, 1998). Federal 

legislation, state education mandates, and standardized testing have emerged as common 

buzzwords during this contemporary period of educational reform. More than two 

decades have passed since A Nation at Risk was released, yet popular media has 

continued to cast education in an oppugnant fashion. This had served to generate, 

reinforce, and reflect a public supposition that America's educational system was 

deteriorating. Secondary schools specifically had been criticized for not meeting the 

educational needs of students (Gerstl-Pepin, 2002). 

 In this 21st Century of educational reform, educational leaders remain challenged 

to find creative ways to meet stakeholder demands while ensuring that all students are 

achieving. Cuban (2001) asserted that schools were experts at employing short-lived 

initiatives, which have made little or no impact on student learning. He argued that 

school-wide technology initiatives, more commonly referred to as information and 

communication technology (ICT) programs, were a modern example of this trend. There 

has been a sharp increase in both spending and the sheer number of schools utilizing 

information and communication technology programs in the learning environment in the 

21st Century.   

 In 1980, less than 20% of classrooms in the United States were equipped with 

computers or other educational technologies (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1989). Nearly 

20 years later, in the 1997-1998 academic school year, over $5 billion were invested in 

educational technology across kindergarten through 12th grade (Thomas, 1999). Coley, 
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Cradler, and Engel (1997) reported that, during this same time, nearly 98% of schools 

offered computer access to students with a ten-to-one student-to-computer ratio. Bausell 

and Klemick (2007) reported that the nationwide ratio of student access to computers 

decreased in 1998 to about six students per computer and then to less than four students 

per computer in 2006.  Schools went from segregated computer labs with shared desktop 

computers to laptop computers in front of each student in the classroom (America’s 

Digital Schools, 2006). The infiltration of educational technologies in schools, coupled 

with a decrease in computer-to-student ratios, codified the national movement for schools 

to adopt one-to-one laptop computer programs as part of an information and 

communication technology program. America’s Digital Schools (2006) highlighted this 

permutation, indicating that there was a 21% increase in the adoption of one-to-one 

programs from 2003-2006. 

 Information and communication technology programs can vary in their 

construction and design; however; the central-most element of the program is one-to-one 

laptop per student ratio. ICT programs have introduced a paradigm shift in school 

leadership, classroom instruction, and student learning (Livingston, 2006). ICT programs 

have infused computer software, internet access, computer hardware, digital networks, 

and peripheral tools (Moursund, 2005) into the classroom setting to students who have 

come to expect technology to be present. Skiba (2006) reported that the current 

generations of students were digital natives and dubbed the “net generation.” These 

students’ lives were surrounded with opportunities to engage in experiential, interactive, 

and collaborative activities because of technology (2006). Studies analyzing the effects of 
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one-to-one laptop programs have evinced many positive outcomes. For example, there 

were increases in students’ communication and interpersonal skills (Gravelle, 2003), 

enrollment (Andrews, 2006), English and math scores (Lemke, 2006), parents’ 

involvement (Zardoya & Fico, 2001), student engagement (Bebell, 2005), student 

motivation (Bebell, 2005; Rockman, 1998), and time spent on homework assignments 

(Parschal, Weinstein, & Walberg, 1984). In addition, there were decreases in student 

disciplinary referrals (Andrews, 2006; Bebell, 2005) and absenteeism (Barrios, 2004). 

While this body of literature highlights many promising outcomes, many questions 

remain unanswered. Two primary questions emerged from the literature: what type of 

leadership is necessary to foster integration of a one-to-one laptop program (Afshari et 

al., 2008; Ertmer, 2002; Schiller, 2003), and what is the impact of the school leader on 

teachers’ instruction (Bartell, 1990; Blasé & Blasé, 1999; Leithwood, Jantzi, & 

Steinbach, 1999; Smith & Andrews, 1989).  

Because school leadership has been identified as the most important element in 

school effectiveness (Checkley, 2004; Gibson, 2001; Rockman and Sloan 1993; Wilmore 

and Betz, 2000), it is necessary to characterize the role of the school leader. According to 

Marzano et al. (2005) and Leithwood and Jantzi (1996), effective school leadership 

begins with the role of the principal. Principals take on a plethora of leadership roles and 

behaviors, including visionary leadership (Bennis, 1994; Sergiovanni, 2003), 

transformational leadership (Bass 1985; Burns, 1978), instructional leadership (Bartell, 

1990; Blasé and Blasé, 1999; Wilmore, 2002), architect of organizational culture (Schein, 

1985), facilitating change (Fullan, 2004), political leadership (Bolman and Deal, 2003), 
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problem-solving leadership (NASSP, 1990), administrative leadership (Cotton, 2003), 

facilitation of educational change (Fullan, 1996; Hall and Hord, 2001; Hallinger and 

Heck, 1996; Schiller, 2003), and decision- making leadership (Etzioni, 1967). A concise 

framework was needed to disaggregate these complex roles. Leithwood and Jantzi (1996) 

quantified the role of the principal into six principal leadership behaviors that provide a 

framework for understanding principal leadership: providing vision, modeling 

appropriate behavior, commitment to goals, providing individualized support, providing 

intellectual stimulation, and holding high performance expectations (1996).   

   

Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of this explanatory single-case case study (Yin, 2003) was to 

investigate teacher’s perceptions of a principal’s leadership behavior(s) associated with 

the integration of a one-to-one laptop program in a parochial secondary school. The one-

to-one laptop program was one facet of an information and communication technology 

program. In addition to the investigation of teachers’ perspectives of the principal’s 

leadership behaviors associated with a school-wide integration of a one-to-one laptop 

program, three other elements were investigated: (1) the impact of principal leadership on 

teachers’ instruction; (2) identification of other leadership behaviors, skills, and 

characteristics that teachers associated with the integration of the one-to-one laptop 

program, and (3) a comparison of the principal’s reported self-perceptions to teacher 

perceptions of principal leadership.   
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The primary feature of the one-to-one laptop program was one laptop computer 

per student where teachers used laptop computers in their classroom instruction. This 

study also aimed to identify teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership influence 

on their role as an instructor.  This research is was significant for the following reasons: 

1. The research findings advanced the base of identifying specific principal 

leadership behaviors, skills, and characteristics associated with the 

integration of one-to-one laptop programs. 

2. The research findings described teachers’ perceptions of the role of the 

principal as an educational leader. 

3. The research findings explored the influence of the principal on teachers’ 

roles as instructors in a one-to-one laptop program.  

4. The research findings explored teachers’ use of laptop computers for 

instruction. 

 
Research Questions 

 Five research questions guided this explanatory single-case case study (Yin, 

2003).  

1. To what extent did the six principal leadership behaviors identified by 

Leithwood and Jantzi (1996) influence teachers' perceptions of the impact 

of the integration of a one-to-one laptop program? 

2. What was the relative importance of Leithwood and Jantzi’s (1996) six 

leadership behaviors on teachers' perceptions of one-to-one laptop 

integration? 
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3. How did teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership behaviors 

compare to self-identified leadership behaviors reported by the principal?   

4. What other leadership behaviors, skills, and characteristics did teachers 

associate with the integration of the one-to-one laptop program?  

5. What were teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership influence on 

their role as instructors in a parochial school that integrated a one-to-one 

laptop program?  

 
Assumptions of the Study 

 The following assumptions of the study were made: 

1. All study volunteers responded truthfully to all survey, interview, and 

focus group questions. 

2. The principal accurately communicated self-perceptions of his leadership 

behaviors. 

3. The study accurately depicted teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s 

leadership behaviors.  

4. The findings added to the knowledge base relative to principal leadership 

behaviors and the integration of one-to-one laptop programs. 

 

Limitations of the Study 

 The limitations of the study were as follows: 

1. Due to the nature of voluntary participation, it was improbable that every 

invitee participated in the study. 
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2. Teachers may have been reluctant to answer some interview or focus 

group questions because of their relationship with the school principal.   

3. There was an absence of research relative to principal leadership behaviors 

associated with integration of laptop computers. 

4. There was an absence of research relative to principal leadership behaviors 

in parochial secondary schools. 

5. The sample size used for this study was small. 

6. The secondary school was a parochial institution. 

7. The researcher was not currently employed at a secondary school. 

8. The length and nature of teachers’ personal relationships with the principal 

may have had an impact on their responses. 

 
Definition of Key Terms 

 Fostering Commitment to Goals. Fostering commitment to goals refers 

to “behavior on the part of the leader aimed at promoting cooperation among staff and 

assisting them to work together toward common goals” (Leithwood and Jantzi, 1996, p. 

514). 

 High Performance Expectations. High performance expectations refers 

to “behavior that demonstrates the leader’s expectations for excellence, quality, and high 

performance on the part of the staff” (Leithwood and Jantzi, 1996, p. 515). 

 Information and Communication Technology. Information and 

communication technology (ICT) refers to both “the full range of computer hardware and 

software, telecommunication and cell phones, the Internet and Web, wired and wireless 
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networks, digital still and video cameras” (Moursund, 2005, p. 4) and the industrial, 

commercial, governmental and political implications for schools (Khvilon and Patru, 

2002).  

 Integration. The process of combining into one unified system. 

 Laptop Computer. A laptop computer is a small, compact, and portable 

computer (elearning, 2009). 

 Modeling Appropriate Behaviors. Modeling appropriate behavior refers 

to “behavior on the part of the leader that sets an example for staff members to follow 

consistent with the values the leader espouses” (Leithwood and Jantzi, 1996, p. 515). 

 Parochial School. A religiously affiliated private school that serves 

students in one or more grades K-12 that is the domain of the local church parish.  

 Principal. A principal is an educational administrator who is responsible 

for the management of elementary, middle, and secondary schools (BLS, 2008). 

 Principal Leadership Behaviors. Principal leadership behaviors refers to 

a set of six leadership practices identified by Leithwood and Jantzi (1996). 

 Providing Individualized Support. Providing individualized support 

refers to “behavior on the part of the leader that indicates respect for staff members and 

concern about their personal feelings and needs” (Leithwood and Jantzi, 1996, p. 514). 

 Providing Intellectual Stimulation. Providing intellectual stimulation 

refers to “behavior on the part of the principal that challenges staff members to reexamine 

some of the assumptions about their work and rethink how it can be performed” 

(Leithwood and Jantzi, 1996, p. 514). 
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 Providing Vision. Providing vision is “behavior on the part of the leader 

aimed at identifying new opportunities for his or her school and developing, articulating, 

and inspiring others with his or her vision of the future” (Leithwood and Jantzi, 1996, p. 

514).  

 Technology. Technology refers to “computers and the peripheral 

hardware and software that support their use” (Mehlinger and Powers, 2002, p. 10).  

  Instructional Leadership.  Instructional leadership is defined as 

assistance to teachers, group development, staff development, curriculum development, 

and action research (Glickman, 1985). 

    

Organization of Study 

 Chapter 1 was divided into eight subsections: a statement of the problem, purpose 

of the study, research questions, assumptions of the study, limitations of the study, 

definitions of key terms, and organization of the study. Chapter 2 reviewed the literature 

which includes the application of selected educational leadership theory, models, and 

research to principals’ leadership, instructional leadership, teachers’ instruction, systems 

models, leadership styles, organizational culture, decision-making, and organizational 

change. Last, a conceptual framework based on information gleaned from research and 

literature is presented.  Chapter 3 described methodology, which included the purpose of 

the study, research design, research questions, population and sample, instrumentation, 

data-collection procedures, and data-analysis procedures. Chapter 4 provided analysis of 
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data, and  Chapter 5 discussed the findings, implications, and recommendations for future 

research. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE  

Educational Literature and Educational Reform 
 

 This chapter begins with a review of the literature. It includes the application of 

selected educational leadership theory, research, and models relative to principal 

leadership behaviors that are associated with the integration of a one-to-one laptop 

program. This includes a discussion on educational reform, school leadership, teacher 

instruction, politics, educational change, culture, systems, and one-to-one laptop program 

findings.   

 A Nation at Risk (1983) was perhaps the catalyst for the educational reform 

movement in the United States. The report shared an unprecedented attack on the very 

core of the educational system by depicting that schools are failing to educate students. 

For example, teachers were identified as being non-effective, school curricula were 

criticized for lacking academic rigor, and student learning outcomes were lagging behind 

that of other industrialized countries. More than two decades have passed since A Nation 

at Risk, and schools continue to experience significant reform efforts.  

 Secondary schools, in particular, are in the midst of an educational reform 

movement. High school leaders have been criticized for not meeting the educational 

needs of students (Gerstl-Pepin, 2002). Parents, business organizations, lawmakers, and 

stakeholders alike are demanding higher levels of school accountability that reflects a 

market approach to education whereby school principals are held directly accountable to 

educational standards and parents (Harrison, 2005). The demands for innovation and 
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accountability have materialized into policy mandates requiring higher test scores and 

rigorous school accountability (U.S. Department of Education, 2002). 

 The first legislative acts to address accountability standards were the Hawkins-

Stafford Elementary and Secondary School Improvement Amendments of 1998. This 

legislation increased accountability, gave flexibility for improved performance, and 

increased parents’ involvement (U.S. Department of Education, 1999). Accountability 

legislation was dormant for the next 13 years, until January 8, 2002, when U.S. President 

George W. Bush signed the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act. NCLB instituted 

performance goals aimed at enabling students to establish proficiency in math and 

reading/language arts. NCLB recognized the role of the principal and linked school 

performance to accountability. In addition, NCLB recognized the role of technology in 

schools by earmarking $15 million to study the effects of educational technology in 

schools (U.S. Department of Education, 2002).  

 Where policy changes and educational mandates have responded to stakeholder 

demands, Cuban (2001) argued that technology in the classroom is reticent of other 

ephemeral learning initiatives.  Cuban (1998) asked the question, “How can it be that so 

much school reform has taken place over the last century and yet so little has changed?” 

(p. 341) Elmore (2002) antiquated change in schools as a pathology stating: 

The pathology of [U.S.] schools is that they know how to 

change. They know how to change promiscuously and at 

the drop of a hat. What schools do not know how to do is to 
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improve, to engage in sustained and continuous progress 

toward a perfect goal. (p. 1) 

  

Cuban (1998) found that, despite many school reform efforts, students’ performance has 

decreased, and schools have become less relevant in the modern world. He continued, 

asserting that decades of reform efforts have caused a flurry of short-lived initiatives that 

have left schools in their same form: a self-contained classroom with a grade-level 

curriculum, a teacher in every classroom, a principal at every school, and a 

superintendent in every district (1998). Cuban (2001) cannot underscore this point and its 

relevance to the modern classroom. For example, he cautioned that, despite technological 

advancements, information and communication technology programs mirror the same 

phenomenon that previous ‘technological innovations’ brought to student learning: they 

are oversold and underused in the classroom setting. Cuban (2001) argued that this 

phenomenon began with film, radio, television, and now–laptop computers in schools. 

Because ICT programs can take many forms, it is essential to understand their meaning in 

the educational context before exploring their implications to school leadership, 

classroom instruction, and student learning.  

 

Information and Communication Technology 

 According to Moursund (2005), information and communication technology 

includes “the full range of computer hardware and software, telecommunication and cell 

phones, the Internet and Web, wired and wireless networks, digital still and video 



25 

cameras” (p. 4). Khvilon and Patru (2002) added that, whereas information and 

communication technology includes technological applications, hardware, and software, 

it also includes the industrial, commercial, governmental, and political implications for 

schools. The most recent shift in school leadership, classroom instruction, and student 

learning has reflected a nationwide trend in secondary schools to integrate laptop 

computers in the classroom as a part of an overall ICT program. This integration has risen 

to the forefront of education due in part to the infiltration of technology into U.S. culture 

and educational reformers espousing that technology will increase test scores (Roschelle 

et al., 2004). One-to-one programs are defined as laptop programs where there is a one-

to-one laptop computer-to-student ratio (Lemke & Coughlin, 2006). Findings from initial 

studies examining one-to-one laptop programs in schools are compelling. For instance, 

researchers have found increases in students’ communication and interpersonal skills 

(Gravelle, 2003), enrollment (Andrews, 2006), English and math test scores (Lemke, 

2006), parents’ involvement in schools (Zardoya & Fico, 2001), student engagement 

(Bebell, 2005), student motivation (Bebell, 2005; Rockman, 1998; Zucker & McGhee, 

2005), and time spent on homework assignments (Parschal, Weinstein, and Walberg, 

1984). Similarly, there was a decrease in students’ disciplinary referrals (Andrews, 2006; 

Bebell, 2005) and absenteeism (Barrios, 2004). This body of literature illustrates some of 

the implications and effects on student learning; however, many questions remain relative 

to the type of leadership associated with the integration of one-to-one laptop programs 

and the leader’s impact on teacher instruction with laptop computers.  
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Absence of Information and Communication Technology Leadership 

Although the initial one-to-one laptop program findings were promising, the 

literature ignored the type of leadership behaviors necessary to foster this environment 

(Afshari, Bakar, Luan, Samah, and Fooi, 2008; Ertmer, Bai, Khalil, Park, and Wang, 

2002; Gibson, 2001; MacNeil and Delafield, 1998; Schiller, 2003; Thomas, 1999; 

Wilmore and Betz, 2000). Moreover, the role of the principal regarding integration of 

ICT and one-to-one laptop programs has been was neglected. There is was, however, a 

body of literature that identified school leadership as the most important element in 

school successfulness (Afshari, Bakar, Luan, Samah, and Fooi, 2008; Checkley, 2004; 

Ertmer, Bai, Khalil, Park, and Wang, 2002; Gibson, 2001; Harvey, 2003; Rockman and 

Sloan, 1993; Wilmore and Betz, 2000). Moreover, Gibson (2001) found that “the 

presence of informed and effective leadership” was the most important factor in the 

integration of educational technology into the learning environment. 

 Literature on school leadership indicated that the characteristics, skills, and 

behaviors of the school leader could be employed as a vehicle for school improvement. 

For instance, effective school leadership begins with the role of the principal (Leithwood 

and Jantzi, 1996; Marzano et al., 2005). Principals play an integral role in the facilitation 

of educational change (Fullan, 1996; Hall and Hord, 2001; Hallinger and Heck, 1996; 

Schiller, 2003) and educational reform (Fullan, 2003) while being held accountable for 

student achievement. Cumulatively, this research conducted for this dissertation supports 

the need for effective leadership to sustain successful educational change. Identifying the 

type of principal leadership associated with the integration of a one-to-one laptop 
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program is of paramount concern for this dissertation. To further explain the nature of the 

problem, it is essential to extract a functional definition of leadership from foundational 

educational leadership literature. Next, it is equally important to avulse major themes that 

operationalize this functional definition.  

 
Definition of Leadership 

 Researchers, theorists, authors, managers, and educators alike have struggled to 

arrive at a universal consensus of what embodies leadership (Bennis, 1994). Bennis 

(1994) attempted to demystify this ambiguity by suggesting that leadership was a learned 

concept, rather than an innate ability. He identified five characteristics evident in 

effective leaders: guiding vision, passion, integrity, curiosity, and trust. Educational 

leaders must have a clear sense of purpose and an ability to guide others toward 

achieving a guiding vision to be successful in the 20th Century (Sergiovanni, 1992, 2003).   

 In their research of successful school leadership, Leithwood and Jantzi (1996) and 

Antonakis et al. (2003) found that vision was a key to the success of a principal leader. 

Visionary leaders have a sense of purpose and a unique ability to guide others toward 

achieving an organization’s vision (Sergiovanni, 2003). “The single most important 

communication tool of the principal is their ability to articulate a vision. Without it 

nothing else is possible,” said Dr. Tim Tyson (AzTEA Conference, January 26, 2008). 

According to Sergiovanni (2003), vision emanated from the principal’s ability to convey 

passion and hope, which inspired others to take action. The actions of principals were 

consistent with the organization’s goals, as their behaviors were guided by a strong sense 

of integrity. Visionary leaders express curiosity through their ability to take risks, learn 
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new things, and embrace adversity as an opportunity to learn. This results in earning the 

trust of others because this demonstrated that the leaders were holding true to themselves, 

behaving honestly, and showing a willingness to grow with those they lead. Consistency, 

reliability, and personal integrity also played a role in earning the trust of others.  The 

definition of leadership by Bennis (1994) implied that a leader must have a 

comprehensive understanding of himself or herself, the organization, and the 

organization’s members. School leadership, whether in the classroom or in 

administration, was not an exception to this premise.  

 Bennis (1994) explored an array of characteristics that described an effective 

leader. The leader’s ability to engage in actions that abandon traditional managerial roles 

for higher-level leadership competencies was primary. Bennis (1994) asserted that 

traditional managerial leaders limit organizational achievement by engaging in facile 

interactions, strictly controlling decisions, rigidly adhering to organizational plans, and 

focusing only on the bottom line. Traditional managerial roles reflect what Burns (1978) 

defined as transactional behaviors. Burns (1978), like Bennis (1994), suggested that 

leaders must function to transform the organization. Transformational leadership aimed 

to fill this void.   

 

Transformational and Transactional Leadership 

 Burns (1978) defined leadership as “inducing followers to act for certain goals 

that represent the values and motivation, the wants and the needs, the aspirations and the 

expectations, of both leaders and followers” (p. 19). Burns (1978) identified two types of 
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leaders: transactional and transformational leaders. Transactional leadership refers to a 

process of exchange of rewards and recognition for accomplishments. This was 

consistent with Bennis’s (1994) view of managerial leaders. Transformational leadership 

was an evolving form of leadership that challenged the organization to fundamentally 

alter the way it functioned. 

 Bass (1985) built upon Burns’s understanding of the dichotomous nature of 

leadership. Bass (1985) stated that leadership was the single most important factor in the 

success or failure of institutions: Leadership speaks to the organization’s ability to change 

and grow. Transactional leaders practiced under the principle that people were internally 

motivated by a system of rewards and punishment. Transactional leadership was 

considered “a prescription for mediocrity” (Bass, 1985, p. 13) because it served to limit 

employees’ efforts, stifle satisfaction, and sabotage the untapped capabilities of the 

organization. Furthermore, transactional leadership has a rigid chain of command and a 

cumbersome structural system; however, Bass (1990) acknowledged that transactional 

leadership was best when issues were facile or concise, and it should be used when the 

leader desired little room for autonomy, change, relationship-building, goal-setting, 

personal development, or developmental outcomes. The dynamic nature of the school 

environment suggested that educational leaders must understand the value of 

transactional leadership while embracing the tenets of transformational leadership. 

 Transformational leaders were charismatic, proactive, and help followers achieve 

outcomes (Bass, 1985). They influenced others to “transcend their own self-interest for 

the good of the group, organization, or country” (Bass, 1985, p. 15). Transformational 
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leaders build trust and respect, inspire others to achieve, provided a basis for change, 

exuded high moral and ethical standards, shared risks, and considered the needs of others 

above their own (Bass, 1985; Hoy and Miskel, 2005). They challenge others to change 

culture rather than residing within a preset culture. For example, leaders such as Martin 

Luther King, Jr. and Mahatma Gandhi sought peaceful engagement and non-violent 

protests rather than responding to violence with violence.     

 Antonakis, Avolio, and Sivasubramaniam, (2003) found that followers perceived 

effective transformational leaders as charismatic, confident, powerful, and trustworthy.  

They engaged in value-centered actions, supported the organization’s mission, and did 

not operate in isolation. The ability of these leaders to inspire had a motivating and 

energizing effect on others. It was this effect that instilled an environment that supported 

creative thinking and organizational problem-solving. Finally, transformational leaders 

established relationships as the foundation of their leadership style (Antonakis et al., 

2003), which generated a culture of support, personal attention, and commitment to the 

needs of the organization.   

 Bennis (1994), Burns (1978), Bass (1985), Hoy and Miskel (2005), and Antonakis 

et al. (2003) shared perspectives on what characterizes leadership. Whereas transactional 

leadership transfers or exchanges rewards for desired performance, transformational 

leadership harnesses the potential of those in the organization by stimulating, motivating, 

and actively encouraging growth. Transformational leaders cultivated relationships, build 

trust, earn respect, inspired others, provided a basis for change, exuded high moral and 

ethical standards, shared risks, and considered the needs of others above their own. 
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School leaders must be cognizant of what embodies leadership within the school setting, 

including having a working knowledge of a diverse set of leadership skills and behaviors. 

Operationalizing the role of the school leader, the principal, is the next step in 

understanding leadership in a scholastic context.  

Like leadership, principals’ leadership behavior has been widely defined in the 

literature over the last three decades. In 1977, the U.S. Senate Committee Report on 

Equal Educational Opportunity determined that the principal was the single most 

influential person in schools serving Kindergarten through 12th grade (K-12 schools, 

2002; U.S. Congress, 1970). Over 30 years have passed, and a cadre of other researchers 

and theorists have arrived at the same conclusion: principals are the most influential 

persons in the school environment (Afshari, Bakar, Luan, Samah, and Fooi, 2008; 

Ertmer, Bai, Khalil, Park, and Wang, 2002; Checkley, 2004; Gibson, 2001; Harvey, 

2003; Marzano et al., 2005; NASSP, 1990; Rockman and Sloan, 1993; Wilmore and 

Betz, 2000). Operationalizing this role has been no less challenging. For instance, the 

National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP) Assessment Center 

(1990) identified ten skills that successful principals possessed. Included among them  

were problem-solving, sound judgment, sensitivity, excellent oral communication, 

personal motivation, and strong educational values (NASSP, 1990). Bartell (1990) 

identified that an essential role of the principal was to facilitate instruction and support 

teachers. Bredeson and Johansson (2000) discovered that successful principals created 

positive teaching and learning environments. Cotton (2003) found that principals were 

strong instructional leaders, focused on learning, held high expectation of students and 
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staff, regularly monitored student learning, met key objectives, and were strong 

administrators.  

 The instructional role of the principal was paramount for student learning 

outcomes.  For example, effective principals have a significant influence on student 

performance (Stronge, Richard and Catano, 2008; Bennett, Crawford & Cartwright, 

2003),  successfulness of the school (Bennett, Crawford & Cartwright, 2003), and the 

facilitation of successful student learning (Hoerr, 2008).  Wilmore (2002) reported that 

the role of the principal has evolved.  Decades of reform have transformed the role from a 

“principal teacher” to the “chief executive officer of the campus” (p. 4). According to 

Wilmore (2002), principals must serve as instructional leaders, systemic managers, 

community liaisons, cultural change agents, politicians, and decision makers.  Leithwood 

and Jantzi (1996) defined the role of the principal through six principal leadership 

behaviors that provided a framework for understanding their leadership behavior role. 

They were providing vision, modeling appropriate behavior, commitment to goals, 

providing individualized support, providing intellectual stimulation, and holding high 

performance expectations (1996).  Owing to the central role these leadership behaviors 

serve in this dissertation study, in the next section a fuller description of each behavior is 

presented.  

 Providing vision. Providing vision is the principal’s ability to identify “new 

opportunities for his or her school, and developing, articulating, and inspiring others with 

his or her vision of the future” (Leithwood and Jantzi, 1996, p. 514). Providing vision has 

been associated with supporting teachers’ instructional efforts (Mendez-Morse, 1991), 
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helping others to find a sense of purpose (Cotton, 2003; Leithwood et al., 1999), inducing 

commitment among stakeholders (Bennis, 1986), focusing on academic goals of the 

school (Cotton, 2003), and guiding the use of data to evaluate the progress of the school 

(Mendez-Morse, 1991). Cotton (2003) stated that “effective principals work with others 

to establish a vision of the ideal school and clear goals related to the vision…. [and] 

continually emphasize the academic goals of the school and the importance of learning” 

(p. 68).     

 Fostering commitment to goals. Fostering commitment to goals materializes 

from the principal’s ability to provide vision; it also refers to the principal’s ability to 

operationalize goals that the school community established (Leithwood and Jantzi, 1996). 

Marzano et al. (2005) echoed the importance of establishing clearly defined goals and 

identified it as a core responsibility of the school leader. This is evidenced through 

providing teachers with the opportunity to brainstorm and establish goals, connecting the 

vision to the goals, engaging in consensus-building activities, allowing one’s actions to 

convey commitment to the goals, and engaging in on-going evaluation of the goals. 

Successful principals provide teachers with the necessary tools and skills to reach their 

goals on an individual basis.   

 Providing individualized support. Principals provide individualized support by 

demonstrating respect for the role of the teacher (Leithwood and Jantzi, 1996). This is 

accomplished by being accessible, having an open communication style, catering to the 

personal feelings and needs of others, and providing support for professional 

development. Further, effective principals have follow-through with teacher-supported 
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decisions and develop individual professional  relationships with teachers (Leithwood et 

al., 1999). This establishes a norm of continued educational growth and intellectual 

stimulation.     

 Providing intellectual stimulation. Providing intellectual stimulation is the 

fourth principal leadership behavior (Leithwood and Jantzi, 1996), marked by “behavior 

on the part of the principal that challenges the staff to reexamine some of the assumptions 

about their work and rethink how it can be performed” (p. 514). The most common 

avenue for this is on-going professional development. Intellectually stimulating principals 

engage others to challenge the status quo while encouraging them to explore new 

practices, providing resources to support change, and bringing people together to share 

and develop new ideas (Leithwood et al., 1999). Bamburg and Andrews (1991) found 

that principals’ support of staff development resulted in more successful integration and 

execution of innovative curriculums. Marzano et al. (2005) found that intellectual 

stimulation equips teachers with current practices and theories that promote a culture of 

learning.    

 Modeling appropriate behavior. Principals’ modeling of the desired behavior is 

a critical element for success. “Effective principals ‘walk their talk’, exemplifying the 

outlook and behavior that they expect from staff and students” (Cotton, 2003, p. 72). This 

requires becoming involved in all areas of the school community, actively showing 

enthusiasm, requesting feedback from others, and demonstrating a willingness to alter 

leadership practices when the situation requires it (Leithwood et al., 1999).   
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 Holding high performance expectations. Holding high performance 

expectations was exhibited by action that demonstrated expectations for excellence, 

quality, and high performance inside and outside the classroom (Leithwood and Jantzi, 

1996). Reinforcing an expectation of constant innovation (Leithwood et al., 1999), 

creating a culture of constant instructional improvement (Bartell, 1990), enabling 

students to reach their learning potential (Cotton, 2003), instilling an atmosphere of 

success and pride (Bartell, 1990), and creating a sense of ownership and belonging 

(Leithwood et al., 1999) are examples. High performance expectations also adopt an 

expectation that all children can learn. 

 Recall that operationalizing the role of the principal has been widely defined 

(NASSP, 1990; Bartell, 1990; Bredeson and Johansson, 2000; Cotton, 2003; Wilmore, 

2002).  Leithwood and Jantzi (1996) identified six principal leadership behaviors that 

provided a framework for understanding the principal’s role. Several themes emerge from 

this body of research. Primary among them are the principal’s leadership skills in human 

resource management, instructional leadership, development of systems, culture, change, 

politics, and decision-making. Each theme is explored below. 

 

Instructional Leadership 

 Instructional leadership is one of the more prominent themes in contemporary 

educational leadership literature because of its implications for students’ learning and 

achievement (Leithwood et al., 1999). It is criticized for being ambiguous and broadly 

defined because it has been analyzed through the lens of the learner, teacher, and 
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principal. Few investigators “examined teachers’ perspectives on principal everyday 

instructional leadership characteristics and the impact of those characteristics on 

teachers” (Blasé and Blasé, 1999, p. 349). Smith and Andrews (1989) and Bartell (1990) 

identified roles of instructional leaders, including serving as an instructional resource, 

communicator, role model, and maintaining a visible presence. Blasé and Blasé (1999) 

developed a two-pronged, reflection-growth model to explain the principal’s role in 

supporting teachers’ instruction, which emphasized promoting active reflection and 

professional growth through modeling appropriate behavior, giving feedback, fostering 

educator collaboration, coaching, and creating a culture of support and evaluation. Blasé 

and Blasé (1999), Smith and Andrews (1989), and Bartell (1990) suggested that effective 

principal instructional leadership transcends teachers’ instruction because of the 

principal’s influence over what occurs in the classroom. Further analysis of teachers’ 

instruction is necessary to understand this unique relation. 

 

Teachers’ Instruction 

 Teachers’ instruction has been regarded as a dichotomous process–traditionalist 

and constructivist. While there is not a universal nomenclature for either model, both 

were synthesized and defined for the purpose of this dissertation. The work of Gray 

(1997), Tompkins (2002), and Ertmer, Gopalakrishnan, and Ross (2001) were utilized to 

define traditionalist instruction. Constructivist literature is defined by Gagnon and 

Collay (2001, 2006), Honebein (1996), Knuth and Cunningham (1993), Brooks and 

Brooks (1993), Fosnot (2005), and Jonassen, Peck, and Wilson (1999). 
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 Traditional instruction. Proponents of traditional instruction posit that teachers 

are the center of the learning process (Gray, 1997): Teachers hold the role of information 

transmitter, and students are blank slates who absorb information passively. Students’ 

learning occurs through repetition and regurgitation. Tompkins (2002) explained that, in 

traditional classrooms, the teacher sets guidelines for learning, criteria for assessment, 

and pace of student learning. Students learn discipline, personal responsibility, and 

individual problem-solving skills.   

Critics challenge traditional teaching methods, arguing that, under this regime, 

students’ knowledge is fragmented, learning only occurs on an individual basis, and little 

regard is placed on students’ input, capability, or meaningful student interactions (Ertmer, 

Gopalakrishnan, and Ross, 2001). A study by Smerdon, Burkam, and Lee (1999) found a 

shift toward student-centered instruction. The NASSP and the Coalition of Essential 

Schools (CES, 1996) stated that teachers must teach in multiple ways; this implies that 

teachers must have a diverse repertoire of instructional skills. Relying solely on lecture or 

drill-and-practice methods stifles students’ learning. Smerdon, Burkam, and Lee (1999) 

asserted that teachers must be coaches and facilitators of learning, in environments in 

which students are actively involved in their own construction of knowledge. This is 

consistent with ideals present in constructivist instruction.       

Constructivist instruction. As noted earlier, both traditional and constructivist 

instruction have been criticized for the absence of a consistent nomenclature. This leads 

to issues related to measurability, generalizability, and reliability. For the purpose of this 

discussion, constructivist instruction will be synthesized through research and literature 
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by Gagnon and Collay (2001, 2006), Honebein (1996), Knuth and Cunningham (1993), 

Brooks and Brooks (1993), Fosnot (2005), and Jonassen, Peck, and Wilson (1999).  

Before presenting the synthesis, it is essential to have an understanding of some 

commonly held principles.   

According to constructivist teachers, learning is not a linear process.  Students are 

the center of the learning process (Conley, 1993). Learning occurs in a social context 

(Brooks and Brooks, 1993; Gagnon and Collay, 2001, 2006; Honebein, 1996; Knuth and 

Cunningham, 1993), in which students collaborate to discover shared meaning (Gagnon 

and Collay, 2001, 2006), link prior knowledge and experience to new learning (Gagnon 

and Collay, 2001, 2006), and take an active role in knowledge acquisition (Honebein, 

1996; Knuth and Cunningham, 1993).  Teachers serve as the facilitators of students’ 

learning. Jonassen, Peck, and Wilson (1999) postulated that technology fosters learning 

by engaging students in the facilitation and construction of knowledge. The teacher’s role 

is to use technology as a tool that assists in constructing knowledge for students’ 

learning, achieved by engaging students in active reflections of their learning (Brooks 

and Brooks, 1993; Fosnot, 2005; Gagnon and Collay, 2001, 2006), encouraging multiple 

modes of representation or expression (Brooks and Brooks, 1993; Honebein, 1996; Knuth 

and Cunningham, 1993), teaching students to think in multiple ways (Honebein, 1996; 

Knuth and Cunningham, 1993), engaging in activities that enable students to share 

(Honebein, 1996; Knuth and Cunningham, 1993), and challenging students to 

demonstrate how they have learned materials (Honebein, 1996; Knuth and Cunningham 

1993). Constructivist teachers recognize the psychological and cognitive dimension to 
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students’ learning (Fosnot, 2005), and they integrate instructional activities that enable 

students to predict, elaborate, classify, discover, analyze, and create their own learning 

(Brooks and Brooks, 1993). 

The above-mentioned tenets provide a framework to further explore major themes 

synthesized from the literature and research. The three common themes central to this 

synthesis are: (1) the teacher as facilitator of learning; (2) the teacher fostering activities 

that require students to analyze, interpret, predict, and synthesize information; and (3) the 

teacher helps students develop mental relationships linking prior knowledge with new 

learning.   

 The teacher as a facilitator of learning. The teacher as a facilitator of learning 

supports the idea that students have a role in directing their own learning. The teacher 

serves as a facilitator, coach, director, or mentor of learning, rather than a person who 

asks students to regurgitate information (Fosnot, 1996; Honebein, 1996). Teachers 

accomplish this by encouraging discourse and interactions among students, assisting 

students in analyzing their perspectives, and empowering students to identify their 

instructional issues and needs. Students must be guided to develop their own modes of 

inquiry, construct their own hypotheses, and test the construction of their new 

knowledge. Jonassen, Peck, and Wilson (1999) found that technology is a “tool to 

support knowledge construction: for representing learners’ ideas, understandings, and 

beliefs for producing organized, multimedia knowledge bases by learners” (p. 14). This 

results in the students not only having an active role in the learning process within a 

community of learners, but also unique ways to represent their knowledge.     
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The teacher fosters activities that require students to analyze, interpret, 

predict, and synthesize information. Brooks and Brooks (1993), Honebein (1996), and 

Knuth and Cunningham (1993) found that students retain knowledge when the teacher 

challenges them to “analyze, interpret, predict, and synthesize information” (Brooks and 

Brooks, 1993, p. 103), enabling students to solve problems in multiple ways, evaluate 

alternative solutions, create their own meaning, and reflect on their own learning. 

Technology is a vehicle that fosters a learn-by-doing and learning-by-constructing 

atmosphere (Jonassen, Peck, and Wilson, 1999). Teachers select activities that allow 

expression of diverse perspectives so that the students can interpret, analyze, and 

challenge one another. Constructivist teachers also ask thought-provoking, open-ended 

questions and encourage students to ask questions of one other to stimulate dialogue.     

 The teacher helps students develop mental relationships linking prior 

knowledge with new learning. This tenet integrates the other two. Students must link 

knowledge from prior classes to their current material in order for learning to have 

meaning. Students, at first, try to develop their own understanding of a concept by testing 

their understanding through active dialogue with others to reach a shared contextual 

meaning. Then, through social dialogue, they construct a deeper meaning by exploring 

this with the larger classroom community (Gagnon and Collay, 2001). The culture of 

classroom interaction supports the social nature of learning. It is through social 

experiences that students experience dissonance in understanding, which leads to 

construction of new knowledge (Green and Gredler, 2002). Technology is utilized as a 

knowledge tool in this process, assisting students in articulating what they know so that 
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they can enjoin past knowledge with new concepts. Active classroom discourse and 

discussion help students understand what they have learned and how they came to learn 

it, while they discover personal meaning.   

 This synthesis provided a framework for understanding instructional leadership 

relative to the role of the principal and the classroom teacher. A crucial question arises 

from the synthesis as well–what impact does the principal’s leadership have on teachers’ 

instruction in a one-to-one program? Jonassen, Peck, and Wilson (1999) found that 

technology in the classroom has enabled teachers to move beyond traditional teaching 

methods toward constructivist techniques. Technology also helped students engage in 

more frequent reflection of their work, greater access to information, further depth of 

learning materials, and ownership of their own learning (1999). Might the leadership of 

the principal play a role in this finding? A review of the dynamics of the school 

environment lends understanding through its relation to systems models, culture, change, 

and decision-making. 

 

Systems Models  

 “We need to work with the whole of a system, even as we work with individual 

parts or isolated problems. From a systems consciousness, we understand that no problem 

or behavior can be understood in isolation” (Wheatley, 1999, p. 140). Organizations 

inherently function within a system that governs their flow of communication, values, 

culture, vision, mission, norms, and operating principles. When analyzing or evaluating a 

system, it is important to conceptualize the organization in its totality. The structure of a 
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system conveys what it deems important and what is required for its survival. Schools are 

systems with many internal and external interacting parts. Teachers, parents, board 

members, custodians, maintenance staff, teacher-aids, nurses, principals, and counselors 

are all parts of the system. Each entity has an influence on a sphere of school and its 

functioning. Thus, it is imperative for principals to understand the systemic and social 

nature of schools to be effective.  

 Social systems model. The Social Systems Model (Getzel and Guba, 1957) 

categorizes two competing elements of organizations–the nomothetic and ideographic. 

The nomothetic dimension refers to the institution itself, including the institution’s role, 

change processes, expectations for goal attainment, priorities, and communication 

channels (1957). The ideographic dimension refers to the individual, taking into account 

the individual’s personality and needs. This model illustrates the connection between the 

institution’s needs and the members’ needs. Congruence is the byproduct of harmony of 

goals, visions, structures, needs, politics, and culture, whereas incongruence is the result 

of dissonance between the two systemic layers.  

 The advantage of the Social Systems Model is its function to explain social 

systemic interactions. Rumberger (2003) took this model a step further by championing 

that schools are comprised of many functional levels that divide the system into 

functional areas. This additional framework assists in explaining the connections between 

principals’ leadership behaviors and the integration of a one-to-one laptop program. In 

addition, it offers an explanation for the impact of the principals’ instructional leadership 

and teachers’ instruction with laptop computers. 
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Multilevel system.  Rumberger (2003) separated the school into three distinct 

levels–the school level, classroom level, and student level. Each level has three distinct 

classifications: inputs, processes, and outputs. The levels lay the groundwork for 

describing interconnected, overlapping, and competing interactions within schools. The 

systemic levels explore a diverse number of factors at each level to show associations 

between the school leadership, teacher instruction, and student experiences.   

School level. The school level addresses the school as an overall entity and refers 

to the school’s inputs (i.e., student composition and technological resources), processes 

(i.e., decision-making model, social and academic climates), and outputs (i.e., 

engagement, learning, and achievement).   

Classroom level. The classroom level refers to the classroom inputs (i.e., student 

composition, teacher background, and technology resources), processes (i.e., curriculum, 

instructional practice, teachers’ use of computers), and outputs (i.e., engagement, 

learning, and achievement).   

Student level. The student level refers to the student’s background (i.e., 

demographics, family and academic backgrounds), experiences (i.e., classroom work, 

homework, and use of computers), and outcomes (i.e., engagement, learning, and 

achievement).   

 Together, the Social Systems Model and Multilevel System offer educational 

leaders some guidance to understand their school as a system. Whereas no single model 

is adequate to address every element of an organization, many systemic models attempt 

to break the organization into spheres. Bolman and Deal (2003), for example, offered 
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leaders a framework to analyze the intricacy of organizational systems through four 

different frames.   

 

Frames of Leadership 

 Bolman and Deal (2003) developed four frames of leadership to assist leaders in 

understanding their organization’s strengths, weaknesses, functioning, viewpoints, 

values, problems, and successes in a formative (as opposed to linear) model. The four 

frames of leadership are the structural frame, human resource frame, political frame, and 

symbolic frame. The authors contended that effective leaders use a comprehensive 

approach to leadership that draws upon multiple frames, whereas fractional leaders only 

employ one or two frames.  

 Structural frame. The structural frame is rooted in systems. Bolman and Deal 

(2003) described this frame metaphorically as a “factory or machine” (p. 16), because 

structural leaders seek to define the process, structures, and circumstances that are 

appropriate in solving a problem. They clarify goals, identify lines of authority, focus on 

tasks, develop a clear structure, and manage the external environment. Sergiovanni 

(2007) identified five leadership forces that play a significant role in leadership: 

technical, human, educational, symbolic, and cultural. The characteristics of the technical 

leader are evident in the structural frame. This type of school leader is marked by 

management skills associated with time management, planning, coordinating, and 

developing strategies for the school (Sergiovanni, 2007). Principals seek to define the 

process, structures, and circumstances that are appropriate in solving a problem. They 
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maintain a structural atmosphere by working with teachers in establishing guidelines, 

operational procedures, and institutional structures to ensure that instructional is 

protected (Bartell, 1990).  

The structure of the system is typically maintained and governed by the members 

in the organization. This is the essence of the human resources frame.  

 Human resource frame. Human resource leaders believe that people are the 

focal point of the organization (Bolman and Deal, 2003). Human relationships within the 

organization are paramount for this frame. Human resource leaders’ behavior is 

analogous to transformational leadership as they empower others through active 

participation, gain commitment, and are responsive to the needs of others. These leaders 

consistently communicate with warmth and openness, despite organizational conflicts. 

Principals who share responsibilities respond to questions by saying we rather than I. 

There is a strong focus on building and maintaining sincere human relationships 

(Sergiovanni, 2003). According to Mangin & Stoelinga (2008) effective principals 

monitor and provide positive conditions that enable teachers and students to interact to 

strengthen instruction and academic achievement.  Effective principals regard staff 

members, teachers, and fellow administrators as part of the school-wide leadership team. 

They work with other members of the school to define the school’s mission, manage the 

instructional program, and promote a supportive school climate. Personal and group 

relationships are tested when conflicts or struggles arise. Conflicts also arise when there 

are limited resources or when people are not in agreement. Issues associated with 
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conflicts in power must not be overlooked or underestimated. Bolman and Deal (2003) 

offered the political frame to understand this element of organizations. 

 Political frame. Bolman and Deal (2003) described the milieu of the political 

frame as a “jungle” (p. 16) because of its focus on the distribution of power within an 

organization. Battles for power within organizations often result in conflict, 

organizational politics, and competition. In this frame, individuals’ needs and the agendas 

of interest groups within the organization are brought into perspective. A leader with a 

grasp of the political frame has an understanding of the limits of the resources within an 

organization and the players within the organization who have access to those resources, 

and the leader is able to build ties to those with resources and power (Bolman and Deal, 

2003). These leaders also have an understanding of the types of power and conflict that 

exist. Conflict is managed through the leader’s ability to build several power bases and 

alliances. Successful leaders use power carefully and inoffensively. French and Raven 

(1968) identified five different forms of power: coercive, reward, legitimate, referent, and 

expert. Effective principals refrain from using coercive power because of its association 

with control and force. Principals use reward power and referent power as they 

emphasize charisma and their professional skill-set. The political frame leader is 

cognizant of external political factors that influence the school, including issues 

associated with stakeholders, politics, and policies. Bolman and Deal (2003) found that 

organizational goals and decision-making are the result of successful navigation of 

internal and external political influences that affect the school. Principal leaders must 

master how to gain access to resources and utilize them in a fashion that benefits their 
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constituents. Negotiation, compromise, and the identification of common interests and 

mutually beneficial situations are major aspects of the political frame (Bolman and Deal, 

2003). Educational leaders must master this core set of skills to manage issues of power 

in schools.   

 Thus far, the frames of leadership offer a lens for school leaders to understand 

how they might interpret challenges associated with school leadership. The structural 

frame is the foundation of the organization, the human resource frame is the human 

lifeblood of the organization, and the political frame addresses issues associated with 

conflict and power. Together, the structural, human resource, and political frames of the 

organization exist within an atmosphere or culture of the organization. This is the theme 

of the symbolic frame.   

 Symbolic frame. The symbolic frame is the lens that brings all of the other 

frames into context. It draws upon the other frames to form organizational culture, vision, 

rituals, artifacts, and the traditions of the organization. According to Sergiovanni (2007), 

the symbolic leader seeks “to define, strengthen, and articulate those enduring values, 

beliefs, and cultural strands that give the school its unique identity” (p. 10). This identity 

is embedded in the feelings of loyalty and allegiance maintained by the members. The 

symbolic leader recognizes that ceremonies and symbols help people find purpose in the 

organization. He or she also realizes that the meaning of the event is more important than 

the actual event.  

 Principals who demonstrate symbolic leadership are those who actively model the 

goals and behaviors that are valued at the school. They are able to carefully articulate 
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their vision with excitement and freshness, not only through their words, but through 

their actions. This enables the school community to experience the school’s vision and 

reaffirm their sense of purpose (Bennis, 1986). In Karl Weick’s 1982 article, 

Administering Education in Loosely Coupled Schools, he stated that effective school 

leaders must utilize symbolic leadership because it is the glue that holds the system 

together. According to Stolp (1994), “The most effective change in school culture 

happens when principals, teachers, and students model the values and beliefs important to 

the institution. The actions of the principal are noticed and interpreted by others as what 

is important” (p. 4). The climate of the school is a composite of the actions and decisions 

made by the school leader. Culture emerges as a result of shared human experiences. The 

symbolic frame is reticent of the definition of culture by Schein (1985), who defined 

culture as a pattern of assumptions and beliefs that prescribe acceptable ways to behave, 

perceive, think, and feel in the organization.  

 

Organizational Culture 

 Culture is a critical component of the organization. An organization’s culture 

embodies underlying beliefs, norms, and values held by the institution. Culture is a 

symbol of how members define themselves. Deal and Peterson (1999) stated that “leaders 

know that success flourishes only when people are committed, believe in the 

organization, and take pride in their work. These places of work became beloved 

institutions where people pour their heart and soul into everyday ritual and routine” (p. 

11). This speaks to the very heart of school culture. Culture guides group habits, 
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acceptable behavior, norms, traditions, expectations, and shared customs (Schein, 1985). 

School cultures are developed over time. Schein (1985) defined culture as a pattern of 

assumptions that shows how the group addresses external and internal problems. Culture 

prescribes acceptable ways to think, feel, and perceive problems. The culture of the 

school must underpin the educational mission of the school. Schein (1985) identified 

three elements of culture that explain the degree to which culture is visible in the 

organization: artifacts, espoused values, and basic assumptions. These elements are 

ingredients of culture and are not intended to either serve as a hierarchy or as a linear 

model.   

 Artifacts are the observable elements of culture (Schein, 1985), including the 

physical environment, written stories, language, overt behaviors, and rituals. Artifacts are 

the logical outgrowths from the espoused values of the organization. Espoused values 

exemplify the goals, philosophies, and conscious strategies that are validated by shared 

learning between members of the organization (Schein, 1985). The structure of personal 

and group interactions allows for shared experiences and shared learning, which codify 

congruent organizational values and assumptions. Basic assumptions, according to 

Schein (1985), emerge from the values of the organization and define what the 

organization attends and reacts to and outlines what actions will be taken to meet the 

goals of the organization. Culture reverberates in an organization through its heroes, 

stories, ceremonies, and myths. An effective school leader focuses on the vision, rituals, 

artifacts, and traditions of the organization on a daily basis.     
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 According to Schein (2004), changing an existing culture requires the leader to 

understand the cultural forces that are inherent to the group’s behavior, including 

understanding their behaviors, norms, values, mission, rules, climate, meaning, and 

symbols. Effective cultural change comes through coaching, persuading, and reinforcing 

new ways of doing things (Schein, 2004). The process of forging a new culture is an 

inherent element of organizational change. Fullan (2001, 2004) and Cuban (2001) 

highlighted the role of organizational change.  

 

Organizational Change 

 Organizations need change in order to grow and maintain their utility (Cuban, 

2001). Educational reform efforts and shifts in student populations, policy mandates, 

accountability, and student achievement standards have forced schools to engage in the 

change process. Cuban (2001) identified two types of change:  incremental change and 

fundamental change. Incremental changes “aim to improve the inefficiency and 

ineffectiveness of existing structures and cultures” (Cuban, 2001, p. 43). Structures, for 

Cuban, exemplify the organization’s funding, goals, and facilities, whereas culture 

includes the norms, beliefs, and expectations of the organization. Fundamental change 

attempts to transform the structures and culture of the organization. This type of change 

is more permanent because it operates on the auspices that both the structure and culture 

of the organization must be completely changed.   

 Fullan (1991, 2001, 2004) developed a linear change model. Fullan’s (1991, 2001, 

2004) change model consists of five concepts which demonstrate the linear and cyclical 
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model of change. The first concept, moral purpose, refers to the authenticity of leaders 

who serve to advance the organization itself, the organization’s sense of purpose, and its 

direction (Fullan, 1991, 2001, 2004). Authentic leaders understand how people grow and 

how they relate to one another. Sergiovanni (1999) stated that “authentic leaders anchor 

their practice in ideas, values, and commitments, exhibit distinct qualities of lifestyle and 

substance, and can be trusted to be morally diligent in advancing the enterprise they lead” 

(p. 17).    

 Understanding change is the next step in the model (Fullan, 1991, 2001, 2004). 

Fullan noted that change must be understood through its unique complexities and 

necessary conditions in order to be effective. A common mistake leaders make is 

neglecting to include others in the change process. In contrast, Fullan (2004) asserted that 

understanding change is about innovation: Change comes from including persons with 

divergent viewpoints, harvesting necessary skills and knowledge, and employing 

different strategies for different circumstances. 

 People are the fabric and building blocks of an organization. Their interactions, 

behavior, and relationships have a significant impact on the organization. Relationship-

building, a component of transformational leadership and the human resource frame 

(Bass, 1985; Bolman and Deal, 2003; Burns, 1978), is the third component of the change 

process (Fullan, 1991, 2001, 2004). This theme was explored in transformational 

leadership (Burns, 1978; Bass, 1985) and the human resource frame of leadership 

(Bolman and Deal, 2003). Relationships define how people interact with one another. 

Fullan (2004) asserted that change agents understand that improvements in relationships 
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materialize into organizational improvement. Successful change agents develop 

relationships with a diverse range of people. They also pay as much attention to how they 

treat people as they do to the actual structure and human dynamics of the organization.            

 Once relationships are developed in an organization, people engage in a process 

of sharing and creating knowledge (Fullan, 1991, 2001, 2004). Change agents understand 

that knowledge is not pertinent until people decide on its meaning and how it impacts the 

organization. Organizational knowledge-building is linked to people’s intentions, 

emotions, philosophies, skills, and hopes.            

 Coherence-making is the final component of the change process (Fullan, 1991, 

2001, 2004). This involves reaching a balance between organizational ambiguity and 

connectedness. A prudent leader aligns policies with strategies for organizational 

development and works together with subordinates to focus on desired outcomes to 

initiate change. It is through working together that innovative and improved practices 

within a culture emerge. This will lead to a change in the cultural dynamics and allow for 

the inclusion of feelings of ownership, meaning, and participation.   

 Change is a part of a successful organization. Change is embedded in the 

relationships that exist between members of an organization and their ability to influence 

decision-making processes. Effective leaders manage change by including others in 

problem-solving and decision-making (Cuban, 2001; Etzioni, 1967).        
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Decision-Making 

 Etzioni (1967) and Cuban (2001) emphasized that problem-solving is a significant 

part of the decision-making process. Problem-solving requires participation by members 

at all levels of the organization, because each member of the organization has in interest 

in organizational outcomes. Cuban (2001) analyzed decision-making based on the 

situation, whereas Etzioni (1967) focused on the social nature of the process.   

 Cuban identified that a problem is “a situation in which a gap is found between 

what is and what ought to be” (Cuban, 2001, p. 4). This gap involves values, morality, 

culture, and politics, which are inherent to framing a problem. Cuban (2001) proposed 

that problem-solving–a risky and initiative-driven process–involves a linear set of stages 

that starts with problem-solving, then transitions into decision-making, and results in an 

organizational change.   

 Etzioni (1967) found that decision-making is inherently a social process, which 

involves the interplay of personal values, choice, and vision. Etzioni (1967) created the 

mixed-scanning model of decision-making by combining elements of both the 

incremental approach and the rationalistic model. A leader under the incremental model 

implements decisions based on the needs in a situational context. Prescribing a treatment 

plan based on symptoms is an example of an incremental decision. Conversely, the 

rationalistic approach weighs alternatives based on a loose set of values to guide 

decision-making. The mixed-scanning model fuses the situational nature of problem-

solving and links it with a values-laden organization (1967). Decisions must be made 

consistent with the organization’s mission and policies. This model enables the leader to 
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search for alternatives, collect data, and monitor the course of action. The interplay of 

personal values, choice, and vision guide the decision-making process. 

 Etzioni (1967) and Cuban (2001) agreed that problem-solving and decision-

making must incorporate the members of the organization with the aim of arriving at a 

decision that acts on behalf of the organization’s mission. According to Cotton (2003), 

“when principals empower their staffs through sharing leadership and decision-making 

authority with them, everyone benefits, including students” (p. 21). Decision-making 

enables the principal, together with teachers, to make decisions based on the changing 

needs of students. In a review of managerial styles, Thomas (1997) found that principals’ 

collaboration had the most significant impact on teachers’ morale. Use of collaboration 

resulted in teachers accepting more responsibility, which led to students’ higher 

achievement. Furthermore, Blasé and Blasé (1999) found that effective principals were 

those who empowered teachers and staff members to participate in the decision-making 

process. The principal does not serve as a manager of people, but as a proponent who 

leads teachers to be involved in the decision-making process. This is paramount for 

schools, because actions by members of the school community have a direct impact on 

the overall efficacy of the school. By incorporating others in this process, principals can 

affect the organizational culture, achieve organizational buy-in, and embrace change as 

an on-going process.  

 This discussion began with the notion that little has changed in schools despite 

significant reform efforts (Cuban, 1998; Wilmore, 2002). The need for identification of 

principals’ leadership behaviors emerged from the literature as a critical factor in 
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identifying their influence on the integration of one-to-one laptop computer programs. In 

addition, questions arose as to the principal’s influence of teachers’ instruction in a one-

to-one laptop program. Cumulatively, educational research and literature has provided a 

basis for analyzing this influence. Therefore, this study will investigate teachers’ 

perceptions of principals’ leadership behaviors associated with the integration of a one-

to-one laptop program. 

  
Conceptual Framework 

Recent information and communication technology (ICT) programs have 

introduced paradigm shifts in school leadership, classroom instruction, and student 

learning (Livingston, 2006). Most notably, there has been a nationwide trend in 

secondary schools to integrate laptop computers in the classroom in the form of one-to-

one laptop programs. Where findings have evinced promising findings from initial 

studies examining one-to-one laptop programs, results have left many questions relative 

to the type of leadership associated with integration of one-to-one laptop programs and 

its impact on teacher instruction with laptop computers.  

Marzano (2005) and Leithwood and Jantzi (1996) suggested that effective school 

leadership begins with the role of the principal. Principals have been identified as the 

most influential person in the school environment (K-12 schools, 2002; U.S. Congress, 

1970; Afshari, Bakar, Luan, Samah, and Fooi, 2008; Harvey, 2003; Checkley, 2004; 

Gibson, 2001; Wilmore and Betz, 2000; Rockman and Sloan, 1993; Ertmer, Bai, Khalil, 

Park, and Wang, 2002; Marzano et al., 2005; NASSP, 1990), yet their operational roles, 

behaviors, and characteristics have been widely defined. For example, the role of the 
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principal includes behaviors, characteristics, and skills in problem-solving, professional 

judgment, sensitivity, communication, personal motivation, educational values (NASSP, 

1990), facilitation of instruction and teacher support (Bartell,1990), development of 

positive teaching and learning environments (Bredeson and Johansson, 2000), high 

expectation setting for students and staff, regular monitoring of student learning (Cotton, 

2003), management of the school as a system, community liaison, cultural change agent, 

politician, and decision-maker (Wilmore, 2002).  

Evaluation of leadership behaviors can provide valuable information for 

improvement of leadership practices (Reeves, 2005; Waters and Grubb, 2004; NASSP, 

2004; Waters et al, 2003; Hersey, Blanchard, and Johnson, 2000). This information is 

critical to the extraction of specific principal leadership behaviors that guide the 

integration of one-to-one laptop programs. A conceptual framework is necessary to 

distinguish principal leadership behaviors, skills, and characteristics. This framework was 

developed from a synthesis of educational research, literature, and theory from the work 

of Leithwood and Jantzi (1996), Parr (1999), Blasé and Blasé (1999), Smith and Andrews 

(1989), and Bartell (1990). The graphic illustration of the conceptual framework is 

divided into three sections that enjoin teachers’ perception of six principal leadership 

behaviors and other leadership behaviors identified by teachers to explain the integration 

of a one-to-one laptop program. Teachers’ perceptions of principal leadership behaviors 

will be used to also explain the principal’s leadership influence on teachers’ instruction. 

Each element of the conceptual framework is described below. 
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The framework begins with teacher perception. Empirical research supports the 

utilization of teacher perception to assess principal leadership behaviors (Leithwood and 

Jantzi, 1996). Parr (1999), for example, found that teachers’ perceptions are critical in the 

integration of learning technologies in schools.   

Principal leadership behaviors are the second element of the framework. Recall 

that six principal leadership behaviors were defined by Leithwood and Jantzi (1996). 

These behaviors were used to provide a framework for better understanding the 

multifaceted leadership roles associated with principal leadership and integration of a 

one-to-one laptop program.  

 Providing vision. Providing vision has been associated with supporting teachers’ 

instructional efforts (Mendez-Morse, 1991), helping others to find a sense of purpose 

(Cotton, 2003; Leithwood et al., 1999), inducing commitment among stakeholders 

(Bennis, 1986), focusing on academic goals of the school (Cotton, 2003), and guiding the 

use of data to evaluate the progress of the school (Mendez-Morse, 1991). 

 Fostering commitment to goals. Fostering commitment to goals materializes 

from the principal’s ability to provide vision. It refers to the principal’s ability to 

operationalize goals that the school community has established (Leithwood and Jantzi, 

1996). Marzano et al. (2005) echoed the importance of establishing clearly defined goals 

and identified it as a core responsibility of the school leader.  

 Providing individualized support. Principals provide individualized support by 

demonstrating respect for the role of the teacher (Leithwood and Jantzi, 1996). This is 

accomplished by being accessible, having an open communication style, catering to the 
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personal feelings and needs of others, following through with teacher-supported 

decisions, developing individual professional relationships, and providing support for 

professional development.  

Providing intellectual stimulation. Providing intellectual stimulation  refers to 

“behavior on the part of the principal that challenges the staff to reexamine some of the 

assumptions about their work and rethink how it can be performed” (Leithwood and 

Jantzi, 1996, p. 514). Professional development, providing resources to support change, 

and bringing people together to share and develop new ideas are examples. Bamburg and 

Andrews (1991) found that principals’ support of staff development resulted in more 

successful integration and execution of innovative curriculums. Marzano et al. (2005) 

found that intellectual stimulation equips teachers with current practices and theories that 

promote a culture of learning.    

 Modeling appropriate behavior. Principals’ modeling of the desired behavior is 

a critical element for success. “Effective principals ‘walk their talk,’, exemplifying the 

outlook and behavior that they expect from staff and students” (Cotton, 2003, p. 72). This 

requires becoming involved in all areas of the school community, actively showing 

enthusiasm, requesting feedback from others, and demonstrating a willingness to alter 

leadership practices when the situation requires it (Leithwood et al., 1999).   

 Holding high performance expectations. Holding high performance 

expectations is exhibited through actions that demonstrate expectations for excellence, 

quality, and high performance inside and outside of the classroom (Leithwood and Jantzi, 

1996). Reinforcing an expectation of constant innovation (Leithwood et al., 1999), 
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creating a culture of constant instructional improvement (Bartell, 1990), enabling 

students to reach their learning potential (Cotton, 2003), instilling an atmosphere of 

success and pride (Bartell, 1990), and creating a sense of ownership and belonging 

(Leithwood et al., 1999) are vivid examples. High performance expectations also adopt 

an expectation that all children can learn. 

 The conceptual framework is codified through the uses of teachers’ perception to 

make a connection between the influence of the principal’s leadership behaviors on the 

teacher’s role as an instructor, which is supported by Cotton (2003), Wilmore, (2002), 

Blasé and Blasé (1999), Smith and Andrews (1989), Bartell (1990), and Parr (1999).   

 In utilizing this framework, five primary questions will be answered:   

1. To what extent did the six principal leadership behaviors identified by Leithwood 

and Jantzi (1996) influence teachers' perceptions of the impact of the integration 

of a one-to-one laptop program? 

2. What was the relative importance of Leithwood and Jantzi’s (1996) six leadership 

behaviors on teachers' perceptions of one-to-one laptop integration? 

3. How did teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership behaviors compare to 

self-identified leadership behaviors reported by the principal?   

4. What other leadership behaviors, skills, and characteristics did teachers associate 

with the integration of the one-to-one laptop program?  

5. What were teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership influence on their 

role as  instructors in a parochial school that integrated a one-to-one laptop 

program?  
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 In summary, the conceptual framework utilizes teachers’ perception of six 

principal leadership behaviors and other leadership behaviors identified by teachers to 

explain the integration of a one-to-one laptop program. Teachers’ perceptions of 

principal leadership behaviors are used to also explain the principal’s leadership 

influence on teachers’ instruction. Below is a visual representation of the conceptual 

framework. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of this mixed-methods explanatory single-case case study (Yin, 

2003) was to investigate teachers’ perceptions of a principal’s leadership behaviors 

associated with the integration of a one-to-one laptop program in a parochial secondary 

school. A mixed-methods approach was employed to support a data-rich triangulation 

(Creswell, 2007). Principal leadership behaviors were operationalized through research 

conducted by Leithwood and Jantzi (1996). Additional objectives included the 

investigation of the impact of principal leadership on teachers’ instruction; identification 

of other leadership behaviors, skills, and characteristics that teachers associated with the 

integration of the one-to-one laptop program; and a comparison of a principal’s reported 

self-perceptions to teacher perceptions of principal leadership.   

 This chapter presents the methodological procedure for this explanatory single-

case study mixed-method design research study. The chapter includes research design, 

research questions, summary of sample, context of the study, background of professional 

development for laptop computers, data-collection procedures, instrumentation, and data-

analysis procedures.   

 
Research Design 

An explanatory single-case study design (Yin, 2003) was used to explore 

teachers’ perception of principal leadership behaviors that were associated with the 

integration of laptop computers. This methodology was chosen because “a case study is 
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an empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life 

context, especially when the boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly 

evident” (Yin, 2003, p.13).  

 A sequential mixed-methods approach was used to triangulate the quantitative and 

qualitative data.  According to Creswell (2007), triangulation is the key element of a 

mixed-methods approach.  Quantitative and qualitative findings are collected and 

analyzed separately on the same phenomenon, then data are triangulated through a 

comparison and contract of the findings. Furthermore, triangulation was used to 

neutralize bias that may originate from data sources, methods, or researcher(s). 

 Data were collected from four sources: a semi-structured personal interview 

(Berg, 2007) with the school principal; semi-structured personal interviews (Berg, 2007) 

with teachers; a focus group interview (Berg, 2007; Merriam, 1998) with teachers; and 

teachers’ completion with an electronic version of the Principal Leadership Questionnaire 

(Leithwood and Jantzi, 1996).  

 The first phase of the research was quantitative.  Teachers with at least one year 

of teaching experience with laptop computers were invited to complete an online 

electronic questionnaire.  The questionnaire featured a series of demographic questions 

(gender, age, subject areas, grade levels taught, and highest level of education obtained), 

a 24-item electronic version of the Principal Leadership Questionnaire (Leithwood and 

Jantzi, 1996), and three additional questions (successfulness of laptop integration, display 

of effective principal leadership behaviors, and principal’s influence on teachers’ 

instructional role). Upon completion of the survey, teachers were redirected to a separate 
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question inviting them to participate in a semi-structured personal interview (Berg, 2007) 

and/or focus group. The instrumentation section explains the questionnaire in more detail 

below.  

 The second phase of the study was qualitative.  This phase included a semi-

structured personal interview (Berg, 2007) with the school principal, semi-structured 

personal interviews (Berg, 2007) with teachers, and a focus group interview (Berg, 2007; 

Merriam, 1998) with teachers. Semi-structured personal interview questions and focus 

group questions were designed to add breadth and depth to the quantitative findings. This 

mixed-methods approach provides for triangulation of findings that emerge from both the 

quantitative and qualitative findings. Semi-structured personal interviews, according to 

Berg (2007), enable the researcher to implement a series of predetermined questions in a 

systematic order; however; this also offers the researcher the freedom to digress to enable 

further probing and depth of data.  

 As the subject of the study, the school principal was invited to participate in a 

semi-structured personal interview.  A review of the current knowledge base evinced a 

dearth of information relative to principal leadership behaviors and the integration of one-

to-one laptop programs (Afshari, Bakar, Luan, Samah, and Fooi, 2008; Checkley, 2004; 

Ertmer, Bai, Khalil, Park, and Wang, 2002; Gibson, 2001; Harvey, 2003; Rockman and 

Sloan, 1993; Wilmore and Betz, 2000). Moreover, the literature did not reveal a single 

study which researched principal leadership behaviors and the integration of one-to-one 

laptop programs in parochial schools, despite the noted increase in integration of laptop 

programs across the United States (America’s Digital Schools, 2006; Bausell and 
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Klemick, 2007). Therefore, it was imperative to limit the scope of the study to principal 

leadership behaviors and the integration of one-to-one laptop programs in a parochial 

school. 

 Teachers with at least one year of teaching experience with laptop computers 

were invited to participate in a semi-structured personal interview and/or focus group 

interview.  Semi-structured personal interview questions were designed to add breadth 

and depth to the quantitative findings. The focus group interview was designed for a 

small group of individuals to engage in a group discussion on a topic where the 

researcher learns through the use of guided questions (Merriam, 1998). Findings by 

Reeves (2005), Waters and Grubb (2004), NASSP (2004), Waters et al. (2003), and 

Hersey, Blanchard, and Johnson (2000) supported the evaluation of leadership behaviors 

as a means to provide valuable information for improvement of leadership practices. 

Empirical research by Leithwood and Jantzi (1996) supported the utilization of teacher 

perception to assess principal leadership behaviors. In addition, Parr (1999) found that 

teachers’ perceptions were critical in the integration of learning technologies in schools.  

Both the semi-structured interviews and focus group interview were transcribed so that 

ideas, concepts, and themes relative to teachers’ perceptions of principal leadership 

behaviors can be carefully sorted and reviewed. The methodology utilized qualitative 

data analysis techniques presented by Miles and Huberman (1994), such as noting 

patterns, identifying themes, clustering data, making contrasts/comparisons, counting 

responses, partitioning variables, building a conceptual chain of evidence, and noting 

relations between variables.  The researcher drew, extracted, and verified the meaning of 
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the data from those techniques. The final phase of the research design combined the 

quantitative and qualitative findings to explain teachers’ perceptions of principal 

leadership behaviors associated with the integration of a one-to-one laptop program in a 

parochial school. The researcher also investigated the impact of principal leadership on 

teachers’ instruction, identified other leadership behaviors, skills, and characteristics that 

teachers associated with the integration of the one-to-one laptop program, and compared 

the principal’s reported self-perceptions to teacher perceptions of principal leadership.   

 

Research Questions 

 The research questions were developed and designed to ensure a thorough and 

accurate representation of each participant’s experiences. There were five research 

questions guiding this explanatory single-case case study (Yin, 2003). They were: 

1. To what extent did the six principal leadership behaviors identified by Leithwood 

and Jantzi (1996) influence teachers' perceptions of the impact of the integration 

of a one-to-one laptop program? 

2. What was the relative importance of Leithwood and Jantzi’s (1996) six leadership 

behaviors on teachers' perceptions of one-to-one laptop integration? 

3. How did teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership behaviors compare to 

self-identified leadership behaviors reported by the principal?   

4. What other leadership behaviors, skills, and characteristics did teachers associate 

with the integration of the one-to-one laptop program?  
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5. What were teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership influence on their 

role as an instructor in a parochial school that integrated a one-to-one laptop 

program?  

 
Population and Sample 

 Permission to conduct this study was granted from the school principal, Dr. 

Michael Elias. UA IRB Human Subjects approved the study.  The sample consisted of the 

school principal and teachers with at least one year of teaching experience with laptop 

computers.   

St. Orion-Pachs High School was identified because of its integration of a one-to-

one laptop program and its sampling convenience. According to Johnson and Christensen 

(2004), a purposive sample enables the researcher to specify certain characteristics of 

interest from a population for the purpose of analysis; for example, identification of a 

parochial secondary school that has integrated a one-to-one laptop program.  

 

Context of the Study 

St. Orion-Pachs High School was a parochial secondary school that had integrated 

a one-to-one laptop program.  Approximately 970 students attend St. Orion-Pachs High 

School. The 9th, 10th, and 11th grades had approximately 250 students, and the 12th grade 

had approximately 225 students. There were 92 faculty members, of which over a third 

held advanced graduate degrees. The classroom faculty-to-student ratio was 

approximately one-to-ten.  
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St. Orion-Pachs was a co-ed high school that offered a variety of honors and 

college-preparatory courses in English, foreign languages, social studies, business, 

history, mathematics, science, religion, fine arts, music, and electives that vary from year 

to year. Ten advanced placement courses were also offered. Approximately 55% of the 

faculty members were female. Nearly 50% of teachers taught courses for multiple grade 

levels. Faculty teaching experience ranged from one year to over 30 years.  

 
Background on Professional Development for Laptop Computers 

 
St. Orion-Pachs High School had a professional development plan to assist faculty 

and staff in the development of skills for technology use. Dr. Elias, the Principal, was 

responsible for its development and integration. The Assistant Principal, Ms. Reynolds, 

was also responsible for organizing professional development opportunities. At the 

inception of the one-to-one program, professional development began with a series of 

mandated professional development workshops where faculty and staff worked in smaller 

learning communities. The second phase of the professional development featured an 

individually designed plan that catered to the specific needs of the teacher. The final 

phase featured on-going professional development that was contingent upon hardware 

and software changes or other technological innovations. Professional development 

opportunities were offered in a variety of forums including, but not limited to, staff 

meetings, one-on-one meetings, after-school workshops, and in-service days.  

The principal worked with a staff of four technologically proficient professionals 

to execute this process. They were the Director of Network Technology, Director of 

Administrative Technology, Director of Instructional Technology, and Director of 
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Educational Technology. All four have been employed at the parochial secondary school 

for at least three years. The Director of Network Technology was responsible primarily 

for the development, integration, and maintenance of the wireless network that enables 

both wireless Internet access and wireless Internet security. The Director of 

Administrative Technology was responsible primarily for supporting, educating, and 

serving as a resource to administrators and staff personnel. The Director of Instructional 

Technology supports faculty in the instructional environment, which included software, 

hardware, and multimedia classroom support. The Director of Educational Technology 

was responsible for the acquisition, configuration, maintenance, repair, and day-to-day 

operations of the laptop computer hardware. In addition, corporate partners, hardware 

representatives, and software representatives worked with the above-mentioned Directors 

to assist in professional development.  

 
Data-Collection Procedures 

 
Data were collected from four sources: a semi-structured personal interview with 

the school principal, semi-structured personal interviews (Berg, 2007) with teachers, a 

focus group interview (Berg, 2007; Merriam, 1998) with teachers, and teachers’ 

completion of an electronic version of the Principal Leadership Questionnaire 

(Leithwood and Jantzi, 1996). See Appendix C for the PLQ. 

 The school principal was invited to participate in a semi-structured personal 

interview.  Interview questions sought a chronological history of the one-to-one laptop 

program and gathered the principal’s self-perceptions relative to his leadership behaviors, 

his role in the school, and teacher instructional techniques with laptop computers.  
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 The school principal was purposefully selected for an interview because he is the 

subject of the study. Dr. Elias has been the principal at Saint Orion-Pachs High School 

for over 20 years. Prior to coming to Saint Orion-Pachs, he taught religion and was a 

Director of Guidance. He has completed his Bachelor’s, Masters, and Doctoral degrees in 

Education. The focus of principal leadership in secondary schools evident in this study 

emerged from an analysis of educational leadership literature and research.  

St. Orion-Pachs High School teachers were invited to participate in both the 

qualitative and quantitative phases of the study. Their questions focused on identifying 

their perspectives of principal leadership behaviors associated with the integration of the 

one-to-one laptop program. Teachers received an email from the researcher inviting them 

to complete a brief electronic survey. The email informed them of the purpose of the 

study and that their participation in the study is confidential and voluntary. Upon 

completion of the survey, teachers had the opportunity to volunteer to participate in a 

semi-structured interview and/or a focus group interview. The questionnaire re-directed 

their contact information to a separate survey to ensure severance from the survey 

responses. It was at this time that a convenience sample of 20 teachers was invited to 

participate voluntarily in semi-structured personal interviews and/or a focus group based 

on their availability. Participants were again informed of the purpose of the study. Prior 

to their participation, teachers were presented with a letter of consent, which detailed the 

process and confidentiality of their study participation. The researcher requested 

permission to electronically record the semi-structured personal interview(s) and focus 

group interview. No identifying information was recorded or noted on field notes to 
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ensure anonymity. Place cards were used to identify participants. Providing this 

environment was critical, given the length of time and nature of close relationships 

formed between the principal and teachers who have many years of experience working 

together. 

 
Instrumentation 

 The researcher conducted a pilot study to test the electronic questionnaire, 

interview questions, and focus group questions to validate the reliability of the questions 

and instruments (Skevakis, 2008). Forty-four teachers voluntarily completed the 

electronic questionnaire.  Four teachers and two administrators participated in semi-

structured personal interviews, and three teachers participated in a focus group interview. 

The researcher revised the interview protocol questions which added clarity and 

precision. The questions were also reviewed by a panel of experts in preparation for the 

pilot study to guide in the shaping of their use.  

This 33-question electronic questionnaire was comprised of three different 

segments of questions: six demographic questions, 24 questions from the Principal 

Leadership Questionnaire (Leithwood and Jantzi, 1996), and three questions related to 

principal leadership behaviors, principal influence on instruction, and successfulness of 

the one-to-one laptop program. The instrument was hosted on a private secure server on 

www.surveymonkey.com. 

The first section featured six demographic questions that were developed by the 

researcher.  They included gender, age, years of teaching experience, subject areas 
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taught, grade levels taught, and highest level of education obtained. See Appendix B for 

demographic questions. 

The second section was comprised of the 24 items taken verbatim from the 

Principal Leadership Questionnaire (Leithwood and Jantzi, 1996). The researcher 

contacted Dr. Kenneth Leithwood (personal communication, October 4, 2007) and 

received permission to use the PLQ. The researcher was furnished with the 24-item 

Likert scale questions and Cronbach’s coefficient alpha levels. The forced choice items 

ranged from (1) strongly disagree, (2) disagree, (3) agree, and (4) strongly agree. 

Cronbach’s alpha range was 0.73 to 0.88.   

The PLQ measures six principal leadership behaviors that included: 

Provides Vision. This scale featured five items on the electronic survey 

with a reliability coefficient of 0.88.  Leithwood and Jantzi (1996) defined 

providing vision as behavior on the part of the principal aimed at identifying new 

opportunities for his or her school leadership team and developing, articulating, 

and inspiring others with his or her vision of the future.   

Models Appropriate Behavior.  This scale had three items on the 

electronic survey with a reliability coefficient of 0.86. Leithwood and Jantzi 

(1996) defined modeling appropriate behavior as behavior on the part of the 

principal that sets an example for school leadership team members to follow 

consistent with the values which the principal espouses.   

Fosters Commitment to Goals. This scale featured five items on the 

electronic survey with a reliability coefficient of 0.80. Leithwood and Jantzi 
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(1996) defined fostering a commitment to goals as behavior on the part of the 

principal aimed at promoting cooperation among school leadership team members 

and assisting them to work together toward common goals.   

Provides Individualized Support. This scale had five items with a 

reliability coefficient of 0.82. Leithwood and Jantzi (1996) defined providing 

intellectual support as behavior on the part of the principal that indicates respect 

for school leadership team members and concern about their personal feelings and 

needs.   

Provides Intellectual Stimulation. This scale featured three items with a 

reliability coefficient of 0.77.  Leithwood and Jantzi (1996) defined providing 

intellectual stimulation as behavior on the part of the principal that challenges 

school leadership team members to reexamine some of the assumptions about 

their work and rethink how it can be performed.   

Holds High Performance Expectations. This scale featured three items 

with a reliability coefficient of 0.73.  Leithwood and Jantzi (1996) defined 

holding high performance expectations as behavior that demonstrates the 

principal’s expectations for excellence, quality, and high performance on the part 

of the school leadership team.  

The final three questions were developed by the researcher and were related to 

teachers’ perception of the successfulness of laptop integration (four-point Likert scale), 

teachers’ perception of the principal’s display of effective leadership behaviors (open- 
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ended, short-answer format), and teachers’ perception of the principal’s influence on 

teachers’ instructional roles (open-ended, short-answer format).  

Upon completion of the 33-item electronic questionnaire, teachers were redirected 

by www.surveymonkey.com to a separate survey screen which invited them to participate 

in a semi-structured personal interview and/or focus group.  This ensured that responses 

from the 33-question electronic questionnaire were severed from the contact information 

of those who chose to participate in a personal interview or focus group.   

The semi-structured personal interview with the principal featured 11 open ended- 

questions. Refer to Appendix D for semi-structured principal interview questions. The 

semi-structured personal interview for teachers had 13 open-ended questions.  See 

Appendix E for semi-structured personal interview questions for teachers. The focus 

group interview had 12 questions; refer to Appendix F for focus group questions.   

 

Data-Analysis Procedures 

  Multiple sources of data were collected. They included a semi-structured 

personal interview with the school principal, semi-structured personal interviews (Berg, 

2007) with teachers, a focus group interview (Berg, 2007; Merriam, 1998) with teachers, 

and teachers’ completion of an electronic version of the Principal Leadership 

Questionnaire (Leithwood and Jantzi, 1996).  

  The principal was invited to participate in a semi-structured personal interview, 

which was transcribed and reviewed by the researcher for analysis. Data analysis 

employed multiple techniques, including noting patterns, identifying themes, clustering 
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data, making contrasts/comparisons, counting responses, partitioning variables, building a 

conceptual chain of evidence, and noting relations between variables (Miles and 

Huberman, 1994).  The principal’s self-reported responses were compared to teachers’ 

perceptions. 

 Teachers with at least one year of full-time teaching experience at St. Orion-Pachs 

High School were invited to participate in the online survey. As previously noted, the 

electronic survey was comprised of 33 questions which had three different segments of 

questions: six demographic questions, 24 questions from the PLQ (Leithwood and Jantzi, 

1996), and three questions related to principal leadership behaviors, principal influence 

on instruction, and successfulness of the one-to-one laptop program. Descriptive statistics 

were calculated to summarize the sample. According to McClave and Sincich (2006) and 

Smith and Glass (1987), descriptive statistics are used to present quantitative data in a 

meaningful manner. Mean averages, frequency distributions, and percentages were 

calculated from the demographic questions. Percentages were calculated for age, gender, 

teacher subject areas, grade levels taught, and highest level of teacher education.     

Additional statistical analyses were utilized for interpreting data from the 24 items 

from the PLQ, and the researcher developed questions regarding the successfulness of the 

one-to-one integration.  These analyses included a multiple regression that analyzed the 

variance between the six independent variables (principal leadership behaviors) and the 

dependent variable (the integration of the one-to-one laptop program).   

Upon completion of the electronic survey, teachers with at least one year of 

teaching experience were redirected to a new electronic survey to participate in a semi-
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structured personal interview and/or focus group interview. Each semi-structured 

personal interview and focus group interview was transcribed and reviewed by the 

researcher for data analysis. The researcher extracted data that explained teachers’ use of 

laptop computers for instruction and teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership 

influence on their roles as instructors.  Data from field notes during the semi-structured 

personal interviews and focus group interview were integrated into the findings. Data 

analysis employed multiple techniques previously mentioned above by Miles and 

Huberman (1994). Together, the electronic questionnaire, semi-structured personal 

interviews, and focus group interview provided support for the study findings, 

recommendations, and recommendations for further research. Triangulation of data 

through multiple sources of evidence contributed to the development of a converging line 

of inquiry (Creswell, 2007; Yin, 2003). 

1. To what extent did the six principal leadership behaviors identified by Leithwood 

and Jantzi (1996) influence teachers' perceptions of the impact of the integration 

of a one-to-one laptop program? 

 

Twenty-four questions from the electronic version of the Principal Leadership 

Questionnaire (PLQ) (Leithwood and Jantzi, 1996) were used to analyze teachers’ 

perceptions of six principal leadership behaviors (providing vision, modeling appropriate 

behavior, commitment to goals, providing individualized support, providing intellectual 

stimulation, and holding high performance expectations) that teachers associated with the 

integration of a one-to-one laptop program in a parochial high school. A descriptive 
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analysis was extracted from the semi-structured personal interviews and focus group 

interviews.  The electronic recordings were transcribed, coded, and analyzed by the 

researcher according to qualitative methods described by Miles and Huberman (1994). 

From the transcribed data, the concepts, ideas, and themes of the teachers’ perceptions of 

their principal’s leadership behaviors were carefully sorted, analyzed, and reviewed. 

2. What was the relative importance of Leithwood and Jantzi’s (1996) six leadership 

behaviors on teachers' perceptions of one-to-one laptop integration? 

 

A multiple regression analysis was performed to analyze the variance between the 

independent variables (providing vision, modeling appropriate behavior, commitment to 

goals, providing individualized support, providing intellectual stimulation, and holding 

high performance expectations) and the dependent variable (integration).   

3. How did teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership behaviors compare to 

self-identified leadership behaviors reported by the principal?   

 

A comparative analysis was extracted from the semi-structured personal interview 

with the principal, semi-structured personal interviews with the teachers, and the focus 

group interview to identify consistencies and comparisons among themes, responses, and 

relations between variables (i.e.,principals’ leadership behaviors, principals’ role, and 

teachers’ instructional techniques.) The electronic recordings were transcribed, coded, 

and analyzed by the researcher according to qualitative methods described by Miles and 

Huberman (1994).  
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4. What other leadership behaviors, skills, and characteristics did teachers associate 

with the successful integration of the one-to-one laptop program?  

 

A descriptive analysis was extracted from the semi-structured personal interviews 

and focus group interview to determine other principal leadership behaviors that are not 

identified in the electronic survey. The electronic recordings were transcribed, coded, and 

analyzed by the researcher according to qualitative methods described by Miles and 

Huberman (1994). From the transcribed data, the concepts, ideas, and themes of the 

teachers’ perceptions of their principal’s leadership behaviors were carefully sorted, 

analyzed, and reviewed. 

5. What were teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership influence on their 

roles as instructors in a parochial school that integrated a one-to-one laptop 

program?  

 

A descriptive analysis was extracted from the semi-structured personal interviews 

and focus group interview to determine the influence of the principal’s leadership 

behavior on teachers’ instruction in a one-to-one laptop program. The electronic 

recordings were transcribed, coded, and analyzed by the researcher according to 

qualitative methods described by Miles and Huberman (1994). From the transcribed data, 

the concepts, ideas, and themes of the teachers’ perceptions of their principal’s leadership 

behaviors were carefully sorted, analyzed, and reviewed. 
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CHAPTER 4 
 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 
 

Purpose of the Study 
 
 The purpose of this mixed-methods single case-case study was to investigate 

teachers’ perceptions of a principal’s leadership behaviors associated with the integration 

of a one-to-one laptop program in a parochial secondary school. Principal leadership 

behaviors were operationalized through research conducted by Leithwood and Jantzi 

(1996) providing vision, modeling appropriate behavior, fostering commitment to goals, 

providing individualized support, providing intellectual stimulation, and holding high 

performance expectations.  

 Additional objectives included the investigation of the influence of principal 

leadership on teachers’ instruction; identification of other leadership behaviors, skills, 

and characteristics that teachers associated with the integration of the one-to-one laptop 

program; and a comparison between a principal’s reported self-perceptions to teacher 

perceptions of principal leadership.   

 

Sample Description 

Permission to conduct this study was obtained from the parochial school 

principal, Dr. Michael Elias.  In addition, the University of Arizona’s Institutional 

Review Board approved the study.   

Because a one-to-one laptop program was planned and implemented at St. Orion- 

Pachs High School (SOPHS), the principal and teachers composed the purposive sample 
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for this study.  According to Johnson and Christensen (2004), a purposive sample enables 

the researcher to specify certain characteristics of interest from a population for the 

purpose of analysis.  

As stated in Chapter 3, SOPHS had one parochial school principal (N = 1) and 92 

teachers (N = 92).  Because teachers’ eligibility for participation was limited to those 

teachers with at least one year of teaching experience with laptop computers, the number 

of potential teacher participants was limited to 91 teachers (n = 91).  Of the 91 teachers 

who were eligible, 62 participated in this study.  Owing to a mixed-methods approach, 

data were collected from four sources: a semi-structured personal interview with the 

school principal, teachers’ completion of a 33-item online electronic questionnaire, semi-

structured personal interviews with teachers, and a focus group interview with teachers.  

Note that, of the 62 teachers who participated in the electronic online survey, 22 (35%) 

participated in semi-structured personal interviews, and three additional teachers 

participated in a focus group interview.  Teachers who participated in the semi-structured 

personal interviews did not participate in the focus group interview; thus, 25 (40%) 

teachers participated in either a personal interview or focus group interview.    

This chapter presents summaries of the parochial school profile; the parochial 

school pilot study and full-scale integration of the one-to-one laptop program; principal 

profile; and teachers’ profile of survey participants, personal interview participants, and 

focus group participants.  The chapter includes findings and concludes with a 

presentation of the study findings by research questions.  
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St. Orion-Pachs High School Profile  

 Located in the northeastern United States, St. Orion-Pachs High School was the 

only parochial school of four high schools in the county. According to the state Diocese, 

St. Orion-Pachs was one of only two parochial high schools in this state to feature a one-

to-one laptop program for each grade level: freshman, sophomore, junior, and senior.  A 

tripartite, non-governmental academic accrediting commission accredited SOPHS.   

 St. Orion-Pachs employed over 130 full-time and part-time employees with an 

operating budget of approximately $15 million.  The faculty was comprised of 92 

teachers.  Nearly 30% of the teachers held advanced degrees, and 52% were female.  

Approximately 21% of the teachers were graduates of SOPHS. 

 The school Principal, Dr. Michael Elias, led the administrative team at SOPHS.  

His team included the Assistant Principal, Vice Principal, Director of Guidance, Director 

of Campus Ministry, Athletic Director, and Academic Council comprised of curriculum 

coordinators and department chairs. However, for the purposes of this study, only the 

principal’s leadership behaviors were examined.  

 SOPHS was affiliated with an elementary school, middle school, and St. Orion-

Pachs Catholic Parish, which served over 7,500 families.  Approximately 900 high school 

students attended SOPHS.  All students at SOPHS were tracked into one of three 

subgroups: honors, college-preparatory, and multidisciplinary.  SOPHS’ class block 

schedule featured 75, 80, and 90-minute periods.  This replaced the traditional 40-minute 

class period schedule.  The change in the academic schedule was a precursor to the 

integration of the one-to-one laptop program because it afforded teachers a longer period 
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of time for instruction.  SOPHS piloted a year-long one-to-one laptop program in 2003.  

The pilot study led to the expansion of the one-to-one program to the entire school by 

2006. 

 

SOPHS One-to-One Laptop Program Integration and Pilot Program Summary 

 The integration of the one-to-one laptop program began in 2003 with a pilot 

program, which was limited to five teachers, one teacher from each academic department 

who also taught at each grade level.  Approximately 30 honors students participated in 

the pilot study.  The students were clustered into a cohort in one classroom during the 

day, while the teachers rotated from classroom to classroom.  Academic subjects included 

history, math, English, and science.   

 At the inception of the program, a small wireless network was installed to allow 

for intranet and Internet access.  After a series of small computer and software 

orientations, teachers and students were issued a tablet laptop computer. Over the next 

four years, 2003-2007, the pilot program was expanded, and implementation occurred at 

all four grade levels.  Student and teacher experiences from the pilot program were 

informally gathered on a regular basis through round-table discussions that were held on 

a weekly basis. 

 The incremental implementation of the program began with the delivery of laptop 

computers to all teachers in advance of the students in the summer of 2004.  Teachers and 

administrators participated in a number of in-service activities and professional 

development to become acclimated and knowledgeable about using the laptops for 
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instruction during the summer, before the beginning of the school year.  In-services 

focused on hardware, software, network, and instructional training.  In 2005, all incoming 

freshmen and sophomores received laptop computers.  In 2006, the next group of new 

freshmen received their laptop computers.  In 2007, the last group of incoming freshmen 

received laptop computers, which completed the school-wide implementation/integration 

process.  

 During this period, several network, software, and hardware upgrades were made 

to accommodate teacher and student demands.   

 

Participant Descriptions 

School Principal Profile 

 Dr. Michael Elias served as Principal at SOPHS for over 20 years.  He has earned 

a Bachelor’s, Master’s, and Doctoral degrees in Education Leadership.  Prior to the 

principalship, he was a religion teacher and guidance counselor for over ten years. Dr. 

Elias oversaw all administrative functions of the high school with an administrative team 

comprised of an Assistant Principal, Vice Principal, Director of Guidance, Director of 

Campus Ministry, Athletic Director, and an Academic Council. 

 Principal interview.  Dr. Elias and I discussed the integration of the one-to-one 

laptop program from its inception to full integration.  During that discussion, he shared 

his role as principal, his perception of his influence on the integration of the one-to-one 

laptop program, his vision of the laptop program, actions that he took pursuant to 
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materializing his vision, and challenges that he encountered during this time.  Results are 

shared below in the findings section.          

 

Teachers’ Profile: Survey Participants and Interview Participants    

 Survey participants. The online survey was completed by 62 of the 92 teachers.  

This represents 67% of all teachers at SOPHS.  Approximately 64% of the teachers who 

participated in the online survey did not respond to survey questions regarding gender, 

age, years of teaching, experience, subjects taught, and grade levels taught. Of those who 

responded, teachers represented each grade level and subject of study.  See Table 1.   

Table 1  
  
Academic Subject Taught (N=62)  
    
  

Subject Percentage 
    
  
English 5% 
Foreign Language 5% 
History 10% 
Math 6% 
Science/Chemistry 6% 
Religion 3% 
Fine Arts 5% 
Other 3% 
No Response 56% 
    

 

 Over 40% of the sample has earned an advanced degree; 5% earned a 

Doctoral degree, 37% earned a Master’s degree, and 59% earned a Bachelor’s degree. 
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See Table 2.  Females accounted for over half (55%) of the participants.  Teachers ranged 

in experience from one year to 40 years, with an average of 19 years.  Sixty percent of the 

sample has taught at SOPHS for their entire professional career.    

Table 2  
  
Teacher Degrees Earned (N=62) 
    
  
Degree Percent 
    
  
Doctorate 5% 
Master’s 37% 
Bachelor’s 59% 
    

 

Interview participants.  All study participants were identified by an alias code 

name and were not identifiable.  To further protect confidentiality, the alias coded name 

did not reflect the true identity of the participant.  

 A total of 25 teachers participated in either a personal or focus group interview.  

Of the 25 teachers, 22 participated in an individual interview, and three participated in a 

focus group interview.  Teachers taught English, history, foreign language, math, science, 

religion, music, interdisciplinary studies, and physical education.  See Table 3.  
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Table 3  
  
Subjects Taught (N=62)  
    
  
Subject Percentage
    
  
History 20% 
English 16% 
Science 16% 
Foreign Language 12% 
Math 8% 
Religion 8% 
Interdisciplinary Studies 8% 
Music 8% 
Physical Education 4% 
    

 

Advanced degrees were earned by 60% of interview participants; 12% have 

Doctoral degrees, 48% Master’s degrees, and 40% Bachelor’s degrees.  See Table 4.   

Table 4  
  
Teacher Profile, Degree Earned (N=62) 
    
  
Degree Percent 
    
  
Doctorate 12% 
Master’s 48% 
Bachelor’s 40% 
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English teachers.  There were four seasoned teachers from the English 

Department that participated in the study.  Together, they have over 100 years of teaching 

experience.  Mrs. Helena Paragon has taught English for over 35 years and has been at St. 

Orion-Pachs for the last 20 years.  She served SOPHS as a teacher and an administrator.  

Mrs. Ariel Saxo has taught English and other writing courses at St. Orion-Pachs for 14 

years.  Her entire career has been spent with SOPHS.  Mrs. Mikaela Vorchoon has taught 

English for 23 years and has been at this institution for 16 years.  Mr. Timothy Keeley 

has taught English for 37 years, all of which were at SOPHS. 

 Foreign language  teachers.  Of the six foreign language teachers, three 

participated in the study.  This seasoned group of teachers had over 80 years of 

experience.  Mrs. Karyn Baker taught a foreign language and had an administrative role 

as well.  She has taught for 35 years and has been splitting her role for the past 20 years.  

Mrs. Sam Boldine was also an administrator who taught a foreign language.  She has 

taught only at St. Orion-Pachs, and this was her 18th year.  Mr. Wallace Trion has 30 

years of teaching experience, and this is his second year at this institution. 

 History teachers.  Five seasoned teachers, half of the History Department, 

participated in this study.  Together, they have over 90 years of teaching experience.  

Mrs. Eileen DiMeola taught history at this institution for her entire nine-year tenure.  

Mrs. Kelly Reynolds taught history for 25 years at St. Orion-Pachs, and she also had an 

administrative role.  Mr. Jared Brady taught history for seven years, all of which have 

been at this institution.  Mr. Patrick Call taught at this institution for 39 years and also 



88 

served as an administrator.  Mr. Spike Kurtzman had 10 years of teaching experience, 

three of which have been at this institution. 

 Science teachers.  Of the six members of the Science Department, four seasoned 

teachers participated in this study. Mr. Chris Dushay has spent all three years teaching at 

this institution.  Mr. Hugo Mugen has taught for eight years, all of which have been with 

St. Orion-Pachs.  Mr. Tzáng Tǐeh has taught at St. Orion-Pachs for his entire tenure of 38 

years.  Mr. Kenneth Shamrock has also taught at St. Orion-Pachs for his entire career of 

40 years.   

 Mathematics teachers.  The Mathematics Department has nine teachers, of 

which two seasoned teachers participated in the study.  Mr. John McKay has taught for 

37 years, eight of which have been at St. Orion-Pachs.  Mr. Nicholas Emmanuel served in 

an administrative role and was also a teacher.  He has 21years of overall teaching 

experience, and he has spent the past 11 years at this institution. 

 Interdisciplinary course teachers.  Half of the Interdisciplinary teachers 

participated in the study.  Interdisciplinary teachers taught more than one academic 

subject and worked with small groups of students.  Mrs. Jamie Kaye has been a teacher 

for 15 years, three of which have been spent in this capacity at SOPHS.  Mrs. Olga Orci 

has five years of experience, all of which have been at St. Orion-Pachs. 

 Music teachers.  The music program was classified as part of the Fine Arts 

Department.  Although it was among the smallest departments, both teachers participated 

in study.  Mr. Michael Coastie had seven years of experience, all of which have been 
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taught at this institution.  Mrs. Susan Werner has taught for 25 years, of which 19 have 

been spent at SOPHS. 

 Religion teachers.  Approximately one-third of the Religion Department 

participated in the study.  Mr. John Bay has taught at St. Orion-Pachs for all four years of 

his professional experience.  Mr. Urdongo Cullen has taught for 12 years, and he has 

been at this institution for nine years. 

 Physical education/driver’s education teachers.  Mrs. Kirnan Fulgore was the 

only person of this five-person department to participate in the study. All four years of 

Mrs. Fulgore’s teaching experience have been at SOPHS.    

 

Findings 

This section provides a summary of this mixed-methods singles-case case study.  

According to Creswell (2007), the utilization of triangulation with mixed-methods 

designs confirms, cross-validates, and corroborates inferences and study findings.  First, 

quantitative findings present the Cronbach’s coefficient alpha levels of reliability of the 

Principal Leadership Questionnaire (PLQ) as generated by the researcher. Second, the 

analyses included a multiple regression that analyzed the variance between the six 

independent variables (principal leadership behaviors) and dependent variable (the 

integration of the one-to-one laptop program).   

  Third, this section provides findings derived from personal interviews, focus 

group interview narratives, and responses to open-ended questions in the electronic 

survey.  Aliases were used to render all study participants unidentifiable.  To further 
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protect confidentiality and anonymity, the aliases ascribed to each participant did not 

reflect their true names.   

  

Research Question 1 

 To what extent did the six principal leadership behaviors identified by Leithwood 

and Jantzi (1996) influence teachers' perceptions of the impact of integration of the one-

to-one laptop program? 

 An adapted version of the Principal Leadership Questionnaire (PLQ) developed 

by Leithwood and Jantzi (1996) was used in this study.  According to Leithwood and 

Jantzi’s research conducted in 1996, the PLQ had reliability coefficients that range from 

0.73 to 0.88.  This study used the PLQ, and the researcher conducted a reliability study 

which revealed that reliability coefficients ranged from 0.17 to 0.61.  See Table 5.  

Table 5  
 
Study Reliability Coefficients  (N=62)  
    
  
Principal Leadership Behavior  Present Study 
    
  
Providing Vision 0.17 
Modeling Appropriate 
Behavior 0.58 
Commitment to Goals 0.4 
Providing Individualized 
Support 0.61  
Providing Intellectual 
Stimulation 0.43 
Holding High Expectations 0.57 
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The electronic survey in this study had 33 items.  Twenty-four items (items 7-30) were 

adapted from the PLQ.  As offered on the PLQ, a four-point forced-choice Likert scale  

limited teacher response choices to strongly disagree, disagree, agree, and strongly agree.  

Teachers responded to items corresponding to six principal leadership behaviors (see 

Table 5) that they associated with the integration of a one-to-one laptop program in a 

parochial high school.  See Appendix G for principal leadership questionnaire items to 

construct correspondence.  The findings from the teachers’ responses on the PLQ follow. 

 

Providing Vision 

 Providing vision was defined through the principal’s ability to identify “new 

opportunities for his or her school, and developing, articulating, and inspiring others with 

his or her vision of the future” (Leithwood and Jantzi, 1996, p. 514).  Five items (7, 8, 9, 

10, 11) corresponded with this construct.  Items corresponding to vision are described 

below.  

Item 7 identified the principal’s “capacity and judgment to overcome most 

obstacles.”  Over three-quarters of respondents (76%), were in agreement that that the 

principal possessed the capacity to overcome most obstacles.    See Table 6. 

 Item 8 referred to the principal’s ability to “command respect from everyone on 

the faculty.”  Just over half of the respondents, (61%), believed that the principal 

commanded respect from the faculty.   See Table 6. 

 Item 9 identified the principal’s ability to “excite the faculty with visions of what 

we may be able to accomplish if we work together as a team.”  Respondents were nearly 
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split evenly on this item.  Just over half of the respondents, 53%, believed that the 

principal excited the faculty with visions of what they can accomplish together.  See 

Table 6. 

 Item 10 addressed the principal’s ability to “make the faculty members feel and 

act like leaders.” Respondents were split in half on this item.  Just over half of the 

respondents, (53%), agreed that the principal made the faculty members feel and act like 

leaders.  See Table 6. 

 Item 11 identified the principal’s ability to “give the faculty a sense of overall 

purpose of its leadership role.”  Eighty-one percent of respondents agree that the principal 

gave the faculty a sense of overall purpose of its leadership role.  See Table 6. 
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Table 6       
       
Providing Vision Percentages  (N=62)      
              
       
Item 
Number Statement 

Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree

No 
Response 

              
       

Item 7 

Has both the capacity and 
the judgment to overcome 
most obstacles. 

10%      
(6)* 

66% 
(41) 

18% 
(11) 

4%       
(3) 

2%       
(1) 

Item 8 
Commands respect from 
everyone on the faculty. 

3%       
(2) 

58%    
(36) 

36%   
(22) 

3%       
(2)  

0%        
(0) 

Item 9 

Excites faculty with visions 
of what we may be able to 
accomplish if we work 
together as a team. 

0%       
(0) 

47%   
(29) 

50%    
(31) 

3%       
(2) 

0%        
(0) 

Item 10 
Makes faculty members 
feel and act like leaders. 

3%       
(2) 

50%    
(31) 

47%    
(29) 

0%       
(0) 

0%        
(0) 

Item 11 

Principal gives the faculty a 
sense of overall purpose for 
its leadership role.        

15%    
(9) 

66%   
(41) 

16%    
(10) 

3%       
(2) 

0%        
(0) 

              
*  Numbers in parenthesis refer to the number of respondents. 

 

 There was a substantial amount of variability among the five items, and the alpha 

coefficient for this sample was 0.17.  The low reliability from this study resulted from 

low or negative relationships among the five items.  For example, item 1,the principal’s 

capacity and judgment to overcome most obstacles, was negatively correlated with item 

2, the principal’s ability to command respect from the faculty (r = -0.086), item 3, the 

principal’s ability to excite faculty with visions of accomplishment when working as a 
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team (r = -0.004), and item 5, the principal’s ability to give the faculty an overall sense 

of purpose for their leadership role (r = -0.037).  See Table 7.   

 

Table 7      
      
Providing Vision Intercorrelations  (N=62)    
            
      
Providing Vision 
Items VIS1 VIS2 VIS3 VIS4 VIS5 
            
      

Item 1 of 5: VIS1 1 
-

0.086 
-

0.004 0.12 
-

0.037 

Item 2 of 5: VIS2 
-

0.086 1 
-

0.117 0.225 0.043 

Item 3 of 5: VIS3 
-

0.004 
-

0.117 1 0.059 0.169 
Item 4 of 5: VIS4 0.12 0.225 0.059 1 0.105 

Item 5 of 5: VIS5 
-

0.037 0.043 0.169 0.105 1 
            

         

Modeling Appropriate Behavior 

 Modeling appropriate behavior was defined as “behavior on the part of the leader 

that sets an example for staff members to follow consistent with the values the leader 

espouses” Leithwood and Jantzi, 1996, p. 515). Three items (12, 13, 14) corresponded 

with this construct.  Each item for modeling appropriate behavior is described below. 

 Item 12 identified the principal’s ability to “lead by “doing” rather than simply 

“telling.”  Over half, (56%), of the respondents disagreed that the principal lead by doing 

rather than simply telling.  See Table 8.  
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 Item 13 asked teachers to respond to the statement “my principal symbolizes 

success and accomplishment within the profession of education.”  About two-thirds of 

respondents, 63%, reported that the principal symbolized success and accomplishment 

within the profession of education.  See Table 8.  

 Item 14 identified the principal’s ability to “provide good models for faculty 

members to follow.”  Respondents reported that 58% believed that the principal provided 

good models for faculty members to follow.  See Table 8.   

 

Table 8        
       
Modeling Appropriate Behavior Percentages  
(N=62)     
              
       
Item 
Number Statement 

Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree

No 
Response

              
       

Item 12 
Leads by “doing” rather 
than simply by “telling.”  

3%     
(2) 

41%    
(25) 

38%     
(23) 

18%      
(11) 

0%       
(0) 

Item 13 

Symbolizes success and 
accomplishment within 
the profession of 
education.  

2%       
(1) 

61%    
(38) 

32%   
(20) 

5%       
(3)  

0%       
(0) 

Item 14 

Provides good models for 
faculty members to 
follow. 

8%       
(5) 

50%   
(31) 

37%    
(23) 

5%       
(3) 

0%       
(0) 

              
*  Numbers in parenthesis refer to the number of respondents. 
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 The alpha coefficient for these three items was 0.58.  There was a moderate 

amount of variability among the three items.  Two of the three items were significantly 

correlated.  Item 1, the principal’s ability to lead by “doing” rather than “telling”, was 

significantly correlated with item 2, r = 0.456, the principal’s ability to symbolize 

success and accomplishment.  Item 2, the principal’s ability to symbolize success and 

accomplishment, was significantly correlated with item 3, the principal’s ability to 

provide good models for the faculty to follow r = 0.389. See Table 9.       

 

Table 9    
    
Modeling Appropriate Behavior Intercorrelations  (N=62) 
        
    
Modeling Items MOD1 MOD2 MOD3 
        
    
Item 1 of 3: 
MOD1 1 0.456** 0.169 
Item 2 of 3: 
MOD2 0.456** 1 0.389** 
Item 3 of 3: 
MOD3 0.169 0.389** 1 
**p<.01      
        

 

 
Commitment to Goals 

 Fostering commitment to goals refers to “behavior on the part of the leader aimed 

at promoting cooperation among staff and assisting them to work together toward 

common goals” (Leithwood and Jantzi, 1996, p. 514). Five items (15, 16, 17, 18, 19) 
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corresponded with this construct.  Item related to commitment to goals are described 

below. 

 Item 15 identified the principal’s ability to “provide for our participation in the 

process of developing school goals.”  Ninety-three percent of respondents agreed that the 

principal provided for participation in the process of developing school goals.  See Table 

10. 

 Item 16 identified the principal’s ability to “encourage faculty members to work 

towards the same goals.”  The majority of respondents, (89%), agreed that the principal 

encouraged faculty members to work towards the same goals.  See Table 10. 

 Item 17 identified the principal’s ability to “use problem-solving with the faculty 

to generate school goals.”  Slightly more than half, (54%) of respondents agreed that the 

principal used problem-solving with the faculty to generate school goals.  See Table 10. 

 Item 18 identified the principal’s ability to “work toward faculty consensus in 

establishing priorities for school goals.” Merely 32% of respondents agreed that the 

principal worked toward faulty consensus in establishing priorities for school goals.  See 

Table 10.  

 Item 19 asked teachers to respond to the statement “my principal regularly 

encourages faculty members to evaluate our progress toward achievement of school 

goals.”  The majority of respondents, 86% agreed that the principal regularly encouraged 

faculty members to evaluate their progress toward achievement of school goals.  See 

Table 10. 
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Table 10         
       
Commitment to Goals Percentages  
(N=62)      
              
       
Item 
Number Statement 

Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree

No 
Response 

              
       

Item 15 

Principal provides for our 
participation in the 
process of developing 
school goals. 

35%      
(22) 

58% 
(36) 

5%       
(3) 

2%       
(1) 

0%        
(0) 

Item 16 

Encourages faculty 
members to work toward 
the same goals. 

8%       
(5) 

81%    
(50) 

11%   
(7) 

0%       
(0) 

0%        
(0) 

Item 17 

Uses problem-solving 
with the faculty to 
generate school goals. 

4%       
(3) 

50%   
(31) 

36%    
(22) 

8%       
(5) 

2%        
(1) 

Item 18 

Works toward whole 
faculty consensus in 
establishing priorities for 
school goals.  

0%      
(0) 

32%   
(20) 

60%    
(37) 

6%       
(4) 

2%        
(1) 

Item 19 

Regularly encourages 
faculty members to 
evaluate our progress 
toward achievement of 
school goals. 

2%      
(1) 

84%   
(52) 

13%    
(8) 

2%       
(1) 

0%        
(0) 

              
*  Numbers in parenthesis refer to the number of respondents. 

  

 The alpha coefficient for these items was 0.40.  There was a moderate amount of 

variability among the three items.  Only two items were significantly intercorrelated: item 
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1, the principal’s ability to provide teacher participation in the development of group 

goals, and item 2, the principal’s ability to encourage faculty members to work towards 

the same goal r = 0.326.  See Table 11. 

 

 

Table 11      
Commitment to Goals Intercorrelations  (N=62)      
     
 GOL1 GOL2 GOL3 GOL4 GOL5 
Item 1 of 5: GOL1 1.000     0.326** 0.092 0.129 0.146 
Item 2 of 5: GOL2     0.326** 1.000 0.188 0.084 0.145 
Item 3 of 5: GOL3 0.092 0.188 1.000 0.204 -0.031 
Item 4 of 5: GOL4 0.129 0.084 0.204 1.000 -0.057 
Item 5 of 5: GOL5 0.146 0.145 -0.031 -0.057 1.000 
**p<.01       

 
 

Providing Individualized Support 

 Providing individualized support refers to “behavior on the part of the leader that 

indicates respect for staff members and concern about their personal feelings and needs” 

(Leithwood and Jantzi, 1996, p. 514). Five items (20, 21, 22, 23, 24) corresponded with 

this construct.  Items related to providing individualized support are described below. 

 Item 20 identified the principal’s ability to “provide for extended training to 

develop my knowledge and skills relevant to being a member of the school faculty.”  

Merely 2% of respondents disagreed that the principal provided for extended training to 

develop their knowledge and skills relevant to being a member of the school faculty.  See 

Table 12. 
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 Item 21 identified the principal’s ability to “provide necessary resources to 

support my integration of the school’s program.”  The majority of respondents, 98% 

agreed that the principal provided necessary resources that supported the integration of 

the school’s program.  See Table 12. 

 Item 22 identified the principal’s ability to “treat me as an individual with unique 

needs and expertise.”  Just over half, (55%) of respondent reported that the principal 

treated them as an individual with unique needs and expertise.  See Table 12.  

 Item 23 identified the principal’s ability to “take my opinion into consideration 

when initiating actions that affect my work.”  The majority of respondents, (58%), were 

in disagreement that the principal took their opinion into consideration when considering 

actions that affected their work.  See Table 12. 

 Item 24 asked teachers to respond to the statement “my principal behaves in a 

manner thoughtful of my personal needs.”  The majority of respondents, (89%), agreed 

that the principal behaved in a manner that was thoughtful of their personal needs.  See 

Table 12. 
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Table 12        
       
Providing Individualized Support Percentages  
(N=62)     
              
       
Item 
Numbe
r Statement 

Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree

No 
Response 

              
       

Item 20 

Provides for extended 
training to develop my 
knowledge and skills 
relevant to being a 
member of the school 
faculty  

45%      
(28) 

52% 
(32) 

2%       
(1) 

0%       
(0) 

2%        
(1) 

Item 21 

Provides the necessary 
resources  to support my 
integration of the school’s 
program.  

56%      
(35) 

42%    
(26) 

2%       
(1) 

0%       
(0) 

0%        
(0) 

Item 22 

Treats me as an individual 
with unique needs and 
expertise. 

16%      
(10) 

39%   
(24) 

43%    
(27) 

2%       
(1) 

0%        
(0) 

Item 23 

Takes my opinion into 
consideration when 
initiating actions that 
affect my work. 

2%      
(1) 

37%   
(23) 

45%    
(28) 

13%      
(8) 

3%        
(2) 

Item 24 

Behaves in a manner 
thoughtful of my personal 
needs. 

46%      
(29) 

43%   
(26) 

8%       
(5) 

0%       
(0) 

3%        
(2) 

              
*  Numbers in parenthesis refer to the number of respondents. 

  

 The alpha coefficient for this sample was 0.61.  There was a moderate amount of 

variability among the three items.  There were multiple significant intercorrelations at 

both the 0.05 and 0.01 levels of significance.  For example, item 1, the principal’s ability 

to provide extended training, was significantly correlated with item 2, the principal’s 
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ability to provide necessary resources to implement the school’s program (r = 0.486) and 

item 5, the principal’s ability to behave in a manner that is thoughtful of teachers’ 

personal needs (r = 0.356).  Item 4, the principal’s ability to take teachers’ opinions into 

consideration, was significantly correlated with item 2, the principal’s ability to provide 

necessary resources to implement the school’s program r = 0.260, item 3, the principal’s 

ability to treat teachers as individuals with unique needs and expertise r = 0.318, and 

item 5, the principal’s ability to behave in a manner that is thoughtful of teachers’ 

personal needs (r = 0.037).  In addition, there was one negative correlation: item 3, the 

principal’s ability to treat teachers as individuals with unique needs and expertise, and 

item 5, the principal’s ability to behave in a manner that is thoughtful of teachers’ 

personal needs but his was not significant.  See Table 13. 

 

Table 13      
      
Providing Individualized Support Intercorrelations  
(N=62)   
            
      
Individualized 
Support Items SUP1 SUP2 SUP3 SUP4 SUP5 
            
      
Item 1 of 5: SUP1 1 0.486** 0.043 0.117 0.356** 
Item 2 of 5: SUP2 0.486** 1 0.179 0.260* 0.391** 
Item 3 of 5: SUP3 0.043 0.179 1 0.318* -0.037 
Item 4 of 5: SUP4 0.117 0.260* 0.318* 1 0.397** 
Item 5 of 5: SUP5 0.356** 0.390** -0.037 0.397** 1 
**p<.01 level      
*p<.05 level       
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Providing Intellectual Stimulation 

 Providing intellectual stimulation refers to “behavior on the part of the principal 

that challenges staff members to reexamine some of the assumptions about their work 

and rethink how it can be performed” (Leithwood and Jantzi, 1996, p. 514). Three items 

(25, 26, 27) corresponded with this construct.  Items related to providing intellectual 

stimulation are described below.  

 Item 25 identified the principal’s ability to “challenge me to reexamine some 

basic assumptions I have about my work in the school.”  Merely 10% of respondents 

agreed that the principal challenged them to reexamine some basic assumptions that they 

had about their work in the school.  See Table 14. 

 Item 26 asked teachers to respond to the statement “my principal stimulates me to 

think about what I am doing for the school’s students.”  The majority of respondents, 

86% disagreed that the principal stimulated them to think about what they were doing for 

the school’s students.  See Table 14.  

 Item 27 identified the principal’s ability to “provide information that helps me 

think of ways to implement the school’s program.”  He majority of respondents, (97%), 

agreed that the principal provided information that helped them think of ways to 

implement the school’s program.  See Table 14. 
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Table 14         
       
Providing Intellectual Stimulation Percentages  
(N=62)     
              
       
Item 
Number Statement 

Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree

No 
Response

              
       

Item 25 

Challenges me to 
reexamine some basic 
assumptions I have about 
my work in the school.   

0%     
(0) 

10%    
(6) 

50%     
(31) 

40%      
(25) 

0%       
(0) 

Item 26 

Stimulates me to think 
about what I am doing for 
the school’s students.  

1%       
(1) 

13%    
(8) 

52%   
(32) 

34%      
(21)  

0%       
(0) 

Item 27 

Provides information that 
helps me think of ways to 
implement the school’s 
program. 

21%      
(13) 

76%   
(47) 

3%      
(2) 

0%       
(0) 

0%       
(0) 

              
*  Numbers in parenthesis refer to the number of respondents. 

  

 The alpha coefficient for this sample was 0.43.  There was a moderate amount of 

variability among the three items.  There was one significant intercorrelation between 

item 1, the principal’s ability to challenge teachers to reexamine basic assumptions 

about their work in the school, and item 2, the principal’s ability to stimulate teachers to 

think about what they are doing for the school’s students (r = 0.487).  There was one 

negative correlation between item 1, the principal’s ability to challenge teachers to 

reexamine basic assumptions about their work in the school,  and item 3, the principal’s 
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ability to provide information that helps teachers think of ways to implement the school’s 

program (r = -0.035).  See Table 15.  

 

Table 15     
    
Providing Intellectual Stimulation Intercorrelations  (N=62) 
        
    
Intellectual Stimulation 
Items INT1 INT2 INT3 
        
    
Item 1 of 3: INT1 1 0.487** -0.035 
Item 2 of 3: INT2 0.487** 1 0.047 
Item 3 of 3: INT3 -0.035 0.047 1 
*p<.05      
        

 
 
 
Holding High Performance Expectations 

 High performance expectations referred to “behavior that demonstrates the 

leader’s expectations for excellence, quality, and high performance on the part of the staff 

Leithwood and Jantzi, 1996, p. 515). Three items (28, 29, 30) corresponded with this 

construct.  Items for high performance expectations are described below. 

 Item 28 asked teachers to respond to the statement “my principal insists on only 

the best performance from the school’s faculty.”  Over half, (57%) of respondents 

disagreed that the principal insisted on only the best performance from the school’s 

faculty.  See Table 16.  
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 Item 29 identified the principal’s ability to “show us that there are high 

expectations for the school’s faculty as professionals.”  The respondents were nearly split 

in half, (51%), in agreement that the principal showed them that there are high 

expectations for the school’s faculty as professionals.  See Table 16.  

 Item 30 asked teachers to respond to the statement “my principal does not settle 

for second best in the performance of our work as the school’s faculty.”  The majority of 

respondents, (89%) agreed that the principal did not settle for second best in the 

performance of their work as the school’s faculty.  See Table 16. 

 

Table 16         
       
Holding High Performance Expectations Percentages  (N=62)     
              
       
Item 
Number Statement 

Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree

No 
Response 

              
       

Item 28 

Insists on only the best 
performance from the 
school’s faculty. 

8%      
(5) 

35%    
(22) 

49%     
(30) 

8%       
(5) 

0%        
(0) 

Item 29 

Shows us that there are high 
expectations for the school’s 
faculty as professionals. 

36%      
(10) 

15%    
(22) 

31%   
(19) 

18%      
(11)  

0%        
(0) 

Item 30 

Does not settle for second 
best in the performance of 
our work as the school’s 
faculty. 

11%      
(7) 

78%   
(48) 

10%      
(6) 

1%       
(1) 

0%        
(0) 

              
*  Numbers in parenthesis refer to the number of respondents. 
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 The alpha coefficient for this sample was 0.57.  There was a moderate amount of 

variability among the three items.  There were three intercorrelations for this construct.  

For example, item 1, the principal’s ability to insist on only the best performance from 

the school’s faculty, was significantly correlated with item 2,  the principal’s ability to 

show teachers that there are high expectations for the school’s faculty as professionals (r 

= 0.300), and item 3, the principal’s ability to not settle for second best in the 

performance of teachers’ work as the school’s faculty (r = 0.345).  Item 2, the principal’s 

ability to show teachers that there are high expectations for the school’s faculty as 

professionals and item 3, the principal’s ability to not settle for second best in the 

performance of teachers’ work as the school’s faculty (r = 0.356) were also significantly 

correlated.  There were no negative correlations.   See Table 17. 

Table 17      
    
Holding High Expectations Intercorrelations  (N=62) 
        
    
High Expectations Items HIX1 HIX2 HIX3 
        
    
Item 1 of 3: HIX1 1 0.300* 0.345** 
Item 2 of 3: HIX2 0.300* 1 0.356** 
Item 3 of 3: HIX3 0.345** 0.356** 1 
**p<.01 level      
*p<.05 level      
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One-to-One Integration 
 
 Item 31 asked teachers to respond to the statement “the integration of the one-to-

one laptop program was successful.”  The majority of respondents, (88%) agreed that the 

integration of the one-to-one laptop program was successful.  See Table 18. 

Table 18        
       
Successful Integration of 1:1 Laptop Program Percentages (N=62)    
              
       
Item 
Number Statement 

Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree

Strongly 
Disagree 

No 
Response 

              
       

Item 31 

integration of the one-
to-one laptop program 
was successful.  

11%      
(7) 

77%   
(48) 

10%      
(6) 

2%       
(1) 

0%        
(0) 

              
*  Numbers in parenthesis refer to the number of respondents. 

 
Research Question 2 

 What was the relative importance of Leithwood and Jantzi’s (1996) six leadership 

behaviors on teachers' perceptions of one-to-one laptop integration? 

Multiple regression. A multiple regression analysis was utilized for this research 

question.  A multiple regression was performed to analyze the variance between the six 

principal leadership behaviors and integration.  The purpose of the multiple regression 

was to learn about the variation between the six principal leadership behaviors 

(independent or predictor variables) and teachers’ perception of successful integration of 

the one-to-one laptop program (dependent or criterion variable).  The multiple regression 
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can establish that one, none, or more than one of the principal leadership behaviors 

explains a proportion of the variance in the teachers’ perception of the successful 

integration of the one-to-one laptop program.  It can also establish the relative predictive 

importance of the integration by comparing beta weights taken from the multiple 

regression analysis.  This was discussed in more detail in Chapter 5.  

The multiple regression of vision, modeling appropriate behavior, modeling 

appropriate behavior, commitment to goals, providing individualized support, providing 

intellectual stimulation, and high expectations were not significant predictors of one-to-

one integration F (6,55) = 0.834, p = .549.   

When the beta-weights were examined none of them were significant at the .05 

level.  Vision was not a significant predictor of integration, (β = 0.05, p = 0.722); the 

predictor variable modeling appropriate behavior was not a significant predictor of 

integration (β = 0.07, p = 0.642); the predictor variable commitment to goals was not a 

significant predictor of integration (β = 0.27, p = 0.101); the predictor variable support 

was not a significant predictor of integration (β = -0.13, p = 0.404); the predictor variable 

providing intellectual stimulation was not a significant predictor goals of integration (β = 

-0.20, p = 0.252); and the predictor variable high expectations was not a significant 

predictor of integration (β = -0.16, p = 0.250).   

 Thus, none of the six principal leadership behaviors were significant predictors of 

teachers’ perceptions of the successful integration of the one-to-one laptop program.  

Note that the predictor variables providing intellectual support, providing intellectual 
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stimulation, and high expectations had negative beta weights, which means that these 

predictors inversely followed integration.  See Table 19.  

 

 
Table 19     
     
Multiple Regression Analysis (N=62) 
          
     
Predictors b SE beta p 
          
     
Constant 2.67 0.78 -- 0.001 
Vision 0.09 0.26 0.05 0.722 
Model 0.07 0.16 0.07 0.642 
Goals 0.44 0.26 0.27 0.101 
Support -0.15 0.17 -0.13 0.404 
Intellect -0.24 0.21 -0.2 0.252 
Expect -0.014 0.12 -0.16 0.25 
          
Note. DV = Integration. Multiple Correlation is  
R2 = 0.83. F (6, 55) = 0.83, p = 0.549. 

 

 Research Question 3 

 How did teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership behaviors compare to 

self-identified leadership behaviors reported by the principal?   

 A comparative analysis was extracted from four methodological procedures and 

instruments: a semi-structured personal interview with the principal, semi-structured 

personal interviews with the teachers, the focus group interview, and two open-ended 

items from the electronic survey. This section will include the principal’s and teachers’ 
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findings that address the principal’s influence on the one-to-one laptop program, 

providing vision, modeling appropriate behavior, commitment to goals, providing 

individualized support, providing intellectual stimulation, high performance expectations, 

and teachers’ use of laptop computers.  The commentary began with Dr. Elias, then 

teachers’ comments are infused as the findings are reported for this question. 

 

Selective Narrative Findings Derived from Principal Interview Regarding How the 
Principal Influenced the One-to-One Laptop Program 
 
 The following selective narratives were based on discussions with Dr. Elias.    

 

Dr. Elias  

 Dr. Elias began our discussion by indicating that the integration of the one-to-one 

laptop program was one segment of his duties as school principal.  He regarded his role 

as principal as multifaceted, where each day brings new uncharted challenges.  He values 

shared leadership, teamwork, honesty, an honest day’s work, and a focus on spiritual 

faith as the guiding force in one’s life.  He likened his role to that of a ship captain.  He 

described that “we’re on a ship and we’re going and we have a destination…..many 

people steer the boat, the captain does a lot of different things…..”  Dr. Elias also shared 

that, because no two days are alike, his day-to-day role includes ensuring that “things are 

in order. . He illustrated this point with activities which occurred that very morning, 

including addressing maintenance issues, working with a teacher who has returned from 

an illness, making rounds in the hallways, speaking to members of the school community, 
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addressing network issues, and completing administrative duties, namely office work and 

meeting with other school administrators.   

 Dr. Elias had a tremendous influence on the integration of the one-to-one laptop 

program. He described his role throughout the integration of this program as that of “the 

cheerleader, kind of empowering them to use it, and encouraging them to use it.”  He also 

referred to himself as a “technology guy” and recounted that he has consistently 

integrated computers into the school environment, citing experiences earlier in his career 

as a guidance counselor and new school principal.  “My first computer was a Tandy 

Computer from Radio Shack…. I got involved in computers back in the 80s.  When I first 

arrived here. as a matter of fact, they had typewriters.  This was 1988.  One of the first 

things we did, is, we brought in computers.”  He shared that the use of computers over 

the next few years was a progressive process and was primarily market-driven.  For 

example, they began with Apple IIe, then Apple IIc, and then migrated to personal 

computers with the advent of the growing Windows platform.  Their goal was to place 

computers throughout the entire school; however, the cost and infrastructure was 

prohibitive for a small private school, so they realigned their goals and began to have 

computers available in pods so that each academic department would have access.  His 

larger vision was to one day have computers more accessible to all students and teachers.   

 Pursuant to that vision, he began discussion with his administrative team and 

recruited the school’s first staff member solely dedicated to technology.  Dr. Elias 

jubilantly expressed that he hired “a can-do kind of a guy and I think, ya know, he saw 

my dreams and he said, ya know, we can do this.” Dr. Elias also worked with the existing 
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Director of Administrative Technology.  Together, they began the process by educating 

themselves on current usage of laptops by visiting other schools that were using laptop 

computers.  At this time, wireless computing was limited in most schools.  Soon after 

their visits, they began brainstorming the technological needs of an environment 

surrounded with computers.  Their research included infrastructure needs, financial 

considerations, teacher and administrator training needs, integration processes, additional 

staffing, selecting a model and brand of laptop computer, and parental concerns. Their 

research culminated in a visit to Hewlett-Packard’s corporate manufacturing center in 

Houston. 

 With respect to finances, Dr. Elias shared that “until this year the state provided 

money for technology, $40 per student that we got from the state so that was $36-$40K.” 

He had to convince stakeholders, including the Parish Pastor, finance committee, and 

parents, that a new technology fee would be best invested in this effort.      

 Building a consensus with teachers was a critical component of the process for 

Dr. Elias.  He explained that utilization of computers was not a new concept for his 

teachers.  There was “a degree of technological experience that was expected of our 

teachers before we even went into the laptops.” He explained that teachers had access to 

computers in the faculty room.  They were doing their grades on the computer and were 

using the program, Parent Connect, which enabled them to post grades so that parents 

could log in and check up on their student.  Dr. Elias elaborated on this point:  

There was a slow and progressive process for training 

teachers how to use the computer and software.  It’s not like 
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we went from nothing and then we said to the teachers, 

here’s the laptop, go.  They had some touch on PCs before 

and you know some of the more aggressively [sic] 

enthusiastically than others.  All the while my approach with 

the faculty was to go at your pace.  I tried to be very non-

threatening.  In terms of use in the classroom, it was kind of, 

you know, you hoped you had a pied piper effect so, 

somebody got excited and said you know look at this. 

 

Dr. Elias was a proponent of progressive integration and calculated decision- 

making. He stated whereas “I really thought that was the future…. I had a couple 

concerns, you know the first concern is students. We deal with kids, you know they have 

trouble keeping track of a pen; how I am going give them a computer so that kind of put 

me on the back burner. And the other one was how do you do this infrastructure to 

provide this?”  Additionally, there were concerns with the installation of a hard-wire 

Internet and intranet system, hiring technological support staff, and finding the funds 

during a time of recession and decreases in state funds.  Recall that the school budget at 

St. Orion-Pachs was driven by student tuition and fees.  He felt that, for the program to 

be successful, it had to be introduced at just the right time.  The deciding moment was 

technological advancements in wireless technologies.  Dr. Elias elaborated,  

When wireless came out, that convinced me that it was time 

to move forward.  I thought the whole wired situation was 
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archaic…. so it was really the advent of wireless and a tech 

director who said we can do this, that encouraged me to 

move forward and then one of my other tech guys had in this 

conversation he said you know I have seen this thing called 

the Tablet. Well what’s that? So we looked at the Tablet and 

said we kind of like this better than a laptop, you can write on 

it…so the Director of Administrative Technology who’s still 

involved here in technologies and a math teacher put the idea 

of the Tablet forward.   

 
 
It was also during this period that Dr. Elias began hiring additional professional 

technology staff to begin efforts on a pilot program to support the technological 

infrastructure and instruction in the classroom.   

 Dr. Elias initiated a pilot program, which was designed to serve as an on-going 

assessment of the feasibility of integrating laptop computers to all grade levels in the high 

school.  Five teachers and 30 freshmen participated in the pilot study.  One teacher from 

each department participated, which enabled cross-curricular feedback.  All pilot study 

teachers and pilot study students were issued a Tablet laptop computer.  The pilot 

program illuminated many of the issues and successes associated with beginning a one-

to-one laptop program without a formative model to draw upon.  For example, Dr. Elias 

indicated: 
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… being a pioneer you make the mistakes and you learn 

from your mistakes and that is exactly what we went 

through. First you had the issues of connectivity, you know, 

wireless was great but it was such a new technology that 

everybody was learning.  You had the challenges of  

providing laptops to everybody, providing loaners if they 

broke, connectivity issues, bandwidth issues, all those 

growing pains, and yet you know there was enough positive 

things happening. There was enough excitement that the 

following year we did every freshman and since we had this 

handful of sophomores we figured rather than make them 

the odd balls, we also brought in all of the sophomores. 

 
  
Selective Narrative Findings Derived from Teacher Interviews Regarding How the 
Principal Influenced the One-to-One Laptop Program 
 
 The following selective narratives were based on discussions with four teachers:  

Mr. Mugen, a science teacher, Mrs. Boldine, a foreign language teacher, Mr. Emmanuel, 

a math teacher, and Mr. Shamrock, a science teacher.    

 Over the next 18 months, developmental issues were addressed individually.  For 

example, there were issues associated with the need for loaner laptops, network 

connectivity, software access, and overall consistency and reliability.  Mrs. Boldine 

recalled “we were learning things as we went along; for instance, the routers and the 
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concrete walls and the setup of the technical aspects of it were causing a lot of trouble 

with the actual use of it, and that was very frustrating.”  Mr. Shamrock added,  

There were times when, for example, we were often 

expected to have a plan A and a plan B. In other words. you 

have your technology plans and it wasn’t unusual that the 

Internet wouldn’t be working for one reason or another and 

so you can’t do what you planned on what you were doing.  

And that’s, that’s frustrating.  

 
 
Installing access points in every classroom rather than shared access points in the hallway 

and hiring additional staff members for teacher support and repairs were main turning 

points for the program.  Recently, large flat-screen TV units, overhead projectors, and a 

few electronic white boards were installed to allow teachers to project information to the 

entire class. 

 Collectively, teachers who participated in a personal interview or focus group 

agreed that Dr. Elias has had a significant impact on the integration of the laptop 

program.  Fifty-four percent of teachers interviewed indicated that he was the “driving 

force” and he “brought it in.”  The teachers also described the principal’s impact as one 

of support, enthusiasm, proactivity, understanding, and internally driven.  Mr. Mugen, a 

science teacher, shared, “Dr. Elias was the driving force behind us moving into the laptop 

program.  At least initially, he had the greatest impact of anybody.”  Mrs. Paragon, an 

English teacher, indicated, “he loves technology and he saw the benefit of it so he 
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brought it here first as a pilot program and then he brought it to where every student has 

one.”  Mr. Emmanuel, an administrator and math teacher, shared, “I‘d have to say from 

when I first started here, he [the principal] was involved in technology right away, 

whether it was helping teachers who were learning the grade book and stuff like that but I 

can remember from my earliest days here, he had wanted to pursue some form of a laptop 

program or 1:1 initiative.”    

 According to teachers who participated in a personal interview or focus group, 

nearly 20% of teachers admired Dr. Elias for his initiation of the laptop program.  For 

example, Mrs. Paragon believed that “it kept us ahead of other schools”, and Mrs. Kaye 

shared that the principal’s behavior showed that he was “stepping out to do something 

that other people haven’t done.”  There was a sense of pride by the teachers that having 

the one-to-one laptop program set them apart from other schools, especially in a climate 

where the school is dependent upon enrollment tuition to survive.  Mrs. Boldine, an 

administrator and foreign language teacher, shared that the principal anticipated and 

planned well.  She recalled that his vision spanned all stakeholders, including the paying 

constituents and the people who would be orchestrating his dream.  Mrs. Boldine shared, 

“he anticipated the need for teachers to have extra help…. he was supportive, he was very 

enthusiastic.  We’ve done it slowly, everything wasn’t required at once and I think that’s 

been good. We’ve used it for ways to help us as well as teaching in the classroom.” 

 

Dr. Elias 
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 At the conclusion of our discussion on the principal’s influence on the one-to-one 

laptop program, I asked Dr. Elias if there were any changes in his leadership since the 

integration. Dr. Elias reported that his leadership behaviors have not changed 

significantly since the integration. He finds that he is still the “captain at the helm” who is 

responsible for his administrative tasks and the day-to-day functions of the school. The 

amount of time he spends on tasks, the type of tasks he engages in, the types of people 

that he works with, and the type of leadership demands have changed.  For example, he is 

spending more time with technological-related items, “It does take up a chunk of my 

time.”  Instead of time spent in planning meetings outlining the academic year or 

planning professional development, he has meetings with the technology staff to discuss 

the network functionality, obtaining additional hardware and software, and exploring new 

technologies.  He feels that there was more pressure for performance and stability with 

the technological focus of the school.  He described responsibilities in the following 

statement: 

I am responsible for ensuring that things are running 

smoothly, it’s part of the awareness of my day and 

obviously if things aren’t working I am going to 

become burdened and people will let me know. The 

expectation is because things have worked so well 

that when they don’t it’s like the end of the world. 

So you’re in a situation with technology that it has 

to work all the time and that’s like an unfair 
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expectation but it is an expectation. Technology is 

just a tool. At the end of the day it’s about the 

teacher and the student, the learning experience, the 

human experience. A great tool has great 

possibilities but it does not lend you back to a good 

learning or good teaching without a good teacher. 

 
 
 One difference that he noted was with regard to his financial and political 

responsibilities.  Prior to the laptop integration, the budgeting process included traditional 

budgetary items: tuition, food service contracts, custodial contracts, a small number of 

student fees, and pledge donations.  With the inception of the laptop program, he had to 

appeal to the budgeting committee, Parish Director, and parents for significant monetary 

support.  It was critical for Dr. Elias to identify additional sources of revenue, identify a 

reasonable price point for the laptops, negotiate terms of a warranty, and manage the 

administrative costs, including staffing, professional development, and insurance.  

Additionally, the state cut a $40 per student earmark for technology-related costs, which   

left a $40K deficit.  Dr. Elias identified grant monies, increased tuition, and created a 

reasonable student fee for the laptops that was under the retail market price of a similar 

laptop.    

 
Providing Vision 

Selective Narrative Findings Derived from Principal Interview Regarding How the 
Principal Provides Vision for the One-to-One Laptop Program 
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 This section reports a comparison between the principal’s self-perceptions and 

teachers’ perceptions related to how the principal provides vision.  Providing vision was 

defined as “behavior on the part of the leader aimed at identifying new opportunities for 

his or her school and developing, articulating, and inspiring others with his or her vision 

of the future” (Leithwood and Jantzi, 1996, p. 514).  This discussion and commentary are 

drawn from 11 sources: Dr. Elias, the parochial school principal, and ten teachers.  They 

are: Mr. Shamrock and Mr. Dushay, science teachers; Mrs. Saxo, Mrs. Paragon, Mrs. 

Vorchoon, and Mr. Keeley, English teachers; Mr. Coastie, a music teacher; Mr. Cullen, a 

religion teacher; Mr. McKay, a math teacher; and Mrs. Kaye, a multidisciplinary teacher.   

Discussion begins with with Dr. Elias’ perceptions and concludes with teachers’ 

perceptions. 

 

Dr. Elias 

 Dr. Elias believes that the first part of having a vision is sharing it with others.  He 

said, “Sharing! It’s sharing ideas, sharing things that are out there, things that are 

happening.”  He found that sharing and asking for the input of others encouraged people 

to dream and to share what the next step could be.  Dr. Elias added “it’s talking to the 

students…. to ask how else can we use technology?”   Dr. Elias repeatedly indicated that 

vision was not something that has a shelf life.  Rather, it is something that is in constant 

motion.  His vision has not ended with the laptop integration.  He has embraced blogging, 

podcasting , and new technologies that utilize phones in the learning environment.   
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Selective Narrative Findings Derived from Teacher Interviews Regarding How the 
Principal Provides Vision for the One-to-One Laptop Program 
 
 Kenneth Shamrock, a science teacher, echoed the principal’s sharing sentiments 

about sharing his vision:   

 He would always speak to us about it.  You know, what 

his vision was. This is the thing of the future and it’s better 

to be a leader than a follower and it’s something that we 

can be proud of that we ventured forth to try this because 

you know, it’s kind of unchartered waters and we will 

encounter difficulties and so on that you know, you can’t 

ask anybody because not all the other people had done it 

yet. 

 

 Teachers, as a group, did not arrive at a consensus in the articulation of how the 

principal shows vision.  Some perceived him to be a risk-taker; others perceived his 

vision as setting expectations, being a pioneer, a facilitator, and a support to teachers.  

Teachers who perceived the principal as a risk-taker described his leadership philosophy 

as “ready, fire, aim.”  This was met with both excitement and a sense of despair.  Mr. 

McKay, a math teacher, stated,  

He’s not afraid to try something. Like I said, ready, fire, aim.  

He may go about it the wrong way sometimes, but he wants to 

put his feet in the water and test the waters; he wants to see 

how it’s going to go, and failure is not an option.  He wants it 
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to succeed.  I had the opportunity to try something new and to 

be a pioneer.  

 
Mrs. Saxo recalled her nervousness at the start, indicating that she struggles with 

taking risks because the lack of technological familiarity was daunting. “Ready, fire, aim 

insists that you have to jump in and then look back.” Mrs. Paragon said that the principal 

best demonstrated his vision “when he goes out to a seminar and learns something. He 

brings it right back to us, he also encourages us to go out and learn new ways of using 

things; he’s really a facilitator.” 

 Teachers who identified the principal’s vision as setting the larger expectations 

also believe that he enabled others to play a role in the outcome.  Mr. Dushay, a science 

teacher, stated, “I think he’s good at setting where we want to go…. the big goals and 

stuff I think he’s good at but when it comes down, you know, to making it all happen, 

that part of leadership is delegating.”  Mrs. Kaye, a multidisciplinary teacher, also 

belabored this point.  She believed that the principal best illustrated vision through his 

inclusion of others.  Mrs. Kaye shared: 

I think that we’re at a very fortunate point for us because we 

just went through our accreditation process and we are placed 

in the position where we had to.  To talk about vision is to talk 

about our mission statement.  We attended meetings and he 

was at every meeting and was very instrumental in conducting 

conversation and so I would say that he is very proactive. 
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Mr. Cullen, a religion teacher, talked about the participatory nature of the 

principal: 

Dr. Elias let us create our goals and outcomes for the 

accreditation process.  He did not force us in any direction.  

Part of having a vision is to share the vision, then let the 

people who orchestrate it work our magic.   

 
Mr. Coastie, a music teacher, explained that the principal gave the teachers a lot 

of positive reinforcement and hands-on proof with the pilot group and other research 

sources, saying, “Hey look what we’re able to do.  Look at the progress that was being 

made, this was the way to reassure us that this was going to work across the board.” 

 Finally, nearly one-fourth of the teachers who participated in a personal interview 

or focus group believed that teacher support was the largest exemplification of the 

principal’s vision.  Mrs. Vorchoon and Mr. Keeley, both English teachers, shared that the 

frequent and on-going nature of workshops provided teachers with the opportunity to be 

able to utilize the laptop and software.  This support not only exemplified the principal’s 

vision but also gave the teachers a model to follow.   

 The next section builds on the theme of modeling.  It reveals a cross-comparison 

between the parochial school principal’s and teachers’ perceptions regarding modeling 

appropriate behavior.  This construct was marked by “behavior on the part of the leader 

that sets an example for staff members to follow consistent with the values the leader 

espouses” (Leithwood and Jantzi, 1996, p. 515).  Commentary is drawn from Dr. Elias 
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and 12 teachers.  The 12 teachers represent all academic departments: Mr. Emmanuel, 

math teacher; Mr. Mugen and Dr. Tieh, science teachers; Mr. Coastie and Mrs. Werner, 

music teachers; Mrs. Reynolds, Mr. Brady, and Mr. Kurtzman, history teachers; Mrs. 

Fulgore, physical education and driver’s education teacher; Mrs. Boldine, foreign 

language teacher; Mr. Cullen, religion teacher; and Mrs. Paragon, English teacher. 

Discussion begins with Dr. Elias’ perceptions and concludes with teachers’ perceptions. 

 

Modeling Appropriate Behavior  

Selective Narrative Findings Derived from Principal Interview Regarding How the 
Principal Models Appropriate Behavior for the One-to-One Laptop Program 
 
   

Dr. Elias 

According to Dr. Elias, he models appropriate behavior on a daily basis by 

utilizing technology himself and serving as an advocate for his teachers.  He said:  

 They say that the principal is the instructional leader and 

this and that. It’s not true. I have not taught in the 

classroom in over 20 some years. I know and appreciate 

good teaching but I think what you really need to do is 

support people in the trenches and your master teachers.   

 
 
He believed that modeling becomes the teachers themselves because they are not going to 

“listen to the principal saying why don’t you do it this way because I am not in the 

classroom actually using it.”  Dr. Elias used technology during staff meetings, in-
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services, open houses with parents, and for speaking engagements where it was relevant.  

Furthermore, he created presentations, used a clip-on wireless microphone, and tried to 

model that he was using the latest technology.  He did not pretend to have knowledge, 

and he was comfortable expressing when he needs technical assistance.  To this end, he 

has hired a professional staff who were specialists in their given field. 

 

Selective Narrative Findings Derived from Teacher Interviews Regarding How the 
Principal Models Appropriate Behavior for the One-to-One Laptop Program 
 
 Interviewed teachers were in disagreement regarding how the principal modeled 

appropriate behavior.  There were three primary teacher themes: the absence of the 

principal as an instructional leader within the school, failure on the part of teachers to 

identify examples of how the principal modeled appropriate behavior, and an enmeshed 

description of the principal’s behavioral role.  For example, 40% of teachers indicated 

that the principal does not model appropriate behavior in the classroom with technology 

because he is not a classroom teacher.  Their expression of this fact was with angst and 

undertones of resentment yet, when asked what type of difference this would have made 

or whether they would see the principal differently, all but one person indicated that it 

would not make a difference.  Mr. Emmanuel made reference to this, stating,  

 He doesn’t teach a class here.  I know he teaches outside 

of the school, an online class, so I wouldn’t say he directly 

models the use of the same technology that the teachers 

are using.  He’ll model the use of technology in general.  
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Mr. Mugen continued by stating the following:  

 Dr. Elias doesn’t teach, doesn’t have classes so I mean, I 

think the guidance or leadership has been based on 

experiences on teachers he has talked to both inside our 

school and other institutions so, I don’t know that I can 

say he has provided leadership by example as much as 

by the example of other teachers that we have worked 

with. 

 
 

According to Dr. Tzang Tieh, “I never saw him do that [model appropriate 

behavior]…. that’s left to the teachers.” What’s more, is that 27% of teachers either 

struggled to identify examples of the principal modeling appropriate behavior or 

indicated that they never witnessed this type of behavior.     

 Admittedly, Dr. Elias indicated that he has not been a classroom teacher in some 

time; therefore, he has delegated that role to other educational specialists–namely his 

Assistant Principal.  Furthermore, he made reference to his changing role over the past 

two decades as principal as shifting from an educational leader to a manager of the 

religious, educational, political, and financial needs of the school.  Mr. Coastie 

highlighted this point, sharing that: 

 I don’t know that he does [model appropriate behavior]. I 

don’t mean that as a negative thing. I don’t know that he is 

demonstrating positive behavior on us working with the 
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laptops. I don’t see something specifically in the behavior 

of how to work with the computers; obviously he wants us 

to do it.     

  

Interviewed teachers were able to speak about the principal’s role in assisting 

others to model appropriate behavior.  Mrs. Reynolds, an administrator and teacher, 

indicated, “He’s always a consistent role model, consistently.  He meets with various 

groups and listens to their concerns.”  She went on to add that he is not a micromanager.  

The principal leaves teaching and instruction to his supervisors because he trusts them 

and their expertise.  He brings them the resources they need to do their job.  Mr. Brady, a 

history teacher, shared, “He’s a very hands-off man. I would say that the management 

style is hands-off.  How has he modeled? He’s professional himself, but he’s a hands-off 

manager so he’s behind the scenes.”   

 Mr. Kurtzman, Mrs. Fulgore, Mrs. Werner, and Mrs. Boldine agreed that 

modeling appropriate behavior by the principal was exemplified through having 

standards for teachers’ use of technology, providing teachers with the educational tools to 

be instructional leaders, and listening to teachers’ concerns.  Mrs. Paragon witnessed the 

principal modeling appropriate behavior in meetings and in his interactions with teachers.  

She appreciated that the principal “allows us to test -drive new things.”  Mr. Cullen 

summarized the feelings of others, sharing that the principal does not model appropriate 

behavior as a classroom teacher; he models it through his professionalism, visibility in 

the hallways, including others in decision-making, and obtaining resources.    
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Commitment to Goals 

Selective Narrative Findings Derived from Principal Interview Regarding How the 
Principal Showed Commitment to Goals for the One-to-One Laptop Program 
 
 Commitment to goals was the third principal leadership behavior.  Leithwood and 

Jantzi (1996) referred to this construct as “behavior on the part of the leader aimed at 

promoting cooperation among staff and assisting them to work together toward common 

goals” (p. 514).  It was exemplified through the principal’s ability to operationalize goals 

that the school community has established.   

 This section features a comparison of the principal’s self-perceptions compared to 

teachers’ perceptions of how the principal fosters a commitment to goals.  Remarks were 

gathered from Dr. Elias and ten teachers.  Mrs. Saxo, Mr. Keeley, and Mrs. Paragon 

represented the English Department; Mr. Coastie represented the Music Department; Mr. 

Call represented the History Department; Mrs. Orci represented the Multidisciplinary 

Department; Mr. Cullen represented the Religion Department; Mr. McKay represented 

the Math Department; and Mr. Shamrock and Mr. Mugen represented the Science 

Department.  Discussion begins with Dr. Elias’ perceptions and concludes with teachers’ 

perceptions. 

 

Dr. Elias  

 Dr. Elias was committed to the goals that the school set, not only with the 

integration of the one-to-one laptop program, but also the overall success of the school.  

He viewed goals as the byproduct of multiple minds that were headed in one clear 
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direction.  He identified examples, including increased math scores, increased SAT 

scores, increased number of scholarship recipients at graduation, and on-going 

commitment to teaching with technology.  Each of these goals emerged from meetings 

with teachers and staff.  He believed that goals need to be challenging enough to be worth 

the investment, fluid enough to be adjusted to meet the needs of constituents, and 

measurable to demonstrate progress or areas for improvement.  Dr. Elias stated: 

 I think when you set goals, you have to have benchmarks, 

you have to communicate in chunks, you have to 

celebrate small wins, rewards for small accomplishments 

so that you’re building a momentum and kind of letting 

people know that its not a sprint, it’s a long distance 

journey.  

 He expressed his excitement and admiration for goal attainment when describing 

the actions of a teacher who first disclosed that she was uncomfortable with technology.  

This teacher was out ill for an extended period after the academic year began.  Despite 

her illness, she was committed to the goal of using technology as a tool to prevent the 

class from falling behind during her absence.  She met with a substitute teacher and 

arranged for the students’ assignments to be turned in electronically via Weblocker 

software.  According to Dr. Elias, “the students were doing their work and submitting it 

in these electronic folders where she was able to assess the work and return it 

electronically. It was seamless.” They celebrated her successful use of technology and 
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commitment to goals by sharing this passionate story as an inspirational piece for other 

teachers.  This story was also shared as a benchmark to the Academic Council. 

 Dr. Elias reported that he also demonstrated a commitment to goals by staying 

current with educational trends in educational technologies, by securing financial 

resources, and by offering on-going professional development opportunities.  He was 

very proud of the fact that all teachers and administrators were given 20 hours of paid 

leave time for professional development each year.  This included, but was not limited to, 

financial reimbursement for classes, seminars, fellowships, books, association 

memberships, conferences, additional software programs, and workshops.  He was of the 

philosophy that a well-equipped teaching force results in better-equipped students.   

 

Selective Narrative Findings Derived from Teacher Interviews Regarding How the 
Principal Showed Commitment to Goals for the One-to-One Laptop Program 
 
 Interviewed teachers identified four themes to describe how the principal 

demonstrated his commitment to goals: providing on-going workshops and professional 

development opportunities, delegating to other administrators, building consensus for 

decision-making, and serving as an encouraging and understanding force.   

 Teachers who identified a commitment to goals via workshops as professional 

development agreed that it reinforces the scholastic theme of learning, supports their 

endeavors, and keeps them “current” with the newest learning trends.  Mrs. Saxo stated:  

 
 
There’s a lot of encouragement there; if you go to him [the 

principal] and you ask how do I take this class, I need time to 
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do this, he tries to work with you so that it can happen.  He’s 

very open to new ideas. 

 
   

Mr. Coastie added that the principal was committed to goals by promoting these 

things for them to learn from.  In addition, some of the teachers have been in charge of 

certain programs.  He said, “Teachers are involved in teaching us based on these 

seminars. So that’s a bit of a group involvement.  There are teachers that are assigned that 

can help other teachers.” 

In agreement, Mr. Call shared, “Well, he’s always had workshops and speakers 

come in and things like that where you’re put into groups.”  Mrs. Orci shared an example 

about after-school programs: “The last one we did was actually a computer training.  He 

brought the Police Department in and they were just telling us about how the kids use the 

laptops and what they’re getting into and what they can get themselves into on the 

computer.”   

Mr. Keeley shared that:  

 He made it a goal to put them [laptops] in and he certainly 

has not dropped the ball and has followed up on it and he 

is constantly revising it and bringing new things and so I 

think once a goal’s established he stays on track and he is 

committed to it. 
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 Delegation was a leadership behavior that many teachers valued.  Mrs. Saxo 

believes that “part of leadership has to do with delegating and letting other people join 

you in meeting your goals.” She reported that it helps them feel included and does not 

force the burden of success onto one person’s shoulders.  Mr. Cullen also touched on the 

theme of delegation by sharing: 

 He delegates to other school administrators so we see 

them in those roles more than him. Dr. Elias works with us 

and was understanding of our needs.  He was not a 

micromanager.  He sets an expectation for us and then lets 

us work together on making it work for our department.  

This is also how we did our accreditation process.  Now 

everyone has to work towards our goals, not just our 

department chairs. 

 
 
 Involvement and consensus-building for decision-making was important to 

teachers.  Mr. McKay found that the principal “is not afraid to ask us for input about what 

kind of software should we have, what worked, what didn’t work; he, he trusts us.” Mrs. 

Orci shared that:  

I know just from seeing him [sic] like he sets a goal and he 

always tries to achieve it.  He’ll initiate a specific topic 

and then make sure that everybody in the school is on 
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board with it.  I think he wants everybody’s approval.  He 

works with everybody.  

 
  
Mr. Shamrock felt that the principal was always willing to listen to their problems and 

take them into account.  This resulted in modifying the integration timeline so that the 

learning curve was more realistic.  Mr. Shamrock asserted:  

 Most of these things have been negotiable. I remember 

one time we were having trouble with Integrade 

[software]. I know we were making mistakes.  So you 

know, often we would back off on goals when we realized 

that people needed more time to meet them than 

anticipated. He sets goals for us but then it’s not hard and 

fast, the heck with you if you can’t make it.  There won’t 

be repercussions. 

 
 

 Twenty percent of interviewed teachers indicated that the principal demonstrated 

his commitment to goals by serving as an encouraging voice.  Mr. Shamrock indicated 

that the principal encouraged and inspired teachers to meet goals without the pressure of 

force.  Mrs. Paragon shared that, “He encourages us to move forward. We are pretty 

focused on our goals.”  Mr. Mugen pointed out: 

 I think he certainly been encouraging.  Every sort of road 

block or problem that we’ve experienced with the laptops 
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he’s helped us.  I think he’s encouraged us to find 

answers but not so much given us the answers but, has 

helped us find the answers to problems and issues that we 

have encountered.   

 
 

Mrs. Reynolds found the principal to be very encouraging and empowering.  He 

sought to build consensus and realized that “this is a process and it’s not quick. He did 

things gradually.  First, it was the pilot group, then the freshman, and then we phased it 

in.” 

 
Providing Individualized Support 

 
Selective Narrative Findings Derived from Principal Interview Regarding How the 
Principal Provides Individualized Support for the One-to-One Laptop Program 
 
 Leithwood and Jantzi (1996) referred to this construct as “behavior on the part of 

the leader that indicates respect for staff members and concern about their personal 

feelings and needs” (p. 514).  This section features a comparison between the principal’s 

self-perceptions and teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s ability to provide 

individualized support.  Commentary was captured from Dr. Elias and seven teachers: 

Mr. McKay and Mr. Emmanuel, math teachers; Mrs. Paragon, English teacher; Mrs. 

DiMeola, history teacher; Mr. Cullen and Mr. Bay, religion teachers; and Mrs. Kaye, 

interdisciplinary teacher. Discussion begins with Dr. Elias’ perceptions and concludes 

with teachers’ perceptions. 
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Dr. Elias 

 Dr. Elias reported that he provided individualized support by actively meeting 

with teachers at their request, following up with teachers’ requests, and providing 

technology specialists and master teachers to assist other teachers in small groups or one- 

on-one.  He spoke with teachers and administrators informally throughout the year, not  

during the formal evaluation periods only.  He divided examples into two categories: 

actions that he engaged in personally and actions that his team of specialists engaged in.  

He enjoyed visiting classrooms, speaking with teachers in his office, working with the 

Academic Council to identify needs of the school or an academic department, and using 

his individual conversations as informal benchmarks.  His technology team focused on 

their area of specialty, whether it was network connectivity, repairs, administrative 

technology support, or teacher instructional support.  Dr Elias said, 

you get your master teachers who are the technology gurus 

who are available for assistance of teachers. They know 

how a particular program works and share that.  A few of 

our faculty members teach part-time and are available part-

time for educational instruction. 

 

Selective Narrative Findings Derived from Teacher Interviews Regarding How the 
Principal Provides Individualized Support for the One-to-One Laptop Program 
 
 Over half of the teachers that participated in a personal or focus group interview 

(54%) responded that the principal does not directly provide individualized support; 

rather, he provided it through careful delegation of educational specialists and 
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administrative staff.  The specialists in turn provided in- services and professional 

development opportunities.  Mrs. DiMeola commented: 

The principal has supplied, us with the resources that we 

need.  That’s his job, supplying us the resources, and that is 

being a leader by delegating. If we have a problem or a 

question, we have  someone we can go to.  He’s not a 

computer tech or teaching in the classroom either so we’re 

going to have questions that he doesn’t have experience with, 

but the technology guys have the answer or they have the 

ability and the time to find it.  Because he [the principal] is 

doing administration stuff. 

 
Mr. McKay shared that the principal’s delegation has enabled him to mentor new 

teachers while learning from his peers. “I have gone to several workshops about the use 

of technology in the classroom. Any new staff member that comes in gets paired up with 

an experienced teacher to learn the ropes about the computer and the use of the 

computer.”   

Mr. Cullen shared: 

 He [the principal] has specialists in place for this. 

Technology and [the technology support specialist] are 

right down the hallway.  One thing that I respect about 

Dr. Elias is that he does not know it all. He does not put 
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on a front like he knows it all either.  He puts competent 

people into roles that assist us and support us.  

 
 
Mrs. Baker added: 

   He [the principal] pays them to provide workshops for 

teachers to learn new programs and to help them with 

software. There’s two sides. One is for the teaching. The 

other is for everything like computer grade books and 

lesson plans.  There’s [sic] on-going workshops and on-

going small groups. 

 
 
 Another example of delegation was how the principal manages professional 

development and on-going teacher evaluations.  The Assistant Principal was charged with 

managing, organizing, and tracking teacher professional development. The Assistant 

Principal, in conjunction with the Vice Principal and Curriculum Coordinators, evaluate 

classroom teachers. 

  In addition to these findings, two other themes were prevalent: the accessibility 

of the principal and his support and encouragement of teachers.  Eighteen percent of 

teachers interviewed agreed that the principal is available and has an open-door policy.  

According to Mr. Bay, Mrs. Kaye, and Mrs. Paragon, Dr. Elias has consistently been 

available for dialogue and discussion.   
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Mr. Bay explained:  

 
 He is always available to talk about anything. He has his 

notepad and takes down notes on how the meeting goes.  

He always does that with me. He is available to speak with 

teachers in a moment’s notice and provide the resources 

that are needed. 

 

Mrs. Paragon agreed, indicating, “anyone of us can go in there; he’s always available to 

listen. I don’t always like his answer but he’s always available to listen.”  Mrs. Kaye 

added: 

 The principal provides support by having an open-door 

policy. Personally, anytime I have had a concern or 

question and gone to the office and said, can I see him, the 

answer has been yes. And the answer has been now. He 

doesn’t need to have an agenda in advance. He is willing 

to listen to any of our concerns and as I said, the thing that 

I find most remarkable, he does not need to know what we 

want before we walk in.   

 

Mr. Emmanuel found that the principal was very supportive when people wanted to try 

new things and that he was action-oriented with their requests.  Furthermore, he stated 

that Dr. Elias: 
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provides whatever staff as best he can to support the teachers…. he often says 

we’ll find the money.  He doesn’t blindly say no to things because of cost. He’ll 

look at the value of something provide the support staff  needs. 

 
 
 

Providing Intellectual Stimulation 

Selective Narrative Findings Derived from Principal Interview Regarding How the 
Principal Provides Intellectual Stimulation for the One-to-One Laptop Program 
 
 Leithwood and Jantzi (1996) referred to this construct as “behavior on the part of 

the principal that challenges staff members to reexamine some of the assumptions about 

their work and rethink how it can be performed” (p. 514).  This section provided a 

comparison between the principal’s self-perceptions and teachers’ perceptions of the 

principal’s ability to provide intellectual stimulation.  Dr. Elias and nine teachers 

commented on this construct. The nine teachers were: Mrs. Baker from the History 

Department; Mr. Dushay and Dr. Tieh from the Science Department; Mr. Keeley, Mrs. 

Paragon, and Mrs. Vorchoon from the English Department; Mrs. Werner from the Music 

Department; Mr. Bay from the Religion Department; and Mrs. Boldine from the foreign 

language department.   Discussion begins with Dr. Elias’ perceptions and concludes with 

teachers’ perceptions. 

 

Dr. Elias 

 Dr. Elias described this construct via the support staff that was in place and the 

number of professional development opportunities in place.  There was a culture of 
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learning and a standard for 20 hours of professional development each year.  This served 

to keep teachers and administrators “professionally fresh” and kept them more “in tune” 

with the changes facing this generation of students.  Dr. Elias provided paid leave and 

funds for seminars, classes, conferences, and other professional development activities.  

He cited the role of the Assistant Principal relative to tracking and identifying resources, 

speakers, and providing service opportunities:  

 We let them know about things that are happening, 

especially locally [at the community college] which has a 

variety of programs, some of them technology based.  We 

encourage people to go out and take advantage of these 

opportunities. We will pay for the class and, of course, 

they are paid for not being in school.  

 
 
Selective Narrative Findings Derived from Teacher Interviews Regarding How the 
Principal Provides Intellectual Stimulation for the One-to-One Laptop Program 
 
 Nearly half of the teachers interviewed (48%) agreed that intellectual stimulation 

was derived from the school culture whereby seminars and in-services were cornerstones 

of professional development.  In addition, teachers reported that the principal 

demonstrated intellectual stimulation by forwarding articles, sharing information from 

conferences, and keeping teachers informed about what other schools are doing.   

 Mrs. Werner commented:  

 He provides it [intellectual stimulation] with the 

workshops that were offered. Giving us new ways and 
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even with the programs that have been purchased within 

the school.  It allows us to expand our knowledge.  If he’s 

found a site that works or worked well for him, then he 

would share it with us.  

 
 
Mr. Dushay indicated that, “We get to get out to continuing Ed stuff all the time. I mean 

they are really good with supporting continuing education all the time. Helping us stay on 

top of things, membership in professional societies.”  Mr. Bay relished the professional 

paid leave opportunities: “I will tell you what one of the good things that the school, and 

the principal, is that he pays, in part or in whole for off-campus seminars that are both 

technology related but also not technology related.” Mr. Keeley identified that it was the 

principal’s ability to offer teachers the opportunity of development that forges intellectual 

stimulation.  

 It sounds weird; I think he gives you the opportunity to 

stimulate yourself.  I think most people here are pretty 

motivated and they do things.  He’s pretty much exploring 

new areas giving you a new chance to do the same.  I’d 

have to say he’s pretty tolerant of ideas for the most part,  

and he gives us flexibility to do things. 

   

 As a teacher and administrator, Mrs. Boldine commented on how the principal 

provided intellectual stimulation in meetings.  She stated:  
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 At our curriculum coordinator meetings, he will share 

what he’s read and his new ideas and whatever at regular 

faculty meetings.  He’ll send out an email of something 

inspirational that has made an impact on him that he’d like 

to share with us. Sometimes he will come in here just to 

talk about something. 

 

Mrs. Baker recounted a story about Dr. Elias’s knowledge sharing during an Academic  

Council meeting as well:   

 He came back last week from a principal’s workshop 

where they were introduced to how students are using 

their iPhones in different ways like classrooms, where 

they’re allowed to have them. He was kind of all excited 

about that.  He came back excited about, I don’t know 

all the terminology, about teachers blogging and really 

he wants to move forward with this. I could tell this is 

his new project.   

 
 

Mrs. Paragon summed up the sentiment of others by saying: 

 He brings back what he learns and he shares anything that 

he comes across.  Sometimes it’s from the prayer that 

he’ll do or something he’s learned because he teaches 
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online or he‘ll go to a principal’s meeting and hear a 

speaker; he always shares what he has learned. 

 
 
 Twelve percent of teachers stated that they did not feel intellectually stimulated 

by the principal whatsoever.  For example, Dr. Tieh declared, “I don’t get intellectually 

stimulated by the principal.”  Mr. Call agreed and stated, “I don’t know how to answer 

that; maybe I’ve not been stimulated.”  

 

Holding High Performance Expectations 

Selective Narrative Findings Derived from Principal Interview Regarding How the 
Principal Holds High Performance Expectations for the One-to-One Laptop 
Program 
 
 This was the final principal leadership behavior.  Leithwood and Jantzi defined 

this construct as “behavior that demonstrates the leader’s expectations for excellence, 

quality, and high performance on the part of the staff (p. 515).  This section provided a 

comparison between the principal’s self-perceptions and teachers’ perceptions of the 

principal’s ability to hold high performance expectations.  Dr. Elias and five teachers 

shared commentary.  The teachers included Mr. Shamrock, science; Mrs. Saxo and Mrs. 

Vorchoon, English; Mrs. Fulgore, physical education; and Mr. Emmanuel, math. 

Discussion begins with Dr. Elias’ perceptions and concludes with teachers’ perceptions. 

 

Dr. Elias 
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 Dr. Elias did not identify specific actions that he has taken to demonstrate his 

expectations for high performance; rather, he spoke in generalities.   

 We are a college prep school, and I think that the 

expectations are that we’re going to provide a great 

product and some of it is driven by the students 

themselves, especially the best and brightest here. They 

eat up everything. I think using technology and being in 

block scheduling has allowed greater focus for the 

students.  

 
 
Selective Narrative Findings Derived from Teacher Interviews Regarding How the 
Principal Holds High Performance Expectations for the One-to-One Laptop 
Program 
 
 About 25% of the teachers interviewed struggled to identify examples relating to 

how the principal held high performance expectations.  Mr. Shamrock provided a 

plausible explanation for this difficulty: 

He doesn’t have to really push the faculty. He 

believes that it is an excellent faculty so he doesn’t 

have to push us and he doesn’t push us, so I admire 

the fact that he’s flexible.  He inspires us by telling 

us, encouraging us…. telling us that he thinks this is 

the way to go in the future but I think most people 

realize this at that point. He’s empowered us by 
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giving us these things and providing a budget for us 

and by telling us what his vision is but he doesn’t 

need to ride herd on us or anything like that. 

 
 

Interviewed teachers felt that they have high expectations of themselves, which seemed 

to mitigate the need for them to be coached by the principal to focus on high 

expectations. Mrs. Werner introduced this notion of faculty having high expectations: “I 

think that we as a faculty have high expectations. We have high expectations of what we 

want for our school and we all believe that it is a great place.” Mrs. Paragon was in 

agreement:  

 My thing always is you do what you’re supposed to do.  

Where there are a lot of expectations, we have very 

formalized lesson plans, um, so we have that, we have uh, a 

lot of structures, everything comes through the Academic 

Council.  

 
 
Mrs. Saxo added by saying, “To me, there seems to be a general knowledge that there’s a 

certain criteria that has to be met.  There’s certainly a certain professionalism that has to 

be met.”   

 Interviewed teachers also identified that high expectations for performance came 

from the Assistant Principal and Vice Principal.  Mrs. Fulgore indicated that, “It’s 

through the department heads. It’s not something that comes specifically from him [the 
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principal].”  Teachers further explained that there are requirements for technology use 

and formalized lesson plans.  Mrs. Vorchoon recounted:  

 I think that he expects that we’re going to use the laptops, 

he wants us to use the laptops in our classroom. It has to be 

in our lesson plan that we used the laptops; those are 

expectations that come from the top.   

 
 
Mr. Emmanuel said, “It’s expected that teachers use technology a certain number of 

times a week; it’s expected that it’s included in their lesson plans.”  

 In addition to an inquiry regarding the principal’s leadership behaviors, the 

principal and teachers were asked questions regarding teacher use of laptop computers in 

the classroom, the teachers’ style of teaching, and changes in their administrative and 

teaching roles since the integration of the laptop computers.  This section will continue 

the comparative analysis. 

 

Teachers’ Use of Laptop Computers 
 
Selective Narrative Findings Derived from Principal Interview Regarding How the 
Laptop Computers Were Being Used for the One-to-One Laptop Program 
 
 The purpose for this inquiry was to gain insight into how the laptop computers 

were being used by teachers in this parochial secondary school.  Unlike the six principal 

leadership behaviors, this topic was intentionally open-ended and, thus, does not have a 

conceptual definition.  The parochial school principal and 13 teachers commented on this 

topic.  All academic departments were represented.  Discussion was highlighted by: Mr. 
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Emmanuel and Mr. McKay, math teachers; Mr. Mugen and Dr. Tieh, science teachers; 

Mrs. Paragon and Mrs. Saxo, English teachers; Mrs. DiMeola, Mr. Brady, and Mr. Call, 

history teachers; Mr. Cullen, religion teacher; Mr. Coastie, music teacher; Mr. Trion, 

foreign language teacher; and Mrs. Kaye, interdisciplinary teacher.  Discussion begins 

with Dr. Elias’ perceptions and concludes with teachers’ perceptions. 

 

Dr. Elias 

 Dr. Elias shared that he has witnessed a number of different ways that teachers 

use the laptop computers. Before engaging in a discussion about this topic, he first 

cautioned that the laptop computer was merely a tool.  It does not substitute the role of an 

experienced and qualified teacher.  He classified laptop computer usage into two primary 

avenues: organization purposes and instructional purposes.   

 The principal shared that teachers utilized the computer to organize very detailed 

lesson plans, monitored grades with Integrade grade book software, maintained 

attendance records, created PowerPoint presentations, maintained their e-board, sent and 

responded to e-mails, used the tablet digital writing function, projected onto a screen or 

TV monitor, and accessed software programs that enabled them to develop new 

instructional materials.   

 According to Dr. Elias, teachers’ use of the laptop for instruction has come 

through the use of guided Internet site studies, collaborative student projects, utilization 

of e-books, and usage of specially tailored software.  Two examples of the software were 

Weblockers and DyKnow.  Weblockers enabled students to electronically “drop off” their 
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completed projects and course work for evaluation from the teacher.  Teachers have an 

electronic time-stamp record, can monitor for plagiarism, and have the ability to write 

comments back using the tablet electronic writing function.  According to Dr. Elias, this 

not only takes less time but saves on costs associated with printing and duplication.  

DyKnow enabled the teacher to watch the students’ screens as they were instructing to 

ensure that students were staying on task or to lock down the laptop so that the teacher 

can display something to all students real-time.   

 

Selective Narrative Findings Derived from Teacher Interviews Regarding How the 
Laptop Computers Were Being Used for the One-to-One Laptop Program 
  
 Fifty-five percent of teachers interviewed indicated that the laptop computer was 

“a tool.”  For example, Mr. Emmanuel, Mr. McKay, Mr. Call, and Dr. Tieh agreed that 

the laptop was a tool, “not the end in and of itself…. or the end all be all.”  Mrs. Paragon 

went one-step further, stating, “This is just a tool that amplifies who I am as a teacher.” 

 The remaining teachers self-reported that they utilized the laptop computers in a 

variety of ways; however, many were contingent upon the student grade level, student 

maturity level, and learning needs of the student.  Ninety percent of teachers identified 

software as their primary use of the laptop for instruction.  They used the laptop to access 

e-books, make agendas for department meetings, designed and showed presentations, 

showed videos from YouTube, conducted guided research, accessed World Cat, engaged 

students in web quests, developed course syllabi, played interactive learning games, 

responded to parent e-mails, maintained their e-boards, gave online quizzes and tests, 

made flyers, created flash cards, made movies and sound clips, listened to foreign 
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languages, engaged in scientific simulations, maintained Integrade grading book, 

recorded musical performances, and corrected assignments via Weblockers. 

 As mentioned above, 90% of the teachers interviewed cited the utilization of 

software as a main use of the laptop computer for instruction.  Mrs. Saxo explained how 

she used the laptop at the start of each year: 

 I make it very plain to them [the students] that this is how 

you get to the e-board, this is how you go to Weblockers, 

this is how you access the textbook online…. I show 

them different ways to use MS Word. Instead of just 

making a list of the characters and the names, I make 

them put them in a table and divide them by categories 

and show them how to make the table.   

 
 
Mrs. DiMeola and Mr. Brady explained the usage of the laptop for their history 

curriculum.  Mrs. DiMeola shared:  

I love YouTube. You can go to YouTube and find a 

video on trench warfare and download it to real 

player and play it on your TV.  You can go to the 

National Archives and pull up primary source 

documents on the founding of the country. You 

couldn’t do that a couple of years ago.  It’s just 

awesome.  I just did it for my [history] class.  I 
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played a video that was like really historically 

accurate in depicting trench warfare; it was so cool. 

I played it and they were like, their jaws dropped 

because it was good. It’s nice because it’s in 10-

minute segments, so you can play a segment and 

then talk about it.  And it gets kids more active in 

what’s actually going on instead of just sitting there 

for an hour watching the video.  After sitting there 

for an hour, they lose it. 

 

Mr. Brady continued: 

 I use more technology in my lesson through images. I look at 

it like, I don’t need to have a map in my room anymore. I can 

throw up an individualized map, a map that’s specific to who I 

am teaching.  As a history teacher, you should be creating a 

museum of your lesson, and the computer lets me do that 

through the projector. 

 
 
 Mr. McKay talked about his use of MS Journal, a digital ink journaling piece of 

software.  He used it to broadcast math problems from his laptop to all other laptops and 

the screen behind him.  He was excited as he recounted that he can face the class and 
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show the students how to do a math problem step-by-step or they can solve it and show 

the entire class how they did it.   

 “We use it for music technology,” Mr. Coastie said.  “They install programs and 

the students actually do all of their work right on it.  We are computer-driven.”  He adds: 

  
 

 They used the laptop computer for music editing, doing 

research, editing their compilations, mixing the tracks, 

and coming up with the final product.  “In essence, the 

laptop is becoming a personal recording studio. What 

took us years to do and a whole recording studio years 

ago is now in the laptop. 

 
 
 In Mr. Trion’s foreign language class, his students used multiple senses with the 

laptop.  They reviewed many PowerPoint slides with vocabulary while completing 

listening activities. He personalized student needs and presented his course work as a 

whole class or allowed students to work individually with their headphones. 

 Mrs. Kaye cautioned that maturity and learning needs played a role in her 

instruction with laptop computers:   

 My primary goal is to make them [the students] computer 

literate, to teach them proper research skills beyond 

Google and Wikipedia…. we also use it to reinforce 
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English grammar, keep them organized, to keep them on 

top of their studies, and to keep them accountable.  

 
 
Mr. Mugen illustrated how he used the laptop differently by grade level and student 

learning needs: 

 In my upper-level classes it is used mostly for 

note taking or report writing or Internet research. 

I use my own laptop on a daily basis for PPT 

type presentations or illustrations of what we’re 

discussing.  I have it hooked up to a projector 

and it’s projecting onto the screen so I’ll find 

websites, video clips similar to YouTube that I’ll 

use the laptop and the projector. In my freshman 

classes, I use programs like DyKnow where the 

students will be more involved in interactive 

types of lessons. Our textbook also comes with a 

lot of computer- based support materials that 

they’ll be using like interactive games, 

Webquests, and those sort of things.  

 
 

 Mr. Call stopped using textbooks. He relied on notes designed within a 

curriculum that included numerous websites accessed and used for class discussions.   
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Lecture has been nearly traded for in class discussion and exploratory activities.  Mr. 

Cullen concurred, stating: 

Lecturing is a small part of my lesson plans because I am 

very active.  I am all over my classroom now.  When we 

do experiments, you never know what will really happen.  

This is how my kids learn.  They already have a base of 

knowledge, and now we are building on it.  We give them 

online simulations for some experiments and with Google 

at our fingertips; my classroom is limitless.  

 
 
 As indicated above, teachers who participated in a personal or focus group 

interview reported the use of the laptop computers for a variety of educational and 

organizational functions.  Chief among them was instructional usage.  This section added 

two supplemental questions that were only asked to teachers.  Both items added to this 

instructional theme and addressed the teachers’ role in the classroom and changes in 

teachers’ instructional techniques post-laptop integration.  Each question is described 

individually below.  Seven teachers responded to this item: Mrs. Paragon and Mrs. Saxo, 

English; Mr. Brady and Mrs. Baker, history; Mr. Emmanuel, math; Mr. Mugen, science; 

and Mrs. Orci, interdisciplinary.        

 

Role in the Classroom 

Selective Narrative Findings Derived from Teacher Interviews Regarding Teachers’ 
Roles in the Classroom for the One-to-One Laptop Program  
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 Responses to this item were only gathered from teachers.  Dr. Elias did not 

comment on this topic.  Fifty-two percent of teachers interviewed reported that their role 

in the classroom was to be “a facilitator.”  For example, Mrs. Paragon and Mr. Brady 

began our discussions saying, “I am a facilitator.”  Mrs. Saxo continued, “I am more of a 

facilitator than a lecturer.” She talked about “taking the temperature of the room” so that 

she can vary her instruction based on student learning styles.  When students were more 

hands-on learners, she would do more “discovery activities” than lecture style where they 

sought out knowledge rather than her “giving it to them.”  

Mrs. Baker talked about how her style has changed over the years: 

   My teaching style and my philosophy of teaching has 

changed over the years to be more of a coaching-

facilitator style.  That’s part of technology because 

there’s so much they can do now on their own as far as 

research. If you have a question and nobody knows the 

answer, go look it up on the laptop.   

 
 
Mr. Emmanuel did not attribute his role as a facilitator to technological use or the 

integration of the laptop computers.  It was his teaching original style prior to the 

inception of the laptop program. He stated: 

My role in the classroom has always been what I call a 

facilitator. It was that way before technology came into 

the building and will be that way. You go through 
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different phases in the classroom, and there are times that 

you get up there and lecture. The ideal situation is to have 

the kids looking up stuff and you go around helping 

specific people because again, you’re sitting in a class 

whether there are 10 kids or 40 kid--they don’t all have 

the same needs at the same time. 

 
 
 In addition to facilitation, teachers described their teaching style as a role model, 

conductor, mentor, director, and instructor.  Mr. Mugen described his approach as a 

teacher-led discussion: “I prefer to think of it as a discussion with me as the leader. I’m 

doing a lot less of the talking, and they’re engaging themselves more in the learning 

process, I think.” Mr. Call also saw his role as discussion-focused:  

I am the leader of discussion; I like to have every kid 

have their say. I will never let a kid go without having 

answered his question. If he’s got his hand up, I will hear 

what he has to say. 

 
 
 Mrs. Orci focused on her role as a teacher that extended beyond the content of the 

course that she taught.  “I am a mentor. We’re trying to teach them to learn to be 

independent, to kind of cut the cord in the sense and learn to do things on their own; so 

with the freshmen, I am definitely a mentor.”   
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Mr. Trion also commented on lessons beyond the classroom.  He explained that 

his role is to serve as a role model:  

I am a role model. I try to show them proper behavior, how 

you are supposed to behave as far as treating people like 

that. Always respect one another, respect teachers, respect 

students, always behave in the proper respectful way.”  

 
 
 More than 50% of the teachers interviewed reported that their role was consistent 

with that of a facilitator.  The next question invited teachers to identify any changes in 

instructional techniques after the integration of the one-to-one laptop program.    

   

Instructional Techniques Changes: Post-Laptop Integration 

Selective Narrative Findings Derived from Teacher Interviews Regarding Changes 
in Instructional Techniques Post-Laptop Integration     
  
 
 Responses to this item were gathered only from teachers.  Dr. Elias did not 

comment on this topic.  Twenty-seven percent of the teachers interviewed reported that 

their instructional techniques did not change with the integration of the one-to-on laptop 

computer program.  For example, Mr. Cullen explained: 

My actual techniques have not changed.  I am very hands-

on and I demand a lot  out of my kids. We can use split 

screens to have them take notes and look at the book at the 
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same time.  That is really neat and helps with discussions.  

The tablet helps me identify how each kid is learning.  

 
 
Teachers identified seven factors that had an impact on their instructional techniques 

relative to the integration of the one-to-one laptop program.  These included block-

scheduling, the availability of additional teaching resources, changes in classroom 

learning, changes in the evaluation of student learning, changes in student and teacher 

interactions, changes in paper usage, and changes in the process of delivery of course 

materials.   

 St. Orion-Pachs High School adopted a block schedule that features 75-, 80-, and 

90- minute periods.  This replaced their traditional schedule of eight 40-minute periods.  

According to Mrs. DiMeola, she was able to engage students in more “hands-on 

learning” because of the block schedule.  “You do a lot more projects with block and we 

have more hands-on learning opportunities there.” Mrs. Paragon and Mrs. Saxo supported 

block scheduling because their lessons shifted from a strong focus on teacher-centered 

activities to student-centered activities because there was more time to integrate 

exploration activities and more interaction with the students.  Similarly, Mr. Mugen 

described the shift in his teaching style: 

The way that I started teaching was more the way that I was 

taught myself which you might say is the Socratic method; 

it’s a question and answer sort of thing…. Now with the 

laptops we have all of these great sorts of interactive you 
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can call them handouts that replaced the handouts, there are 

games that they might play or little puzzles that they have 

to solve related to the material. The computer and software 

that’s provided to them with their laptop or their web-based 

types of interactive projects…. hopefully it’s engaged the 

kids a little bit more so listening to my voice they can see 

and touch and feel and engage with their senses and their 

bodies in the learning process. 

 
 

 Mrs. Kaye, Mrs. Reynolds, Mr. Shamrock, and Mr. Coastie commented on the 

difference in the student’s role in the classroom.  Mr. Shamrock began, “It [block 

scheduling] enables you to have varying degrees to put them in control.” Mrs. Kaye 

continued, “I think it [block scheduling] has enhanced the student experience greatly.  I 

think that it also lent itself to a new give-and-take teacher and faculty.”  She illustrated 

this point, saying that many students know more the functionality of technology than the 

teachers do, so it opens up communication and gives the teachers that ability to say what 

they don’t know.  Students in turn have the opportunity to be successful and to feel a 

sense of accomplishment.  Students played a greater role in Mrs. Reynolds’ class. She 

expounded on this point:    

 I personally think it’s a combination of the block 

scheduling and the technology. Rarely lecture. If I do it’s 

very brief, like five minutes, then we go into something 
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else. My techniques have definitely changed. They have a 

daily point for mastery that they have to relate to a 

discussion and contribute to the class. 

 
 
Mr. Coastie highlighted the student responsibilities that have emerged due in part to the 

increase in class period time with block scheduling and the use of laptop computers in his 

music classes. He offered the following:  

 Now, with the laptops, each student [sic] this responsible 

for their own work.  Used to be that you get two or three 

kids on one computer and it was the constant, so and so is 

not doing anything and I am doing all the work, like any 

partnership ends up being.  Everyone is now responsible 

for their own work, no questions to ask. 

 
 
 Access to resources was important to Mr. Cullen, Mrs. Werner, and Dr. Tieh.  Mr. 

Cullen stated:  

 Resources have become more accessible with access to 

the Internet but it’s just information sharing if there is 

not a good instructor.  I find myself moving around the 

classroom more, lecturing less, and engaging in active 

learning more.  I expect the kids to be able to tell me 

why something happened.  They have the ability to use 
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information instantaneously, even in a religion class.  I 

spend about 90% of their time on task, which is a bonus. 

 
Mrs. Werner shared, “I don’t know necessarily that the way I teach changes other than 

we have so many more resources. Things that maybe I had never thought of doing before 

I am able to do because of them.”  

Mr. Tieh enjoys the ability for students to access resources from home: 

 If they’re home [absent from school], they have the 

outline, so they could do the work on their own to keep 

up with the class.  That’s where I use it. So there’s no 

excuse that the student hasn’t done their work or hasn’t 

kept up with the class when they’re out. 

 
 

 Mr. Call cited the implications of additional resources and the freshness of his 

curriculum: 

 It does keep you fresh because you can update things as 

they happen or we’ll be talking about things in class and 

kids will have their laptop on and they’ll say here’s that, 

that place you were talking about, or here’s that topic 

you’re talking about, and they give you the pros and cons 

so it keeps things real relative and relevant and fresh. 

 
 
 Mr. Trion and Mrs. Baker appreciated the convenience that the laptop provides  
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with planning lessons, testing, and printing copies.  Mr. Trion indicated:  
 

 The Tablet makes it much easier because once you plan 

something, whether it be a lesson plan or an exercise or a 

test, it’s much easier to test because it’s all digital and 

electronic and you can go in there and make necessary 

changes year to year without having to rewrite the whole 

thing.  It saved a lot of paperwork and you’re carrying 

things.  

 
 
Mrs. Baker added:  

 Certainly, I don’t have to copy as much paper.  You have 

to think harder on how to use it [the laptop] though.  I 

mean, when you didn’t have it you just didn’t have to 

think as hard. You can give handouts, you talked, you 

took notes, and you wrote things on the board.  Now 

there’s so much software there’s so much on the Internet 

and you have to know how to use it and when. We can 

even project it and now we have these cables that we 

connect to the TV. 

 
 
 Mr. Cullen summarized the sentiments of many teachers: “I guess that, in my 

experience, we have gone from technology being a way of organizing our universe, 
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absent of experience to technology being the tool that helps students experience an 

unlimited universe of knowledge.” 

 

Research Question 4 

 What other leadership behaviors, skills, and characteristics did teachers associate 

with the integration of the one-to-one laptop program?  

 Results for this question were extracted from the semi-structured personal 

interviews with teachers, a focus group interview with teachers, and survey item 32 

administered to teachers.  The survey item was in the form of an open-ended question. 

Identifiable characteristics were not obtained for that item.  All survey responses were 

anonymous.  The responses were triangulated to determine other principal leadership 

behaviors that were not captured in the electronic survey.  The quantitative data from 

select Likert-scale items from the electronic questionnaire were compared and contracted 

with the qualitative findings from the interview findings and open -ended items from the 

electronic questionnaire.   

 Thirty-five percent of the teachers interviewed responded to this item on the open-

ended survey question.  In addition, all interviewees responded.  Teachers brainstormed 

over 30 different leadership behaviors, skills, and characteristics that the principal 

displayed during the integration of the laptop program.  In short, inspiring others to act, 

having an open-door policy, pursuing the advancement of his own education, being 

flexible, having a religious influence in what he does, listening, being available, having 

an open mind, taking risks, listening to others, being available, and delegating accounted 
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for over 80% of teacher feedback.  Teachers also spoke about the principal’s visibility, 

compassion, optimism, humility, and good heart. Principal leadership behaviors, skills, 

and characteristics are explained below with selective narratives from teacher interviews. 

  

Selective Narrative Findings Derived from Teacher Interviews Regarding Other 
Leadership Behaviors Demonstrated by the Principal for the One-to-One Laptop 
Program 
 
 

Teachers who participated in a personal interview or a focus group identified six 

leadership behaviors that were not captured from the initial six leadership behaviors by 

Leithwood and Jantzi (1996).  They included having an open-door policy, being 

available, being empowering and inspiring, taking risks, supporting teacher decisions, 

and being visible in the school.  

 Having an open-door policy, being available, and being visible were the three 

behaviors that were manifested throughout the principal’s leadership behaviors.  Teachers 

reported that it was the principal’s open-door policy and availability that enabled them to 

share their feedback about the integration of the laptops while gaining a sense of 

empowerment.  Mr. Call shared. “He’s got the open-door policy.  He is supportive and if 

you’re having an issue he will seek the people who can correct those issues.”  Mr. Cullen 

continued, “You do not need to schedule an appointment with him.  You can just walk 

into his office as long as he is not in a meeting.”  Mr. Dushay talked about the principal’s 

availability:  

 If you need a second he’s got a second for you; I ask, hey 

can I ask you something real quick and he will do that. 
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You see him in the hallway and you have a question he 

won’t be like set up an appointment and talk to me.  

 
 
 A survey respondent revealed:  

 As a new teacher, I like that he is available. I cannot 

remember a time that he was not available in his office to 

talk.  I feel supported in my classroom and if I have an 

idea he tries to assist me, especially if it is technology-

related. 

 
 
Mrs. Vorchoon and Mrs. Boldine agreed that they cannot recall a time where they 

hesitated to go the principal and tell him what they were thinking.  The principal’s 

openness also led to teachers’ feelings of empowerment, support, and a sense of family. 

 A survey respondent shared, “Dr. Elias listens to our concerns and always has an 

open-door policy. He empowers us to take learning to the next higher level.”  Mrs. Saxo 

feels supported by the principal: 

 He backs his teachers with the family and the parents.  

Sometimes they just go to him.  They don’t come talk to 

you first to see what’s going on. They just go to him.  He 

does what’s necessary but he just backs his teachers.   
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 The most important factor for Mr. Coastie was the principal’s ability to inspire 

others and take risks.  He believes that, if it had not been for that, nothing else would 

have been possible.  He explained, “Our principal is a mench! Of what I have seen 

through the principal inspiring us to do better he stepped out on the limb…. I feel that he 

took a chance and he didn’t have to take a chance.”    

 The principal’s visibility was important to Mr. Dushay and a survey respondent.  

Mr. Dushay commented, “I think visibility is probably one of the biggest things.”  A 

survey respondent indicated, “For me visibility is important. Dr. Elias does not just stay 

in his office.  He is visible in the hallways and the kids know him.”   

 
Selective Narrative Findings Derived from Teacher Interviews Regarding Other 
Leadership Skills Demonstrated by the Principal for the One-to-One Laptop 
Program 
 
 

Teachers who participated in a personal interview or a focus group interview 

identified twelve professional leadership skills that were not captured from the initial six 

leadership behaviors by Leithwood and Jantzi (1996).  Teachers described the skills as 

part of the principal’s professional repertoire of skills.  They included being flexible,  

being approachable, being diplomatic, being optimistic, being personable, 

communicating, listening, respecting others’ opinions, following through, including 

others in decision-making, having an open mind, and delegating.  Flexibility was the skill 

that served as the foundation of teachers’ perceptions. Teachers admired Dr. Elias for 

being flexible with the integration of the laptop program.  Mr. Call, Mr. Cullen, Mrs. 

Vorchoon, Mrs. Boldine, Mr. Dushay, and three survey respondents commented on the 
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principal’s flexibility.  A survey respondent wrote: “he is very approachable and he is a 

diplomat.”  Teachers reported that the integration period was absent of administrative 

pressure, force, coercion, and penalties.  Mr. Cullen appreciated the principal’s 

flexibility, especially with respect to attainment of the goals during the integration period.  

He said “I think that he is flexible with how we meet our goals, as long as we meet 

them.”  When asked to describe how the principal displayed flexibility, teachers noted 

several of the principal’s leadership characteristics.  For example, teachers noted the 

principal’s respect for their learning curve, empowering attitude, displays of support, 

visibility in the school, approachability, compassionate attitude, listening to their 

concerns, taking their opinions into account, and being down to earth.   

 The principal’s flexibility and availability led to teachers’ comments on his ability 

to communicate, more specifically, listen.  Mrs. Kaye said, “the principal has a 

willingness to listen to faculty, to staff, to parents and an ability to consider all 

possibilities and all aspects of a conversation, conflict, and idea.” A survey respondent 

shared: “He listens, and I feel like he respects my opinion. When he is in his office, you 

have his undivided attention.  He is a very good listener.” Mr. McKay valued the 

principal’s ability to listen and his ability to be personable.  He stated: 

I think he is somebody who is understanding, who is an 

effective leader, somebody who listens and is willing to 

take what you say and just shut you out and do what 

they want to do anyway. I know there’s supposed to be a 
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separation between management and worker but I can 

talk to him about things like baseball.  

 
Following through on conversations and interactions was important to teachers.  
 

With the foundation of flexibility, availability, and listening, teachers commented 

on the principal’s decision-making practices as well.   

 Mrs. Baker commented: 

 He’s open and open to new ideas. He does not want to be 

a dictator. He doesn’t figure just be top down.  He wants 

to lead by consensus. He doesn’t like to just put 

something out there and say now you have to do it.  

 
 A survey respondent wrote: 
 He has a clear sense of purpose and includes us in the 

decision-making process.  He has a good attitude and he 

is an optimist.  He is very passionate about technology 

and was committed to doing whatever it took to help us 

be successful. 

Mrs. Reynolds concurred by stating, “It’s very rare that he [the principal] makes a 

unilateral decision.”  Mrs. Paragon explained that decisions were made communally.  The 

principal will bring an idea forward to the Academic Council.  This council was 

comprised of department heads and curriculum coordinators from each academic 

department.  The curriculum coordinators took information back to the teachers in their 

respective departments for discussion.  Decisions were made in future administrative 
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council meetings.  Mrs. Paragon summarized the principal’s decision making in a few 

words: “He’s all about building consensus.” 

 The principal’s inclusion of teachers did not stop with decision-making.  He also 

included teachers and administrators in the delegation of identification of goals and other 

important elements of the integration of the one-to-one laptop program.  For example, 

Mr. Dushay, a science teacher, stated, “I think he’s good at setting where we want to 

go…. the big goals and stuff I think he’s good at but when it comes down, you know, to 

making it all happen, that part of leadership is delegating.”  Mrs. Saxo believed that “part 

of leadership has to do with delegation and letting other people join you in meeting your 

goals.” She reported that it helps them feel included and does not force the burden of 

success on to one person’s shoulders.  Mr. Cullen also touched on the theme of 

delegation: 

 He delegates to other school administrators so we see 

them in those roles more than him. Dr. Elias works with 

us and was understanding of our needs.  He is not a 

micromanager.  He sets an expectation for us and then 

lets us work together on making it work for our 

department.  This is also how we did our accreditation 

process.  Now everyone has to work towards our goals, 

not just our department chairs. 
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Selective Narrative Findings Derived from Teacher Interviews Regarding Other 
Leadership Characteristics Demonstrated by the Principal for the One-to-One 
Laptop Program 
 
 

Teachers who participated in a personal interview or focus group interview 

identified seven leadership characteristics that were not captured from the initial six 

leadership behaviors by Leithwood and Jantzi (1996).  The characteristics that the 

teachers identified were religious, psychological, and emotional in nature. They included 

pursuing the advancement of his own education, having a religious influence in what he 

does, having compassion, being likeable, having humility, being a good person, and 

having a good heart.    

 Teachers described the principal as a person who leads by example.  One example 

was through his commitment to earning his doctorate degree and investing over 20 years 

of his career at St. Orion-Pachs.  Mrs. Kaye said, “One noteworthy thing to me is that 

while principal he pursued his doctorate which again, by example, showed the 

importance of continuing his quest for knowledge.”   

 As a religiously affiliated institution, teachers valued the principal’s focus on faith 

and religion.  Teachers respected the principal for his ability to lead worship and qualify 

his actions through his faith in the Church.  A survey respondent wrote, “As a Catholic 

High School principal, Dr. Elias instills a sense of Christian values and expects all of our 

kids to be receiving a high-quality college prep education.”   

 The sense of Christian values, coupled with religious faith, led to teachers’ 

feelings of community.  Mr. Cullen shared that the sense of family at St. Orion-Pachs is 

derived from the deep sense of Christian values and the principal’s commitment to them.  



171 

Two values that were discussed were humility and compassion.  A survey respondent 

wrote, “He does not have an ego and this is a safe place to work. I feel like we can tell 

him anything.”  Mr. Emmanuel said, “There’s an element of compassion… he seems to 

have an understanding of teachers’ needs.”   

 The last idea was that the principal was likeable, inspirational, and a good person.  

Mr. Bay described the principal as a “good person,” and Mrs. Fulgore added, “I think he 

has a good heart and his intentions are good. He means well and his intentions of what he 

wants this school to become and what he sees the school at now.”   

In addition to the aforementioned themes, teachers reported that the role of the 

principal is changing.  For example, Mr. Shamrock indicated, “It is a complex job and it 

has lots of different aspects.”  Mrs. DiMeola likened the role of the principal to that of a 

hospital administrator:  “It’s just like an administrator of a hospital. The hospital 

administrator doesn’t do brain surgery.  That’s not his job.  His job is to hire a good brain 

surgeon. Then I need to have these resources available for this physician.”  She explained 

that, similar to a hospital administrator, the perceived person in charge is held 

accountable for things that fall within their purview and extend outside of it, regardless of 

their true job description.  She viewed the principal’s role as shifting from the educational 

leader of the school to being more like a CEO.   

 

Research Question 5 

 What were teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership influence on their 

role as an instructor in a parochial school that integrated a one-to-one laptop program?  
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 A descriptive analysis was extracted from the semi-structured personal interviews, 

focus group interview, and survey item 33.  This survey item was in the form of an open-

ended question. No identifiable characteristics were collected for that item.  All responses 

were taken from anonymous survey responses.   

 This was the most challenging question in both the individual interviews and 

focus group interview.  Only 20% of the teachers interviewed responded to this item on 

the survey.  The first was that the principal has a minimal role in teacher instruction 

because it has been delegated to the Vice Principal or Assistant Principal.  Second, the 

principal provided tangible resources, criteria for using the laptops, and a team of 

administrators to support teacher instruction.  

 Mrs. Saxo shared that the Vice Principal spends time in her classroom for 

purposes of evaluation and support.  Mrs. DiMeola explained that, although the principal 

has visited her classroom, he does not have an influence on her teaching style.  The Vice 

Principal has evaluated her classroom at least twice a year, and the principal was 

involved in the end-of-the-year evaluation.  According to Mr. Mugen, “The Assistant 

Principal and the Vice Principal are the ones who are more responsible for monitoring the 

use, and all teachers have the annual or semi-annual observations.”  The Assistant 

Principal and Vice Principal will review how teachers are using the hardware, the 

software, and how the lessons are being taught.  The principal “will drop in himself, but 

more often it’s the Vice Principal or the Assistant Principal.”  

 Teachers interviewed who responded to the survey anonymously commented 

similarly to those who were interviewed.  For example, one teacher said, “He does not 
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meddle in my classroom and provides resources for me to do my job.”  Other teachers 

referenced that the principal does not teach a class; therefore, he does not have an 

influence on their role as an instructor.  Three teachers commented to the effect that they 

felt the principal’s role was to support their classroom role by not interfering and letting 

them try new things.  For example, one teacher commented, “He lets me do my job,” 

followed by another teacher writing that he or she felt the principal “supports me in the 

classroom by letting me try new things, even if I only do it in my class.”  Another teacher 

commented, “I don't know if I can pull anything from the principal's behaviors.  When 

there are faculty meetings, he provides opening remarks and overview and then moves 

aside for the Vice Principal and Assistant Principal to provide direct leadership.”  Last, 

one teacher said,  

 He has a minimal role in my classroom.  He does not 

observe me.  He occasionally walks by my classroom but 

he does not come in very much. I'm sure there have been 

some changes in the idea of my role as an instructor, but I 

don't think I can directly attribute these changes to my 

principal. 

 
 Teachers agreed that it was the principal’s role to obtain resources for them in the 

form of staff and technology.  Teachers wrote, “He hired specialists in technology and in 

different programs who are available in school and after school to assist us.” and “He 

gives me the tools to do my job and since he cannot be in all places all the time he has 

tech people who help us when we need it.” Another comment was: “He provides the 
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resources for us to learn and had a number of in-services, especially when we were first 

starting off.” 

 

Summary 

 Chapter 4 shared a presentation of analysis of the data and findings.  The chapter 

was organized into individual sections, and findings were reported with the 

corresponding research question.  Each section revealed both the quantitative and 

qualitative findings that were extracted from four methodological procedures and 

instruments.  Chapter 5  begins with a thematic breakdown that consolidated the findings 

into three themes.  Building upon these themes, a summary of findings, a discussion of 

the findings, implications, and recommendations are shared in this concluding chapter.  
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CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS, 
 IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
Introduction 

 
 The present generations of students are considered digital natives.  Much of their 

lives have been surrounded with opportunities to engage in experiential, interactive, and 

collaborative activities because of technology (Skiba, 2006).  Moursund (2005) suggested 

that students have come to expect technology to be present in their learning environment.  

The infiltration of educational technologies in schools, coupled with a significant change 

in computer-to-student ratios, has codified a national movement where schools have 

adopted one-to-one laptop computer programs. According to Donovan, Hartley, and 

Strudler (2007) there has been an increase in the number of schools that are initiating 

one-to-one laptop programs that place laptop computers into the hands of each student 

and teacher.  This has come during a time of nationwide movement focused on school 

improvement.  “In response to national technology mandates, schools across the United 

States have committed themselves to laptop technology programs as a way to encourage 

student centered learning and critical thinking in collaborative classrooms” (McGrail, 

2007, p.1055).  This was especially evident in secondary schools (Livingston, 2006; 

McGrail, 2006).   

 The genesis of this movement introduced a paradigm shift in school leadership, 

classroom instruction, and student learning, whereby computer software, Internet access, 

computer hardware, digital networks, and peripheral tools (Moursund, 2005) have 

replaced traditional instructional methods.  While research findings had promising results 
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with respect to student outcomes, questions emerged relative to what type of leadership 

was necessary to foster integration of a one-to-one laptop program (Afshari et al., 2008; 

Schiller, 2003; Ertmer, 2002) and what was the impact of the school leader on teachers’ 

instruction within this educational environment (Leithwood, Jantzi, and Steinbach, 1999; 

Blasé and Blasé, 1999; Smith and Andrews, 1989; Bartell, 1990).   

 This mixed-methods single-case case study presents research that investigated 

teachers’ perceptions of a principal’s leadership behaviors associated with the integration 

of a one-to-one laptop program in a parochial high school.  Research findings are linked 

to applicable educational literature, theory, research, and models relative to principal 

leadership.  This chapter includes an overview of the study, a summary of the findings, a 

discussion of the findings, implications, and recommendations for future research.   

 

Overview of Study 
 
 The purpose of this mixed-methods single-case case study was to investigate 

teachers’ perceptions of a principal’s leadership behaviors associated with the integration 

of a one-to-one laptop program in a parochial secondary school. A mixed-methods 

approach was employed to triangulate the qualitative and quantitative data.  Quantitative 

and qualitative findings were collected and analyzed separately on the same phenomenon, 

then data were triangulated through a comparison and contract of the findings (Creswell, 

2007).   

 Principal leadership behaviors were operationalized through research conducted 

by Leithwood and Jantzi (1996). Additional objectives included: the investigation of the 
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impact of principal leadership on teachers’ instruction, identification of other leadership 

behaviors, skills, and characteristics that teachers associated with the integration of the 

one-to-one laptop program, and a comparison of a principal’s reported self-perceptions to 

teachers’ perceptions of principal leadership.  This study’s findings were extracted from 

four methodological procedures and instruments: a semi-structured personal interview 

(Berg, 2007) with a parochial school principal, 22 semi-structured personal interviews 

(Berg, 2007) with parochial school teachers who have at least one year of teaching 

experience with laptop computers, a focus group interview (Berg, 2007; Merriam, 1998) 

with three parochial teachers who have at least one year of teaching experience with 

laptop computers, and a 33-item online electronic questionnaire.   

 Because of the dearth of information regarding principal leadership behaviors and 

the integration of one-to-one laptop programs, I developed a conceptual framework from 

selective educational theories, research, and literature.  It was from this foundation that 

five research questions were developed to guide this study.   

 

Research Questions 
 

 This study examined the following research questions: 
 

1. To what extent did the six principal leadership behaviors identified by Leithwood 

and Jantzi (1996) influence teachers' perceptions of the impact of the integration 

of a one-to-one laptop program? 

2. What was the relative importance of Leithwood and Jantzi’s (1996) six leadership 

behaviors on teachers' perceptions of one-to-one laptop integration? 
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3. How did teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership behaviors compare to 

self-identified leadership behaviors reported by the principal?   

4. What other leadership behaviors, skills, and characteristics did teachers associate 

with the integration of the one-to-one laptop program?  

5. What were teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership influence on their 

roles as instructors in a parochial school that integrated a one-to-one laptop 

program?  

Summary of Findings 

 Quantitative and qualitative findings were first collected, then analyzed and 

synthesized to provide a data-rich triangulation for this study.  For the purposes of 

reporting the findings of this mixed-methods study, a brief synopsis of the background 

surrounding the integration of the one-to-one laptop program was presented.  It is 

imperative to have an understanding of the evolution of the integration period before 

discussing the major findings.  Four major findings are listed below.  

1. Teachers did not limit principal leadership behaviors to providing vision, 

modeling appropriate behavior, fostering commitment to goals, providing 

individualized support, providing intellectual stimulation, and holding high 

performance expectations.   

2. The integration of the one-to-one laptop program requires not only the leadership 

of the school principal, but the leadership, skills, knowledge, and abilities of 

other teachers and administrators in the school environment as well. 
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3. The role of the secondary school principal may be shifting from that of 

instructional leader and master teacher to a role consistent with that of an 

operations manager and chief executive officer. 

4. Eighty-eight percent of teachers reported that the one-to-one laptop integration 

was successful. 

Background Information.  This section will briefly summarize main aspects of 

the background of St. Orion-Pachs High School and the integration of the laptop 

program.  St. Orion-Pachs was a parochial secondary school in the northeast United 

States.  SOPHS was the only parochial high school in its town and is only one of two 

parochial secondary schools in its state to feature a one-to-one laptop program.  SOPHS 

was a laptop conversion school because the laptop program was adopted after the school 

was established. The administrative team at SOPHS was led by the school Principal, Dr. 

Michael Elias.  Dr. Elias has been the principal for over 20 years and has earned a 

Doctorate degree in Educational Management.  The administrative team includes the 

Assistant Principal, Vice Principal, Director of Guidance, Director of Campus Ministry, 

Athletic Director, and an Academic Council that was comprised of curriculum 

coordinators and department chairpersons.   There are 92 full-time teachers at the school, 

nearly 30% of which hold advanced degrees.    

 The integration of the one-to-one laptop program began in 2003 with a pilot 

program. A small group of five teachers and approximately 30 honors students 

participated in the pilot study.  All major subject areas were represented in the study, 

including history, math, English, music, interdisciplinary studies, and science.  The 
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program had a conservative start with a limited wireless network, basic software 

configurations, and a tablet-style laptop computer.  Over the next four years (2003-2007), 

the pilot program was expanded to include all grade levels.  The expansion began with  

all teachers receiving a laptop in advance of the students in the summer of 2004.  

Teachers and administrators participated in a number of in-service activities and 

professional development to become acclimated and knowledgeable about using the 

laptops for instruction.  In-services focused on hardware, software, and network training.  

In 2005, all incoming freshmen and sophomores received laptop computers.  In 2006, the 

next group of new freshmen received their laptop computers.  The last group of incoming 

freshmen received laptop computers in 2007, which completed the entire student body.   

 As the program grew in size, the wireless network was expanded throughout the 

entire school from the limited wireless hotspots in 2003.  A number of software programs 

have been purchased to manage grades, attendance, online course information, and other 

administrative functions.  Last, the technological support staff has grown to 

accommodate teachers’ administrative, technological, and instructional needs.   

 An understanding of the background and evolution of the integration period 

predicates the discussion of the findings of the research questions. This prelude gives 

foundational knowledge about the one-to-one laptop program. Recall that this study 

analyzed teachers’ perceptions of a principal’s leadership behaviors associated with the 

integration of a one-to-one laptop program in a parochial secondary school.   This next 

section explores the findings which are divided into quantitative findings, qualitative 

findings, and triangulated findings.  
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Discussion of Quantitative Findings 

 Research questions 1 and 2 were quantitative in design and utilized two 

quantitative methods: coefficient alpha and multiple regression analysis. Together, the 

analyses provided statistical information relative to the reliability of the instrument and 

potential principal leadership behaviors that served as predictors of teachers’ perceptions 

of the integration of the one-to-one laptop program.   

 The first research question explored the level of internal consistency reliability, 

Cronbach’s Alpha, which showed the extent to which all of the items of a construct are 

intercorrelated. Providing vision featured five items in the electronic survey and had a 

reliability coefficient of 0.17.  Low or negative relationships among the five items had a 

direct impact on the reliability.  The findings suggested that the five items did not 

adequately describe leadership on the part of the principal or it is perhaps leadership from 

other members of the school community that provide these leadership behaviors.  As 

mentioned in Chapter 4, the principal’s capacity and judgment to overcome most 

obstacles was negatively correlated with the principal’s ability to command respect from 

the faculty, the principal’s ability to excite faculty with visions of accomplishment when 

working as a team, and the principal giving the faculty an overall sense of purpose for 

their leadership role.     

 Modeling appropriate behavior featured three items in the electronic survey.  The 

alpha coefficient for these three items was moderate, 0.58.  The principal’s ability to lead 

by “doing” rather than “telling” was significantly correlated with the principal 

symbolizing success and accomplishment.  The principal’s ability to symbolize success 
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and accomplishment was also significantly correlated with his ability to provide good 

models for the faculty to follow.  These findings demonstrate that teachers believed that 

the principal modeled the behaviors that he wished to see in his teachers.  

 Commitment to goals had a weak level of reliability, 0.40.  There were five items 

that measured this construct, and only two items were significantly intercorrelated, which 

explains the low reliability.  The principal’s ability to provide teacher participation in the 

development of group goals and his ability to encourage faculty members to work 

towards the same goal were correlated.  This finding supports the assertion that the 

principal includes teachers in not only the development but also the execution of group 

goals.   

 Providing individualized support had the highest level of reliability.  The alpha 

coefficient was 0.61.  This construct drew from five items in the electronic survey which 

had multiple correlations.  The principal’s ability to provide extended training was 

significantly correlated with the principal’s ability to provide necessary resources to 

implement the school’s program and his ability to behave in a manner that is thoughtful 

of teachers’ personal needs.  This suggests that the principal provided professional 

development that catered to teachers’ needs while also providing resources to meet their 

needs.  The principal’s ability to take teachers’ opinion into consideration was 

significantly correlated with his ability to provide necessary resources to implement the 

school’s program, his ability to treat teachers as individuals with unique needs and 

expertise, and his ability to behave in a manner that is thoughtful of teachers’ personal 

needs.  This suggests that the principal was considerate of teachers’ needs by regarding 
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them as individuals with individual needs.  The principal’s ability to treat teachers as 

individuals with unique needs and expertise was negatively correlated with his ability to 

behave in a manner that is thoughtful of teachers’ personal needs.  This finding is 

contradictory, suggesting that when the principal’s regard for teachers as having 

individual needs increases, he is not thoughtful of their personal needs. 

 Providing intellectual stimulation corresponded with three items in the electronic 

survey with an alpha coefficient of 0.43.  The principal’s ability to challenge teachers to 

reexamine basic assumptions about their work in the school and his ability to stimulate 

teachers to think about what they are doing for the school’s students was positively 

correlated.  The principal’s ability to challenge teachers to reexamine basic assumptions 

about their work in the school was negatively correlated with his ability to provide 

information that helps teachers think of ways to implement the school’s program.   

 Holding high performance had three items in the electronic survey.  The alpha 

coefficient for this sample was 0.57.  There were not any negative correlations.   The 

principal’s ability to insist on only the best performance from the school’s faculty was 

significantly correlated with his ability to show teachers that there are high expectations 

for the school’s faculty as professionals and the principal’s ability to not settle for second 

best in the performance of teachers’ work as the school’s faculty.  This finding suggests 

that there was a consistent focus on high expectations from the principal. 

 A multiple regression analysis was completed to investigate research question 2.  

None of the six principal leadership behaviors (independent variables) were significant 

predictors of teachers’ perceptions of the successful integration of the one-to-one laptop 



184 

program (dependent variable).  Together, all six of the independent variables only 

accounted for 8.3% of the variance.  This finding demonstrated that the six leadership 

behaviors had little or no effect as predictors of teachers’ perceptions of the integration of 

the one-to-one laptop program however; the beta coefficients served to inform the effect 

of one variable over another.  Based on the analysis, commitment to goals is 3.67 times 

more important than modeling and five times (5.02) more important than vision however, 

this was not statistically significant.  

 Teachers responded to one item on the electronic questionnaire, item 31, which 

was used in the regression analysis. Because only one item was the sole measure of the 

dependent variable, its reliability was unable to be calculated.  Eighty-eight percent of 

teachers agreed or strongly agreed that the integration of the one-to-one laptop program 

was successful.           

Discussion of Qualitative Findings 

 Research questions 3, 4, and 5 were qualitative in design.  For these research 

questions, principal leadership was measured in two ways: through principal self-

perceptions and teachers’ perceptions.  It is through the lenses of experiences and 

interactions that enables someone to form a perception of another person’s behaviors.  

This section summarizes a cross-comparison of principal-to- teacher perceptions on 

topics, including: the principal’s influence on the one-to-one laptop program, providing 

vision, modeling appropriate behaviors, commitment to goals, providing individual 

support, providing intellectual stimulation, and holding high performance expectations.  
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In addition, the teachers’ roles in the classroom and teachers’ instructional techniques 

after the laptop integration are summarized. 

 The principal’s influence on the one-to-one laptop program.  The principal 

was the single most influential person at the inception of the laptop program.  It was his 

vision that began discussion and his follow-through that enabled the idea to come to 

fruition.  Although his leadership roles changed throughout the integration of the one-to-

one laptop program, his role was always a critical element in the process.  For example, 

at the start of the one-to-one program, the principal investigated, researched, and visited 

other schools that were using technology in the classroom; hired an initial technology 

staff to assist in the development of his vision; obtained financial resources; provided 

training and in-service opportunities for administrators and teachers; and built consensus 

among stakeholders to support the on-going development of the program.  As the 

program developed, his role changed to one of a cheerleader, supporter, listening board, 

and resource identifier.  More than half of the teachers described Dr. Elias as the “driving 

force” behind the one-to-one-laptop program.  There was a sense of pride by teachers as 

they described the principal as a pioneer, risk-taker, and visionary.  They attributed his 

actions as keeping them ahead of other schools and doing something that other school 

principals might not have done in a climate where tuition monies derived from student 

enrollment are needed to sustain the school.  It was his constant sense of support, open- 

door policy, and continuous obtainment of resources that sustained the program from its 

infancy stages through today.  
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    Providing vision. For Dr. Elias, a critical part of vision is sharing his views and 

asking others for their input.  He believes that it is the encouragement of others to dream 

and share what the future could be like that has led to group consensus.  Over time, he 

has found that vision is not something that has a shelf-life; rather, it is something that is 

in constant motion.  This enables him to shift direction when needed and to adapt to the 

ever-changing technological and learning environment.  Teachers agreed that the 

principal has a tremendous sense of vision’ however, they identified different 

characteristics to operationalize the principal’s vision.  Teachers reported that the 

principal provides vision by being a “ready, fire, aim” risk-taker; setting expectations that 

enables others to get involved; being a pioneer; being a facilitator; and supporting 

teachers through professional development and in-service opportunities.   

 Modeling appropriate behavior.  The concept of modeling appropriate behavior 

introduced the notion that the role of the principal is changing.  For example, the 

principal made reference to his changing role over the past two decades as shifting from 

an educational leader to a manager of the religious, educational, political, and financial 

needs of the school.  Dr. Elias stated, “they say that the principal is the instructional 

leader and this and that. It’s not true. I have not taught in the classroom in over 20 some 

years. I know and appreciate good teaching, but I think what you really need to do is 

support people in the trenches and your master teachers.”  He believes that modeling 

becomes the teachers themselves because they are not going to “listen to the principal 

saying, why you don’t do it this way because I am not in the classroom actually using it.”  

Dr. Elias believes that he models appropriate behavior by utilizing technology himself in 
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staff meetings and presentations and by serving as an advocate for his teachers.  There 

was not any common ground among teachers regarding how the principal models 

appropriate behavior.  Most teachers struggled to identify examples.  The very word 

‘appropriate’ drew debate.  There was, however, agreement that there is an absence on 

the part of the principal as an instructional leader within the school.  Their expression of 

this fact was with angst and undertones of resentment; yet, when asked what type of 

difference this would have made or whether they would view the principal differently, all 

but one person indicated that it would not make any difference.  Teachers believed that 

modeling appropriate behavior was enmeshed within the description of the principal’s 

leadership role.  Teachers who serve a dual role as a teacher and administrator were able 

to carefully articulate how the principal models appropriate behavior.  Their examples 

were drawn from academic council meetings, personal interactions, and planning 

meetings.  For example, they cited the principal’s ability to have standards for teacher use 

of technology, providing teachers with the educational tools to be instructional leaders, 

and listening to teachers’ concerns.    

 Commitment to goals.  Dr. Elias believes that goals are the byproduct of 

multiple minds that are headed in one clear direction.  He is committed to meeting school 

goals with the assistance and support of the school community.  He demonstrates a 

commitment to goals by staying current with educational trends, by securing financial 

resources, and by offering on-going professional development opportunities.  His 

philosophy is that a well-equipped teaching force results in better-equipped students.  

Teachers identified four themes to describe how the principal demonstrated his 
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commitment to goals: providing on-going workshops and professional development 

opportunities; delegating to other administrators; building consensus for decision-

making; and serving as an encouraging and understanding force.   

 Some of the examples shared by teachers add to the theme that the role of the 

principal is changing.  For example, teachers perceived that historical elements of the 

principal’s duties have been delegated to other administrators that might have historically 

been part of his role.  For example, he does not evaluate teachers’ instruction, does not 

administer all of the in-services, and does not hear disciplinary cases.  This has been 

replaced with addressing political matters with the parish, finding additional financial 

resources for the school, and managing the various needs of the technology program. 

 Providing individualized support.  Dr. Elias divides providing individualized 

support into two categories: actions that he engages in personally and actions that his 

team of specialists engages in.  As principal, he provides individualized support by 

actively meeting with teachers at their request, following up with teachers’ requests, and  

providing technology specialists and master teachers to assist other teachers in small 

groups or one-on-one.  Over 54% of the teachers responded that the principal himself 

does not directly provide individualized support; rather, he provides it through careful 

delegation of educational specialists and administrative staff.  The specialists then in turn 

provide in-services and professional development opportunities.  For example, the 

Assistant Principal was charged with managing, organizing, and tracking teacher 

professional development.  The Assistant Principal, in conjunction with the Vice 

Principal and Curriculum Coordinators, evaluate classroom teachers.  Teachers also 
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reported that the principal is highly accessible to them and that he excels at supporting 

and encouraging teachers.   

 Providing intellectual stimulation.  Dr. Elias described his role in providing 

professional development as keeping teachers “mentally fresh.”  He recognized that there 

is a school culture of learning and a standard for 20 hours of professional development 

each year, which is maintained by the Assistant Principal.  Again, the theme of delegation 

is evident.  He provides paid leave and resources for seminars, classes, conferences, and 

other professional development activities.  Just under half (48%) of the teachers agreed 

that intellectual stimulation is derived from the school culture whereby seminars and in-

services are cornerstones of professional development.  Teachers also reported that the 

principal demonstrates intellectual stimulation by forwarding articles, sharing 

information from conferences, and keeping teachers informed about what other schools 

are doing.  Despite this finding, 12% of the teachers, all of which have over 20 years of 

experience, stated that they did not feel intellectually stimulated by the principal.    

 Holding high performance expectations.  Dr. Elias did not identify specific 

actions that he has taken to demonstrate his expectations for high performance; rather, he 

spoke in generalities.  He expects all students to achieve and leave SOPHS better than 

when they arrived.  About 25% of the teachers also struggled to identify examples.  

Teachers reported that they have high expectations of themselves, which seemed to 

mitigate the need for them to be coached by the principal.  Teachers also identified that 

delegation of duties to the Assistant Principal and Vice Principal was a critical element in 
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setting high expectations because it enabled them to work together in the orchestration of 

their mission.  

 Teachers’ use of laptop computers.  Although Dr. Elias has witnessed a plethora 

of teacher uses with the laptop computers, he cautioned that the laptop computer is 

merely a tool.  It does not substitute the role of an experienced and qualified teacher.  

Fifty percent of teachers also expressed that the laptop computer is a tool, saying that “it 

is not the end in and of itself…. or the end all be all.”  Dr. Elias and teachers agreed that 

the laptop computer is being utilized to organize detailed lesson plans, monitor grades, 

grade book software, maintain attendance records, create PowerPoint presentations, 

maintain e-board, send and respond to e-mails, use the tablet digital writing function, 

project onto a screen or TV monitor, and access software programs that enabled them to 

develop new instructional materials.  Ninety percent of teachers identified the utilization 

of software as their primary instructional use of the laptop computer.  The software 

enables them to engage in guided Internet site study, access e-books, initiate collaborative 

student projects, show videos from YouTube, access World Cat, access web quests, play 

interactive learning games, give online quizzes and tests, create flash cards, make movies 

and sound clips, listen to foreign languages, engage in scientific simulations, record 

musical performances, and correct assignments. 

 Role in the classroom.  More than half of teachers (52%) reported that their role 

in the classroom was to be “a facilitator.”  In addition to facilitation, teachers described 

their teaching style as a role model, conductor, mentor, director, and instructor.  Teachers 

only described their role as traditional or teacher-centered when referring to materials that 
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must be taught with traditional methods.  An example was first teaching the fundamentals 

of the parts of a cell or advanced algebra before engaging the student in an interactive 

activity to engage with the material being taught. 

 Instructional techniques changes: post-laptop integration. More than one-

quarter (27%) of the teachers reported that their instructional techniques did not change 

with the integration of the one-to-one laptop computer program.  Teachers reported that 

what has changed with the addition of the laptop computer was the academic schedule, 

the number of additional teaching resources, the types of classroom learning, evaluation 

of student learning, student and teacher interactions, paper usage, and the process of 

delivery of the course materials.  Teachers expressed an increase in student projects, 

hands-on learning opportunities, and student-centered exploratory activities.   

 Research question 4 explored other principal leadership behaviors, skills, and 

characteristics that teachers associated with the integration for the one-to-one laptop 

program.  Teachers brainstormed over 30 different leadership behaviors, skills, traits, and 

characteristics that the principal displayed during the integration of the laptop program.  

They include: inspiring others to act, having an open-door policy, pursuing the 

advancement of his own education, being flexible, following through on teacher requests, 

having a religious influence in what he does, listening, being available, having an open 

mind, being a pioneer, taking risks, listening to others, supporting teachers with parent 

issues, engaging in shared decision-making, being visible, and delegating.  Teachers also 

spoke about the principal’s ability to convey emotion in leadership by expressing 

compassion, optimism, humility, and a good heart. Again, teachers expressed the nature 
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of the role of the principal as complex and ever-changing, noting that his role is more 

complex than in past years.  One teacher even likened the role of the principal as shifting 

from the educational leader of the school to being more like a chief executive officer.   

 The last research question identified teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s 

influence on their role as an instructor.  This was the most challenging question in the 

individual interviews, focus group interview, and the electronic survey because it only 

had a 20% response rate.  The consensus was that the principal does not have a direct 

influence on teachers’ teaching style.  Teachers agreed that the principal has a minimal 

role in teacher instruction because that role has been delegated to the Assistant Principal.  

The principal provides tangible resources, criteria for using the laptops, and a team of 

administrators to support teacher instruction.   

 Twenty-four questions from the electronic survey used in this study were taken 

from the Principal Leadership Questionnaire (Leithwood and Jantzi, 1996).  The 

reliability ranged from 0.17 to 0.61.  The range in reliability coefficients found in this 

study arose from (1) a lack of internal consistency among items used to measure teachers’ 

perceptions of principal leadership behaviors, (2) low or weak relationships between 

items that measured teachers’ perceptions of principal leadership behaviors, and (3) 

negative relationships that measured teachers’ perceptions of principal leadership 

behaviors.  This finding was consistent with qualitative findings whereby teachers 

described the principal’s leadership behavior in a manner that was inconsistent with how 

the items matching the leadership behavior were defined by Leithwood and Jantzi (1996).     
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 The multiple regression analysis found that none of the six principal leadership 

behaviors (independent variables) were significant predictors of teachers’ perceptions of 

the successful integration of the one-to-one laptop program (dependent variable).  Even 

more interesting is that an aggregate of all six of the independent variables only 

accounted for 8.3% of the variance.  Thus, the six leadership behaviors had little or no 

effect as predictors of teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership behaviors 

associated with the integration of the one-to-one laptop program.  Consistent with 

quantitative findings, during personal interviews and the focus group interview, teachers 

reported that, while the principal’s leadership behavior influenced the integration of the 

one-to-one laptop program, they also felt that leadership behaviors of other members of 

the school community influenced the integration of the program.  Moreover, teachers 

reported that, as a whole, they had high expectations of themselves and one another, they 

set their own goals, and they engaged in actions to meet those goals.  Teachers saw these 

actions as being severed from their perceptions of leadership behaviors on the part of the 

principal. 

  

Discussion of Findings 

 This study investigated teachers’ perceptions of a principal’s leadership behaviors 

associated with the integration of a one-to-one laptop program in a parochial secondary 

school. Thus far, this chapter has presented an introduction and a summary of the 

findings. The purpose of this section is to enrich that summary with an expostulation that 

has been divided into two spheres. The first sphere shares how the conceptual framework 
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related to the findings.  The second sphere blends an infusion of selective educational 

leadership theories, models, and research that add clarity to the study findings through the 

lens of the research questions.  Each sphere is explained in demarcated sections below.   

 Analysis of conceptual framework and study findings. The conceptual 

framework was developed from a synthesis of educational research, literature, and theory 

from the work of Leithwood and Jantzi (1996), Parr (1999), Blasé and Blasé (1999), 

Smith and Andrews (1989), and Bartell (1990).  The framework is divided into three 

sections that enjoin the main facets of the study.  Teachers’ perceptions of six principal 

leadership behaviors and other behaviors that teachers associated with the integration of a 

one-to-one laptop program were gathered. Teachers’ perceptions of principal leadership 

behaviors and other behaviors were then used to explain the principal’s leadership 

influence on teachers’ instruction.   

 This conceptual framework supported the qualitative findings of the study without 

question.  Teachers repeatedly identified examples of how the principal provided vision, 

modeled appropriate behavior, fostered commitment to goals, provided intellectual 

stimulation, provided individualized support, and set high performance expectations. In 

addition, teachers identified over 30 leadership traits, characteristics, and skills that were 

not captured within the initial six principal leadership behaviors.  Together, the aggregate 

of their responses explained the teachers’ perceptions of principal leadership behaviors 

associated with the integration process.   

While the qualitative findings in this study supported the conceptual framework, it 

left questions as to the principal’s influence on teachers’ instruction. It also introduced 
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the notion that there are dynamic associations within school leadership that are affected 

by the structure of the school that were not captured by the framework.  This realization 

occurred in part by virtue of the type of leadership that the principal and other school 

leaders employed.  For example, the principal used delegation as a form of leadership.  

Hitch (2008) identified that delegation is a powerful strategy in the effective management 

of schools.  In an analysis of principal leadership and school outcomes, Dinham (2005) 

found that the principal’s focus of attention has shifted to leadership with the importance 

of delegation, collaboration, trust, and empowerment.  This finding was also noted by 

Robinson (1985), Wildy (1999), and Collinson and Collinson (2009).  Moreover, with 

specific relation to principal leadership within a technological environment, Gurr (2004) 

found that individual-centered leadership is of limited utility because it diminishes the 

principal’s ability to manage the diverse needs of a changing technological environment.  

Delegation, shared leadership, and participatory leadership are essential.  Leadership 

must stem from a shared vision and support from the entire school as a whole (Hatley and 

Schiller, 2003).  Delegation promotes empowerment to others that transcends into others 

taking on greater initiative and responsibility (Dubrin, Dalglish, & Miller, 2006).  

Delegation enables the wider community to participate in decision-making and affords 

the opportunity for distributive ownership to the shared vision.  Dubrin, Dalglish, & 

Miller (2006) described a principal who can successfully delegate and maintain a clear 

vision as a transformational leader.   According to Gronow (2007), “ICT implementation 

in schools embraces the successful principal as a transformational leader who can set 

goals, organize and monitor others, and build relationships” (p. 7).  It was this delegation 
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of responsibilities in the area of teachers’ instruction that left a deficit in the conceptual 

framework. 

 While the multiple regression did not reveal any significance for the quantitative 

findings, the Coefficient Alpha levels provided insight as to the lack of internal 

consistency among the six principal leadership behaviors.  There were low levels of 

reliability in some constructs and other constructs had items that were negatively 

correlated.  This informs the framework because it showed that teachers did not agree 

with all of the items that defined a particular construct and lent support that teachers 

perceived that the principal’s leadership behaviors are not limited to the six principal 

leadership behaviors identified by Leithwood and Jantzi (1996).  

 In summary, the conceptual framework explained teachers’ perceptions of the 

principal’s leadership behaviors associated with the integration of a one-to-one laptop 

program with rich qualitative descriptions. The conceptual framework enabled the 

development of the research questions and focus of the study.  An analysis of the 

findings, research questions, and relative theories, models, and research are presented 

below.          

Analysis of research findings and research questions coupled with theories, 

models, and research.  This segment infuses selective educational leadership theories, 

models, and research to the study findings through the lens of the research questions.  

There were five research questions in this study.  For the purpose of this analysis and 

discussion, the research questions were collapsed into three categories: teachers’ 

perceptions of a principal’s leadership behaviors; teachers’ perceptions of other 
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leadership behaviors; and teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership influence on 

their roles as instructors.  The categorical reporting of the research questions centralizes 

this examination into relevant themes, which allows for rich introspection of theory 

applied to the findings. 

 Teachers’ perceptions of principal leadership behaviors. Findings were 

distilled from the first, second, and third research questions.  All three questions 

addressed critical elements of the analysis related to the six principal leadership behaviors 

cited by Leithwood and Jantzi (1996).  For example, the discussion blended the findings 

drawing from data that sought to identify the following: the principal’s influence on the 

one-to-one laptop program; the extent to which the six principal leadership behaviors 

influenced teachers' perceptions of the integration of the one-to-one laptop program; the 

relative importance of the six leadership teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s 

leadership behaviors; and a comparison between self-identified and teacher-perceived 

principal leadership behaviors.  The discussion beings by sharing the principal’s 

influence on the one-to-one laptop program.  

 Principal’s influence on the one-to-one laptop program. The principal has had 

a profound effect on the integration of the one-to-one laptop program.  Collectively, 54% 

of the teachers indicated that the principal had a significant impact on the integration of 

the laptop program, indicating that he was the “driving force” and he “brought it in.”  Dr. 

Elias saw himself as the “captain of the ship,” where his leadership influenced the 

integration of the laptops.  Examples of his leadership included defining his vision, 

researching other laptop programs, initiation conversation with his administrative team, 
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promoting specialists on the current staff, recruiting technology staff, identifying 

financial resources, building consensus, engaging in calculated decision-making, and 

conducting a pilot program.  His primary role was to structure the organization so that he 

could then clarify goals, identify lines of authority, focus on tasks, develop a clear 

structure, and manage the external environment.  This is the essence of the structural 

frame of leadership (Bolman & Deal, 2003).  The structural frame leader seeks to define 

the process, structures, and circumstances that are appropriate in solving a problem or 

initiating a new idea.  Sergiovanni (2007) referred to this as the technical force of 

leadership, whereby the leader’s behavior is marked by management skills associated 

with time management, planning, coordinating, and developing strategies for the school.  

The leader maintains a structural atmosphere by working with teachers in establishing 

guidelines, operational procedures, and institutional structures (Bartell, 1990).   

Dr. Elias found that he needed to be flexible with decisions, timelines, and goals.  

Hersey and Blanchard (1977) believed in the situational approach to leadership, where 

the leadership used is based on the assumption that each instance of leadership is 

different, thus requiring a different leadership approach.  Dr. Elias found that he used 

different leadership styles when working with administration, teachers, and stakeholders. 

For example, when working with teachers who were less experienced with technology, he 

used a delegating style whereby he paired them with someone who could mentor them 

and supervise their progress.  Conversely, he would employ an empowering style of 

leadership with his leadership team who were responsible for day-to-day decision-making 

and improvement of the laptop program.   
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 Dr. Elias noted that he saw a change in his responsibilities over time.  This was 

with specific regard to his financial and political responsibilities.  After the pilot program 

concluded, his focus shifted to providing resources for the school-wide integration. The 

changes that were brought on by the integration of the laptop program placed different 

demands on the principal, depending on the constituent.  For example, the Financial 

Council, Budget Committee, parents, and Director of the Parish were concerned with 

balancing the financial costs with proving affordable tuition in a time of financial 

recession.  Issues associated with control, power, conflict, and competing needs arose on 

a daily basis.  Bolman and Deal’s (2003) political frame referred to this climate as the 

“jungle” because of its political milieu.  As principal, Dr. Elias had an understanding of 

the limits of the resources within the school which allowed him to devise a plan to access 

people who could access additional resources. Dr. Elias understood the types of power 

that existed and utilized positive forms of power.  For example, teachers reported that the 

principal avoided using coercion, avoided micromanagement, and did not act like he 

possessed knowledge to which he was ignorant.  Conflict was managed through the 

leader’s ability to use power carefully and inoffensively. French and Raven (1968) 

identified five different forms of power: coercive, reward, legitimate, referent, and expert. 

Dr. Elias refrained from using coercive power because of its association with control and 

force. Rather, the principal used reward power by recognizing others privately and 

publically and used legitimate and referent power by hiring specialists to assist teachers.  

Perhaps the most effective element of the principal’s use of power was his ability to share 

it.  Sharing power leads to feelings of legitimacy, empowerment, commitment, and buy-
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in (Bolman & Deal, 2003; French & Raven, 1968).  According to McGrail (2007), 

successful integration of laptop programs requires that teachers have authority to plan and 

implement laptop programs.  Teachers and members of the Academic Council reported a 

sense of pride and ownership of the success of the laptop program because they saw that 

their decisions led to enhancements in the program.  Teachers also found that having the 

one-to-one laptop program set them apart from other schools, especially in a climate 

where the school is dependent upon enrollment tuition to survive.   

 The principal had a recognizable impact on the integration of the one-to-one 

laptop program.  His influence began with the inception of the idea of the program and 

continued through to the fulfillment of his vision.  With this understanding of the 

principal’s influence on the integration, it is necessary to explore specific principal 

leadership behaviors that teachers associated with the integration process. 

 Twenty-four questions from the electronic version of the Principal Leadership 

Questionnaire (PLQ) (Leithwood and Jantzi, 1996) were used to analyze teachers’ 

perceptions of six principal leadership behaviors.  The low levels of reliability 

coefficients found in this study arose from differences among teachers’ perceptions of 

items within each construct and, to some extent, the overall construct.  Each construct is 

explained below.  Also note that some constructs were measured by multiple items and 

others with as few as one, which had a direct impact on the reliability.  Further, the scope 

of the study was confined to one parochial secondary school, which enabled a limited 

number of participants.  This had a direct impact on the low statistical power with 

relation to the multiple regression analysis.  With an increased number of participants, the 
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statistical power typically increases, which may have led to significance in items that 

approached significance. 

Providing vision. Providing vision was operationalized through five items that 

measured the principal’s ability to: overcome obstacles, command respect from teachers, 

excite faculty with visions of accomplishment, empower teachers to act like leaders, and 

give an overall sense of purpose. Data were also extracted through a personal interview 

with the principal, personal interviews with teachers, and a focus group interview with 

teachers.  While this study found a negligible reliability coefficient of 0.17 for providing 

vision, teachers responded with examples of how the principal provided vision that is 

consistent with educational leadership models, literature, research, and theories.  As 

noted earlier, three out of the five items in this construct were negatively correlated 

among one another.  Teachers perceived that the principal’s ability to command respect 

from teachers, excite faculty with visions of accomplishment, and give an overall sense 

of purpose were negatively associated with the principal’s ability to overcome obstacles. 

According to Sergiovanni (2003), vision emanates from the principal’s ability to 

convey passion and hope, which in turn inspires others to take action.  Dr. Elias reported 

that he provides vision though sharing his vision with others.  He believes that vision 

does not have a “shelf-life” and is constantly in motion.  Teachers reported that the 

principal provides vision by sharing his vision with others, taking risks, setting 

expectations, being a pioneer, serving as a facilitator, and supporting teachers by 

providing resources.  According to the teachers, it was the principal’s “ready, fire, aim” 

philosophy that served to enabled others to play a role in outcomes.     
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 As noted above, 54% of the teachers indicated that the principal had a significant 

impact on the integration of the laptop program, indicating that he was the “driving 

force” and he “brought it in.”  Kotter (1996) noted that vision is a critical part of initiating 

a transformation.  He stated that leaders must develop a vision and strategy, then 

communicate the change vision.  This was also found by Kouzes and Pozner’s (1987, 

2002) Exemplary Leadership Model, Komives, Lucas, and McMahon’s (1998) Relational 

Leadership Model, Sergiovanni’s (1992, 2003) Model of Moral Leadership, and 

Transformational Leadership by Bass (1985) and Burns (1978).  According to Kotter, 

developing a vision and strategy helps the leader identify allies that have the power to 

lead the change while assisting the group to function like a team.  In developing his 

vision, the principal first researched other one-to-one laptop programs, visited other 

schools that used laptops in the classroom for instruction, and consulted competent 

technological specialists who could assist him in identifying how this vision could be 

realized.  It was paramount for the principal to develop a specific vision before moving to 

another phase of the integration process.  Scheurich (1998) found that “successful schools 

and their leadership do not just have a strong vision, they have a particular vision” (p. 

468).  This principal had a vision that was strong and well-thought out into phases.  Dr. 

Elias initiated the next phase of the integration process by recruiting, promoting, and 

hiring technology support staff and sharing his vision with the Academic Council.  Recall 

that the Academic Council is comprised of administrators who serve dual roles: 

department chairperson and teachers. Their role is critical, not only in the  

communication of goals and priorities, but in the execution of initiatives and programs. 
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The flow of communication enables the Academic Council to report back on the feelings, 

ideas, concerns, and pulse of their department.  The communication process was 

important in sharing the vision (Bass, 1985; Burns, 1978; Komives, Lucas, & McMahon, 

1998; Kouzes & Pozner,  1987, 2002; Sergiovanni, 1992, 2003). These actions enabled 

the teachers to be involved in the process and voice their opinions.  The principal 

promoted from within the school and also hired new members of the technology staff as 

one of three technological prongs needed to initiate the integration process: network 

technology, administrative technology, and instructional technology.  Consistent with 

Kotter’s (1996) model, the principal used every avenue possible to communicate the new 

vision while enabling the coalition to model actions and behavior expected of employees.  

Bennis (1994) identified these actions as guiding vision. The principal demonstrated this 

facet of leadership by publically promoting internal faculty members who were 

specialists in administrative technology and instructional technology into new roles, 

where they served to support the school while teaching fewer courses.  This enabled the 

specialists to be available to their peers and other constituents while not losing their 

classroom teaching roles.  Human resource leaders believe that people are the focal point 

of leadership (Bolman & Deal, 2003).  As noted above with regard to including teachers 

in decision-making and goal formation, the principal demonstrated his role as a human 

resource leader by empowering through participation and hiring teachers who had 

specialized skills with technology and instruction.    

 The principal had a clear idea of what he envisioned and pursued goals regardless 

of the challenge by being flexible.  This is a discriminating element in Bennis’s (1994) 
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idea of providing vision.  Teachers identified the principal’s flexibility as the single 

element of the principal’s leadership that anchored all of the leadership behaviors.  This 

was evinced from the analysis of other leadership behaviors and is discussed in that 

section in greater detail.  The principal’s flexibility was gleaned from teachers’ 

perceptions of how the principal modeled appropriate behavior.  This is the topic of the 

next construct. 

 Modeling appropriate behavior. Modeling appropriate behavior was moderately 

correlated with a reliability coefficient of 0.58.  Three items from the electronic survey 

guided this construct: the principal’s ability to lead by doing rather than telling, the 

principal’s ability to symbolize success, and the principal’s ability to provide good 

models for faculty members to follow.  Data were also extracted from personal interviews 

with the principal, personal interviews with teachers, and a focus group interview with 

teachers. 

 Cotton (2003) identified that “effective principals ‘walk their talk,’ exemplifying 

the outlook and behavior that they expect from staff and students.” (p. 72).  Although 

there was not one theme reported by teachers identifying how the principal modeled 

appropriate behavior, teacher responses supported the construct with their examples.  

Creighton (2002) reported that modeling is an important leadership behavior in the 

integration of technology.  The principal must serve multiple roles during the integration 

process; however, modeling the desired behavior provides an example for the community 

to build upon. The principal reported that he modeled appropriate behavior on a daily 

basis by providing master teachers who model instruction and by modeling technology 
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use himself.  He utilized technology during staff meetings, in-services, school open 

houses, speaking engagements, and for an online course.  Teachers seemed to be 

frustrated with the absence of the principal as an instructional leader within the school.  

Classroom instruction was delegated to the Assistant Principal, which is contradictory to 

literature, research, and models that identify the principal as the instructional leader of the 

school (Cotton, 2003; NASSP, 1990; Bartell, 1990; Wilmore, 2002; Leithwood & Jantzi, 

1996).  According to findings by Leithwood, Jantzi, and Steinbach (1999), successfully 

modeling appropriate behavior requires a principal to become involved in all areas of the 

school community, actively show enthusiasm, request feedback from others, and 

demonstrate a willingness to alter leadership practices when the situation requires it.  

Teachers agreed that, while the principal does not serve as an instructional role model, 

they believed that modeling appropriate behavior is a role that is inherently enmeshed in 

the position of principal.  According to teachers, the principal exemplified this by 

providing multiple personnel for instructional support, listening to teachers’ concerns, 

providing standards for technology use, providing educational tools, having a presence in 

the hallways, having an open-door policy, avoiding micromanagement, and being flexible 

with their attainment of school goals.  The next section addresses commitment to goals 

more in depth. 

 Commitment to goals. Five items from the electronic survey were utilized to 

measure teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s commitment to goals.  The items 

measured the principal’s ability to: encourage faculty to work towards a common goal, 

use problem-solving to generate school goals, work towards consensus in decision- 
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making, and encourage evaluation of progress of goals.  The reliability coefficient was 

0.40, which was weak.   

 Teachers reported that the principal shared his vision, connected the vision to 

school goals and decision-making, and gave teachers opportunities to participate in on-

going school development and evaluation of the goals. Marzano, Waters, and McNulty 

(2005) echoed the importance of establishing clearly defined goals and identified it as a 

core responsibility of the school leader. This is evidenced through providing teachers 

with the opportunity to brainstorm and establish goals, connecting the vision to the goals, 

engaging in consensus-building activities, allowing one’s actions to convey commitment 

to the goals, and engaging in on-going evaluation of the goals (2005).  Teachers 

repeatedly stated that the principal was flexible with the attainment of goals, whereby he 

utilized feedback to alter the timeline for goal attainment if teachers either needed more 

time or were not making progress.  For example, Mr. Mugen reported that the principal 

sought to build consensus, and he realized that the learning process had a curve that was 

not associated with a hard deadline.  Things were done gradually, with the flexibility of 

scaling back when necessary.  Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2005) identified 

flexibility as one of a series of responsibilities of the school leader.  They found that the 

principal is best served when he or she adapts their leadership behavior to the needs of 

the situation.  This is a key concept in transformational leadership as well (Bennis, 2003; 

Collins, 2001; Spillane & Sherer, 2004; Fullan, 2001).  Being flexible, according to 

Fullan, enables the principal to utilize different leadership strategies that support the 

intricacies of the change process.   
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 The principal is committed to the goals that the school set, not only with the 

integration of the one-to-one laptop program, but also with the overall success of the 

school.  Dr. Elias views goals as the byproduct of multiple minds that are headed in one 

clear direction–not the result of an isolated effort. Research by Davis, Darling-Hammond, 

LaPointe, and Meyerson (2005) found that participation and consensus was an essential 

element of good leadership. Lashway (2003) found that giving others a voice allows for 

the acceptance of diverse opinions.  Dr. Elias provided a forum through staff meetings, 

in-service meetings, and committee-style teacher meetings to identify school goals, 

outcomes, and the support needed to reach the outcomes.   

 The principal reported that he also demonstrated his commitment to goals by 

remaining flexible in the attainment of goals, staying current with educational trends, 

securing financial resources, and offering on-going professional development 

opportunities.  Teachers agreed that one of the principal’s primary accomplishments was 

providing resources and professional development for teachers. This included providing 

paid leave and financial compensation for classes, seminars, and conferences. This was a 

theme that was evident throughout the study.  Bredeson and Johanson (2000) reported 

that principals exercise “significant influence on teachers’ professional development” (p. 

385).  Donovan, Hartley, and Strudler (2007) reported that professional development 

includes “differentiating training based on teacher concerns, ensuring teachers have a 

voice in the process and are well-informed of decisions pertaining to the adoption, and 

implementation of the innovation” (p.263). Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2005) found 

that successful principals provide teachers with the necessary tools and skills to reach 
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their goals on an individual basis. According to Blasé & Blasé (2004) effective principals 

provide professional development through training seminars, conferences, workshops, 

and other services to increase knowledge and maintain a culture of organizational 

standards.  It is through the promotion and encouragement of collaboration, support, and 

shared decision-making that professional learning communities are developed (Maxfield 

& Flumerfelt, 2009).  Principals provide teachers with opportunities for professional 

growth and development by giving direct and meaningful feedback (Sergiovanni, 2007).  

Feedback can come in the form of development of school goals, clarification of practices, 

and positive reinforcement (Mandel, 2006; Robbins, 2005).  According to Maxfield and 

Flumerfelt (2009), “Principals should provide opportunities to lead, listen carefully to the 

teacher leader and nurture development of authentic professional learning communities”. 

(p.43).  The principal’s exemplification of his commitment to goals made teachers feel 

supported through professional development and consensus-building.  This is a process 

that was held among groups of teachers.  The next construct, providing individualized 

support, addressed the individual nature of these interactions. 

 Providing individualized support.  Providing individualized support had a 

moderate correlation of 0.61.  Five items from the electronic survey defined this construct 

as: the principal’s ability to provide extended training, provide resources, treat teachers as 

persons with individual needs, take teachers’ opinions into consideration, and being 

thoughtful of their personal needs.   

Dr. Elias reported that he provides individualized support by actively meeting 

with teachers at their request, following up with teachers’ requests, and by providing 
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technology specialists and master teachers to assist other teachers in small groups or one- 

on-one.  He speaks with teachers and administrators informally throughout the year, not 

just during the formal evaluation periods.  This is consistent with how Leithwood and 

Jantzi’s (1996) operationalized individualized support:  by being accessible, having an 

open communication style, catering to the personal feelings and needs of others, and 

providing support for professional development.  Teachers reported that the principal was 

very accessible to them for private conversations and consultations without the need to 

schedule and appointment or have an agenda prior to the meeting. They described his 

availability as an “open-door policy.”  His accessibility fostered an atmosphere where he 

could provide individualized feedback and cater to the specific needs of the teachers. The 

role of communication has been identified as an essential skill for school principals 

(Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005; Cotton, 2003).  Leithwood, Jantzi, and Steinbach 

(1999) reported that effective principal leaders have shown follow-through with teacher-

supported decisions and developed individual professional relationships with teachers.  

Teachers reported that Dr. Elias often followed through with teacher requests and 

inquiries in one-on-one meetings, via e-mail, and in large body meetings.  Over 50% of 

the teachers agreed that the principal provides individualized support through delegation 

of specialists who can work with teachers in a small group or on an individual basis.  

 Providing intellectual stimulation.  Providing intellectual stimulation was 

measured from three electronic survey items.  They addressed the principal’s ability to: 

challenge teachers to reexamine basic assumptions about their work in the school, 

stimulate teachers to think about what they are doing for students, and provide 
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information that helps teachers think of ways to implement the school’s program. The 

single most common illustration of this point was the school’s culture of professional 

development. School culture comes from a pattern of assumptions which a group values 

as the correct way to feel, think, and perceive (Schein, 1985).  Bolman and Deal (2003) 

referred to culture as the symbolic frame because it addresses the underlying beliefs, 

norms, and values held by the institution.  Nearly half of teachers identified professional 

development as the cornerstone of their professional learning culture.  This is also 

consistent with findings from Marzano et al. (2005), who found that intellectual 

stimulation equips teachers with current practices and theories that promote a culture of 

learning. Leithwood, Jantzi, and Steinbach (1999) found that principals who are 

intellectually stimulating engage others to challenge the status quo while encouraging 

them to explore new practices, providing resources to support change, and bringing 

people together to share and develop new ideas. Teachers reported that the principal 

forwards articles, shares information from conferences, and keeps them informed about 

what other schools are doing.  According to Halawa (2005), it is the principal’s 

responsibility to provide information, learning materials, supplies, and other equipment to 

nurture meaningful learning and teaching.  Effective principals focus on the curriculum 

and instruction management to promote a school climate of success and learning 

(Stronge, Richard & Catano, 2008).  This spurs conversation and intellectual stimulation 

on the part of teachers to continue the investment in their work.  Within a culture of 

progressive development and change, a sense of feelings of loyalty and allegiance 
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emerges, maintained by the members (Bolman & Deal, 2003).  For St. Orion-Pachs 

parochial school, this culture exposed an expectation of high performance expectations.  

 Holding high performance expectations.  Holding high performance 

expectations is the final principal leadership construct.  It is measured through three 

electronic survey items.  They include the principal’s ability to: insist on only the best 

performance, show teachers that there are high expectations, and by not settling for 

second best. 

Both the principal and teachers alike struggled to identify examples of how the 

principal overtly holds high performance expectations.  Dr. Elias spoke in generalities, 

stating that he expects all students to learn and graduate from the high school with a well-

rounded and high-quality education.  Having high performance expectations carries an 

anticipation that all children can learn.  Reinforcing an expectation of constant innovation 

(Leithwood et al., 1999), enabling students to reach their learning potential (Cotton, 

2003), instilling an atmosphere of success and pride (Bartell, 1990), and creating a sense 

of ownership and belonging (Leithwood et al., 1999) are examples. Teachers reported 

that Dr. Elias instills a sense of Christian values and expects all SOPHS students to be 

receiving a high-quality college prep education. This is derived from a sense of family, a 

deep sense of Christian values, and the principal’s commitment to them. Teachers 

believed that the faculty is a talented, internally motivated, and capable team who expect 

a lot from themselves, which relieves the need for the principal to fulfill this role.  

Teachers also identified that delegation to the Assistant Principal and Vice Principal was 
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a critical element in a high expectation setting.  This gave them a role model who was not 

only an accomplished teacher but a respected administrator.     

 Thus far, findings related to the six principal leadership behaviors have been 

presented.  This section identifies other leadership behaviors that teachers associated with 

the integration of the one-to-one laptop program that were not captured within the initial 

six leadership behaviors.  The findings were extracted from personal interviews with 

teachers and a focus group interview.  Research question 4 addressed this theme. 

 Other leadership behaviors.  Teachers reported over 30 different leadership 

behaviors, skills, traits, and characteristics in addition to the six identified by Leithwood 

and Jantzi (1996).  Identification of multiple behaviors, skills, traits, and characteristics is 

not a new topic, as demonstrated by the Secondary School Principals (NASSP) 

Assessment Center.  The NASSP identified items that successful principals possess: 

problem-solving, sound judgment, sensitivity, excellent oral communication, personal 

motivation, and strong educational values (NASSP, 1990).  Themes emerged related to 

the principal’s motivational, communication, intellectual, leadership, spiritual, emotional, 

and managerial behaviors, skills, traits, and characteristics.  This finding is not surprising, 

considering the gamut of principal responsibilities and research supporting that the 

principal is the single-most influential person in schools (Afshari, Bakar, Luan, Samah, 

and Fooi, 2008; Harvey, 2003; Checkley, 2004; Gibson, 2001; Wilmore and Betz, 2000; 

Rockman and Sloan, 1993;  Ertmer, Bai, Khalil, Park, and Wang, 2002; Marzano et al., 

2005; NASSP, 1990).   
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 The principal’s flexibility was the anchor that connected all of the principal 

behaviors.   Peters (1987) found that creating a flexible environment was a key task for 

leaders.  Sinden, Hoy, and Sweetland (2004) reported that flexibility was an enabling 

school structure for principal leadership and organizational commitment of teachers.  

Flexibility, according to Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2005), is one of 21 core 

responsibilities of a school leader.  It refers to “the extent to which leaders adapt their 

leadership behavior to the needs of the current situation” (p. 49).  This is also a theme 

identified by Bennis (2003), Collins (2001), Spillane and Sherer (2004), Fullan (2001), 

and Hersey and Blanchard (1984).   

 Teachers conveyed that a clear sense of strength lied in the principal’s ability to 

communicate with emotional conviction which appealed to their emotional needs during 

this time of change. For example, teachers expressed that the principal often conveyed his 

messages with inspiration, optimism, humility, and honesty.  He was a likeable person 

with a “good heart.”  Communication transfers information between the principal and 

teachers.  It is one of the most important skills and responsibilities for the principalship 

(Marzano et al., 2005; Cotton, 2003).  These behaviors are also consistent with human 

factors identified in emotional intelligence.  Goleman’s (1998) research on the role of 

emotional intelligence lends persuasive evidence that leaders who appeal to the emotional 

senses of others are associated with higher levels of performance and tend to have higher 

levels of satisfaction among those that they intend to lead.  The principal appealed to 

three main areas identified in emotional intelligence literature: putting people at ease, 

straightforwardness and composure, and building and mending relationships.  The 
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principal recognized that the integration of a one-to-one laptop program was a significant 

organizational change that would require utilization of many leadership skills.  It was the 

principal’s ability to communicate with a sense of inspiration, humility, optimism, and 

honesty that led to an emotional connection between the principal and teachers.  Teachers 

developed a sense of respect, hope, and trust from these interactions.  Trust, in particular, 

was identified by the teachers as a decisive element in the integration process.  This is 

because, without it, they may have complied with requests as part of their job but not 

necessarily showed any commitment to the actual integration process.  Trust appears 

throughout educational leadership literature as an element of servant leadership 

(Greenleaf, 1998), transformational leadership (Bass, 1985; Antonakis, Avolio, and 

Sivasubramaniam, 2002; Burns, 1978), and characteristics of effective leadership 

(Bennis, 1994; Hoy and Miskel, 2005; Covey, 1991).  

 Characteristics found in transformational leadership were present throughout 

teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership behaviors.  Transformational 

leadership harnesses the potential of those in the organization by stimulating, motivating, 

and actively encouraging growth (Bass, 1985; Antonakis, Avolio, and Sivasubramaniam, 

2002; Burns, 1978). Transformational leaders cultivate relationships, build trust, earn 

respect, inspire others, provide a basis for change, exude high moral and ethical 

standards, share risks, and consider the needs of others above their own. Teachers 

reported that the principal inspired teachers to act, encouraged them throughout the 

integration process, followed through on their requests, led by consensus, formed 

relationships, built trust, took risks, built consensus, and shared power though delegation 
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of essential duties.  Teachers also reported that their experience was absent of 

administrative pressure, punitive actions, punishment, embarrassment, 

micromanagement, force, coercion, or penalties.   

 In addition, teachers expressed that the nature of the role of the principal is 

complex and ever-changing.  Veteran teachers in particular reported that the role of the 

principal has shifted from an instructional leader to a leader whose role is based more on 

the day-to-day managerial needs of the school.  The principal also admonished this fact in 

his self-report of his leadership role, when he shared that he is not the instructional leader 

of the school.  His role is more closely linked to providing resources and securing 

funding while managing the religious, educational, and political needs of the school.   

This finding is consistent with Wilmore’s (2002) finding that the role of the principal has 

evolved from a “principal teacher” to the “chief executive officer of the campus” (p. 4). 

Wilmore (2002) explained that principals must simultaneously serve as instructional 

leaders, systemic managers, community liaisons, cultural change agents, politicians, and 

decision-makers.  In sum, effective principals take personal responsibility for the daily 

operations of all financial planning and other management controls (Bernardin, 2007).   

 Teachers have shared their perceptions of the six principal’s leadership behaviors 

and other leadership behaviors that they associate with the integration of the one-to-one 

laptop program.  Three elements remain in this discussion: teachers’ use of laptop 

computers, teachers’ role in the classroom, and teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s 

influence on their roles as an instructors. 
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 Teachers’ use of laptop computers. A personal interview with the parochial 

school principal, personal interviews with teachers, and a focus group interview provided 

data for this topic.  The single-most common theme was that the laptop is merely a tool.  

Laptop computers and utilizing technology were understood as tools, rather than a 

substitute for instruction.  The principal and 55% of the teachers felt this way.  This is a 

prominent theme among research by Livingston (2006), Creighton (2002), Forcier and 

Descy (2007), Phodes (2005), Westby and Atencio (2002), Jallet (2004), Windschitl and 

Sahl (2002), Gravelle (2003), Gulik (2005) and Silvernail and Harris (2003).  For 

example, in an article reporting digital learning environments, Kemker (2005) reported 

that the laptop computer is a tool that enables students and teachers to control and 

maintain the curriculum and instruction.  Silvernail and Harris (2003) reported that 

laptops assisted in expanding their knowledge and increased their efficiency.  According 

to Warschauer (2009) “one-to-one laptop use is not a magic bullet to solve all educational 

problems.” Warschauer (2009) further suggested that one-to-one laptop programs have a 

substantial positive impact on the teaching and learning when employed by a qualified 

instructor.  The Partnership for 21st Century Skills (2002) found that technology is a tool 

that should be used to acquire knowledge, build skills, and analyze and synthesize 

information.  Its purpose is not to serve as a substitute or surrogate for instruction by an 

actual teacher.  The result of this process should represent a product that reflects the 

student’s knowledge and learning.  The principal and 90% of the teachers identified that 

software was their primary use of the laptop for instruction.  They classified computer 

usage into two primary spheres: organizational purposes and instructional purposes.  
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Organizational purposes included very-detailed lesson plans, monitoring grades with 

Integrade grade book software, maintaining attendance records, developing course 

syllabi, and sending or responding to e-mails.  Instructional purposes included creating 

PowerPoint presentations, maintaining e-boards using the Tablet digital writing function, 

projecting onto a screen or TV monitor, showing videos from YouTube, conducting 

guided research, accessing World Cat, engaging students in web quests, playing 

interactive learning games, giving online quizzes and tests, making flyers, creating flash 

cards, making movies and sound clips, listening to foreign languages, engaging in 

scientific simulations, recording musical performances, and correcting assignments via 

Weblockers.  The diversity of uses of the laptop computer has had an impact on the role 

of the teacher in the classroom.  

 Role in the classroom.  Responses for this item were drawn from personal 

interviews with teachers and a focus group interview with teachers.  Fifty-two percent of 

teachers reported that their role in the classroom was to be “a facilitator.”  Their roles 

also shifted among their fellow teachers.  Teachers reported an increase of collaboration 

and interactions between teachers since the integration of the laptop program.  Studies of 

the Apple Classrooms of Tomorrow and the Maine One-to-One Laptop Program 

indicated that teachers reported increased communication among peer teachers and a shift 

from isolation to collaboration, which was attributed to the integration of technology 

(Sandholtz, Ringstaff, & Dwyer, 1991; Silvernail & Harris, 2003). In addition to 

facilitation, teachers described their teaching style as a role model, conductor, mentor, 

director, and instructor.  Jonassen, Peck, and Wilson (1999) postulated that technology 
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fosters learning by engaging the student in the facilitation and construction of knowledge. 

Initial studies investigating the impact of technology and teacher instruction found that 

teachers changed their teaching methods from traditional techniques to constructivist 

techniques (Rockman, 1997, 1998, 2000.)  The teacher’s role is to use technology as a 

tool that assists in constructing knowledge for students’ learning, achieved by engaging 

students in active reflections of their learning (Brooks and Brooks, 1993; Fosnot, 2005; 

Gagnon and Collay, 2001, 2006), encouraging multiple modes of representation or 

expression (Brooks and Brooks, 1993; Honebein, 1996; Knuth and Cunningham, 1993), 

teaching students to think in multiple ways (Honebein, 1996; Knuth and Cunningham, 

1993), engaging in activities that enable students to share (Honebein, 1996; Knuth and 

Cunningham, 1993), and challenging the students to demonstrate how they have learned 

materials (Honebein, 1996; Knuth and Cunningham 1993).  As mentioned in the section 

on teachers’ use of technology, the laptop computer is a tool that enables them to control 

and maintain the curriculum and instruction.  According to teachers, the utilization of the 

laptop for facilitation of learning and construction of knowledge was best exemplified 

with activities that enable exploration while challenging the students’ current skill set.  

For example, Mrs. DiMeola found YouTube videos on trench warfare and split them into 

10-minute segments.  She engaged students in an interactive discussion comparing what 

they saw in the video, what their mind’s eye envisioned when reading from their book, 

and what they might have done given maps of the terrain.  This activity required the 

students to use their cognitive functions by using prior knowledge and associating it with 

new information to develop a rationale for how they might undergo trench warfare had 
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they been the leader of a battalion.  Mrs. DiMeola served to facilitate that process rather 

than lecture.  Similarly, science teachers Mr. Mugen and Mr. Shamrock described their 

roles as leaders of discussion who facilitate student engagement in the learning process.  

They indicated that the students are able to first complete an online science experiment 

simulation and then engage in a discussion about how their results compared to their real-

life experiment in the classroom environment.  Teachers who utilize constructivist 

techniques (facilitation of student learning, for example) recognize the psychological and 

cognitive dimension to students’ learning (Fosnot, 2005).  This includes the integration of 

instructional activities that enable students to predict, elaborate, classify, discover, 

analyze, and create their own learning (Brooks and Brooks, 1993).  

   

Principal’s Leadership Influence on the Teachers’ Role as Instructors 

 The data for this item were extracted from an anonymous open-ended question in 

the electronic survey, from personal interviews with teachers, and from a focus group 

interview.  The principal did not contribute to this topic as teacher instruction was 

delegated to the Assistant Principal. There were limited responses on this item, with only 

20% of the teachers responding to the electronic question.  The primary finding was that 

the principal does not have a significant influence on teachers’ day-to-day in-class 

instruction with the laptop computers.  Two subthemes emerged: the principal has a 

minimal role in teacher instruction because that role has been delegated to the Assistant 

Principal, and the principal provides tangible resources, criteria for using the laptops, and 

a team of administrators to support teacher instruction.  These findings were both 
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consistent and divergent from findings in the literature.  For example, while Bartell 

(1990) identified that an essential role of the principal was to facilitate instruction, he also 

reported that an essential function was to support teachers by providing resources.  

Cotton (2003) found that principals were strong instructional leaders, focused on 

learning, held high expectation of students and staff, and regularly monitored student 

learning.  At St. Orion- Pachs, this role was fulfilled by the Assistant Principal and the 

Vice Principal, not the principal.  Research regarding successful principal behavior by 

Bredeson and Johansson (2000) discovered that successful principals created positive 

teaching and learning environments.  It is through Dr. Elias’s leadership and management 

style that his delegation has led to someone other than the principal fulfilling these roles.  

Teachers reported that, when the principal has visited their classrooms, he does not have 

an influence on their teaching style, nor does he “meddle” in their classroom; rather, he 

provides resources for teachers to do their job.  Teachers agree that it was the principal’s 

role to obtain resources. 

 

Other Influences on the One-to-One Laptop Program 

 It is evident that the principal had a significant impact on the integration of the 

one-to-one laptop program; however, it would be remiss to forego a note that 

acknowledged the influence of the institution’s charter and the influence of teacher 

longevity at SOPHS.  The mission statement, vision statement, and charter of St. Orion-

Pachs and its schools (kindergarten through high school) were founded by clergy of the 

Roman Catholic Church. Its mere namesake, Orion-Pachs, was adopted from a saint who 
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dedicated his life to the improvement of the universe around him, regardless of personal 

sacrifice.  Courage, honor, integrity, and faith were used to describe him.  Teachers and 

the principal repeatedly mentioned the role of their religious faith, religious beliefs, and 

spiritual values in their work lives.  Teachers admired the sense of family experienced at 

SOPHS that many, in part, derived from their deep sense of Christian values and the 

principal’s commitment to them. 

 Teachers had an average of 19 years of experience at SOPHS.  Sixty percent of 

this sample of teachers have taught only at this institution, and 21% graduated from 

SOPHS.  Although this was not the focus of the study, teachers’ experience has been 

associated with school quality (NCES, 2000; Rice, 2003), student progress (Muijs and 

Reynolds, 2002, 2005), and according to Hogan and Rabinowitz (2003), curriculum 

planning, instruction, management, communication, teacher education and professional 

development.  Even more interesting is that Russell, O’Dwyer, Bebell, and Tao (2007) 

found a relationship between teachers’ usage of technology, years of teaching experience, 

and number of years at an institution.  Although difficult to speculate, recognition of 

these aspects was important.       

       

Implications for Practice 

 The findings from this study described teachers’ perceptions of a principal’s 

leadership behaviors associated with the integration of a one-to-one laptop program in a 

parochial school.  While all of the findings were not statistically significant, this study 

provided several implications for principal leadership in schools that have integrated a 
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one-to-one laptop program or may be considering such an integration.  Seven 

implications were identified from this study:   

1. The role of the parochial secondary school principal is changing owing to 

technological, resource, and management needs.  

2. The principal remains the single-most influential person in the secondary school 

environment. 

3. Teachers did not limit principal leadership behaviors to providing vision, 

modeling appropriate behavior, fostering commitment to goals, providing 

individualized support, providing intellectual stimulation, and holding high 

performance expectations.   

4. The integration of the one-to-one laptop program requires not only the leadership 

of the school principal, but the leadership, skills, knowledge, and abilities of 

other teachers and administrators in the school environment. 

5. A culture of teacher professional development remains a critical element in the 

learning process for teachers.  

6. Educational resources for the staff who are dedicated to network technology 

support, administrative technology support, and instructional technology support 

are essential.  

7. Perceptions of teachers, administrators, and other members of the school 

community are needed for further identification of a core set of principal 

leadership behaviors that are associated with the integration of a one-to-one 

laptop program. 
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Conclusions 

 The infiltration of educational technologies in schools, coupled with a decrease in 

computer-to-student ratios, codified a national movement for schools to adopt one-to-one 

laptop computer programs.  Studies analyzing the effects of one-to-one laptop programs 

have found many positive outcomes. For example, there were increases in students’ 

communication and interpersonal skills (Gravelle, 2003), enrollment (Andrews, 2006), 

English and math scores (Lemke, 2006), parents’ involvement (Zardoya & Fico, 2001), 

student engagement (Bebell, 2005), student motivation (Bebell, 2005; Rockman, 1998), 

and time spent on homework assignments (Parschal, Weinstein, & Walberg, 1984). In 

addition, there were decreases in student disciplinary referrals (Andrews, 2006; Bebell, 

2005) and absenteeism (Barrios, 2004).  

 While this body of literature highlights many promising outcomes, several 

unanswered questions remain. Primary to this dissertation was the question: what type of 

leadership is necessary to foster integration of a one-to-one laptop program (Afshari et 

al., 2008; Schiller, 2003; Ertmer, 2002).  Thus, principal leadership was the focus of this 

investigation.  A search of the ProQuest data base found 73 dissertations with the words 

“one-to-one laptop” from 2005- 2010.  Of that search, six dissertations focused on 

secondary education (Danielsen, 2009; Nadolny, 2008; Amankwatia, 2008; Burgad, 

2008; Gunner, 2007; and Clark, 2006).  Topics investigated one-to-one laptop programs 

as they related to teacher instruction, student performance, effects of student learning, 

teacher beliefs about technology, e-book usage, and program evaluation.  No dissertation 

addressed the topic of principal leadership, nor was a parochial school principal the focus 
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of even a single study.  This is astonishing, given literature affirming that principals are 

considered the single-most influential leader within the school (K-12 schools, 2002; U.S. 

Congress, 1970; Afshari, Bakar, Luan, Samah, and Fooi, 2008; Harvey, 2003; Checkley, 

2004; Gibson, 2001; Wilmore and Betz, 2000; Rockman and Sloan, 1993; Ertmer, Bai, 

Khalil, Park, and Wang, 2002; Marzano et al., 2005; NASSP, 1990).  Because school 

leadership has been identified as the most important element in school successfulness 

(Checkley 2004; Gibson, 2001; Wilmore and Betz, 2000; Rockman and Sloan, 1993), it 

was necessary to characterize the role of the principal.  Research by Leithwood and Jantzi 

(1996) operationalized the role of the principal into six principal leadership behaviors: 

providing vision, modeling appropriate behavior, fostering commitment to goals, 

providing individualized support, providing intellectual stimulation, and holding high 

performance expectations.  There was a dearth of information regarding principal 

leadership behaviors and its association with the integration of one-to-one laptop 

programs, despite the trends in schools to adopt these types of programs.   

 This study analyzed teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership behaviors 

associated with the integration of a one-to-one laptop program.  The study also addressed 

the identification of other leadership behaviors, skills, and characteristics that teachers 

associated with the integration of the one-to-one laptop program, investigated the impact 

of principal leadership on teachers’ instruction, and investigated a comparison of the 

principal’s self-perceptions to the teachers’ perceptions of principal leadership.     

 This study discovered that the principal remains the single-most influential person 

in the school environment.  The principal was repeatedly identified as the “driving force” 
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of the integration of the one-to-one laptop program at St. Orion-Pachs Parochial High 

School since the program’s inception–and throughout its development.  Teachers did not 

limit the principal’s leadership behaviors to the initial six leadership behaviors identified 

by Leithwood and Jantzi (1996).  They also shared a number of other leadership 

behaviors, and chief among them was flexibility.  The principal’s ability to be flexible 

throughout the integration process relieved undue pressures, while enabling others to 

have a role in the process.   

The role of participatory leadership was the second major finding in this study.  

The integration of the one-to-one laptop program requires not only the leadership of the 

school principal, but the leadership, skills, knowledge, and abilities of other teachers and 

administrators in the school environment.  One of the behaviors evident in the principal’s 

leadership style was delegation.  He delegated a significant number of critical duties to 

the Assistant Principal and his technology staff.  This promoted a culture of inclusion, 

shared decision -making, consensus-building, trust, and mutual goal development.   

The third major finding was that the role of the secondary school principal may be 

shifting from that of instructional leader and master teacher to a role consistent with that 

of an operations manager and chief executive officer.  This finding lends the need for 

further discussion on the role of the principal.  Perhaps the difficulty in identifying a 

single set of leadership behaviors, characteristics, skills, and abilities escaped the 

literature because the role of the principal is consistently changing.   
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 The fourth major finding was that 88% of teachers reported that the one-to-one 

laptop integration was successful.  Whereas this finding was only extracted from 

quantitative data, it supports teacher perceptions of programmatic success.  

  

Recommendations for Future Research 

1. This study was limited to one parochial high school in the northeastern United 

States.  The sample size consisted of one parochial school principal and 62 

teachers.  A larger sample size is necessary for higher statistical power. 

2. The scope of the study was limited to teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s 

leadership behaviors associated with the integration of a one-to-one laptop 

program.  Additional research is needed for the investigation of perceptions held 

by administrators and other members of the school community  

3. Absent from this study was an investigation of the impact of the integration of a 

one-to-one laptop program on student learning outcomes or student achievement.  

Additional research is necessary to investigate the potential impact of the 

integration of a one-to-one laptop program on students.   

4. This study utilized an existing survey instrument, the Principal Leadership 

Questionnaire (Leithwood and Jantzi, 1996).  The instrument identified six 

principal leadership behaviors that ranged in reliability from 0.73 to 0.88.  

Additional research is necessary to revise, develop, or eliminate items in order to 

approach a viable level of reliability.       
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5. The dependent variable, integration, featured one item in the electronic survey.  It 

is necessary to further operationalize this construct and identify a viable level of 

reliability. 

6. Some of the independent variables and principal leadership behaviors had three or 

five items per construct.  It is recommended that each construct feature at least 

five items. 

7. The principal reported that there was no difference between his leadership style 

prior to and following the integration of the one-to-one laptop program.  Further 

research is necessary for analyzing principal leadership behaviors prior to, during, 

and after the integration to determine if different skills emerge.   

8. This study included a male principal.  An analysis between male and female 

principals is a recommendation. 

9. This study featured an electronic survey whose results were not tabulated until 

after the interview processes were completed.  It is recommended that survey 

results be tabulated first, then conduct interview processes to gain insight as to 

factors that led to those findings. 

10. This study featured a parochial school.  It is recommended that both private and 

public schools be included and cross -compared.  

11. Further research is needed to identify the current role of the secondary school 

principal. 

12. Further research is needed to identify the role of other administrators within a 

secondary school. 
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13. Additional research is necessary to identify the role of the institutional charter and  

teacher longevity in the integration of a one-to-one laptop program.   
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APPENDIX A 
 

 PILOT STUDY REPORT 
 

The Relationship Between Secondary School Principals’ Leadership Behaviors and 
Teachers’ Instruction with Laptop Computers: A Pilot Study 

 
 I completed a pilot study under the guidance of Dr. John Taylor as parts of an 

independent study course and my comprehensive examination.  

Purpose  

This mixed-methods pilot study investigated how principals’ leadership behaviors 

influenced teachers’ instruction with laptop computers in secondary schools.   

Definition of Terms 

 Principals’ leadership behaviors.  Leithwood and Jantzi’s (1996) research 

captured six leadership behaviors that are evident in effective principal leaders: providing 

vision, modeling appropriate behavior, fostering commitment to goals, providing 

individualized support, providing intellectual stimulation, and holding high performance 

expectations.  

 Teachers’ instruction. The definition of teachers’ instruction was based on the 

synthesis of research and literature work from Gagnon and Collay (2001, 2006), 

Honebein (1996), Knuth and Cunningham (1993), Brooks and Brooks (1993) Fosnot 

(2005), and Jonassen, Peck, and Wilson (1999). This included the teacher as facilitator of 

learning; the teacher who fosters activities that require students to analyze, interpret, 

predict, and synthesize information; and the teacher who creates relationships and social 

experiences for learning. 
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 Demographic variables. Demographic variables were gender, age, years of 

teaching experience, subject area, grade level, and highest earned degree. 

Research Questions 

1. What are the relationships between principals’ leadership behaviors and 

teachers’ instruction?  

2. Is there a relationship between demographic characteristics and principals’ 

leadership behavior and teachers’ instruction?  

3. Are there any differences in teachers’ grade level or teachers’ educational 

level and perceived principals’ leadership behaviors? 

4. Are there any differences between teachers’ gender and teachers’ perceptions 

of principals’ leadership behavior or teachers’ instruction? 

5. What is the relative influence of demographic characteristics and teachers’ 

instruction on principals’ leadership behavior?  

Participants 

 One principal was interviewed. Forty-four teachers completed the electronic 

survey. Three teachers participated in a focus group and four teachers were individually 

interviewed.   

Design                                                                                                                 

 A mixed-methods approach was used. Electronic versions of the Principal 

Leadership Questionnaire (PLQ; Leithwood & Jantzi, 1996) and Teacher Instruction 

Questionnaire (TIQ; Skevakis, 2008) were combined as one composite instrument. The 
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questionnaire was on a secure server with a private database. See Appendix B for 

instrument. 

Qualitative methods were used to extract common themes and add depth to the 

findings. The explanatory single-case case study design (Yin, 2003) supported the mixed-

methods approach, as it investigated a contemporary phenomenon within a real-life 

context.  

Limitations 

 There were three limitations. First, I am not employed in a secondary school and 

do not have K-12 teaching experience. I have a keen interest in instruction with laptop 

computers and have instructed college-aged students in this capacity. The second 

limitation was a small sample size, as it may have affected the generalizability and 

significance of the findings. Last, socioeconomic status and ethnicity were not analyzed. 

Delimitations 

 The sample was limited to secondary teachers and administrators who have taught 

with a laptop computer for at least one academic year.  

Procedures 

A public high school in the southwestern U.S. participated in the study. Data 

gathering had four phases: administration of the electronic questionnaire, principal 

interview, teacher interviews, and a focus group interview. See Appendices C, D, and E 

for interview questions.   

Expert Panel   
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 Dr. Lawrence Aleamoni, Dr. Christopher Johnson, and Dr. Steven Powers 

reviewed the instrument. They lent expertise in online layout, research design, 

questionnaire design, technology-enhanced learning environments, technology related 

cognitive learning strategies, survey design, item response scales, double barreled 

questions, and variable isolation. 

Instrumentation  

PLQ reliability was established by Leithwood and Jantzi (1996). Cronbach’s 

alpha range was .73 to .88. TIQ (Skevakis, 2008) had a Cronbach’s alpha range of .89 to 

.94. The composite reliability of the entire instrument was α = .96.  

Data Analysis  

Data were analyzed with quantitative and qualitative statistical techniques. Both 

methods of analysis are described below, respectively.  

Quantitative methods. All quantitative methods were tested at the .05 alpha level, 

and these included Pearson Product Moment Correlation, One-way Analysis of Variance 

(ANOVA), Independent Samples t-test, and Multiple Regression. Means, frequencies, 

and standard deviations were also summarized from the demographic questions. Each 

method is explained below with its respective research question.  

Research Question 1: What are the relationships between principals’ leadership 

behaviors and teachers’ instruction?  

 Analysis: Using a Pearson Product Moment Correlation, I investigated the degree 

of a linear relationship between the six constructs of the PLQ and the three constructs of 

the TIQ (Johnson & Christensen, 2004; McClave & Sincich, 2006).   
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Research Question 2: Is there a relationship between demographic characteristics 

and principals’ leadership behavior and teachers’ instruction?  

Analysis: Using a Pearson Product Moment Correlation, I investigated the extent 

of a linear relationship between demographic variables, principal leadership behaviors, 

and teacher instruction.  

Research Question 3: Are there any differences in teachers’ grade level or 

teachers’ educational level and perception of principals’ leadership behaviors? 

 Analysis: Using a one-way ANOVA, I tested for differences between teachers’ 

grade level or teachers’ educational level and perception of principals’ leadership 

behaviors. Principals’ leadership behaviors were dependent variables. Grade levels and 

educational level were independent variables. 

Research Question 4: Are there any differences between teachers’ gender and 

perceptions of principals’ leadership behavior or teachers’ instruction? 

Analysis: Using independent samples t-tests, I evaluated mean differences 

between males and females. Principals’ leadership behavior was the dependent variable, 

whereas gender was the independent variable.    

Research Question 5: What is the relative influence of demographic 

characteristics and teachers’ instruction on principals’ leadership behavior? 

 Analysis: Using multiple regression, I indicated whether any of the dependent 

variables was a better predictor of the independent or predictor variables.  

Qualitative methods. Document analysis, semi-structured personal interviews, and 

a focus group were used. They provided depth related to the mission, climate, vision, 
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goals, and achievement. Semi-structured interviews (Berg, 2007) allowed the researcher 

to probe for deeper information. Transcriptions provided theme extraction and 

triangulation.  

Findings 

 Research Question 1: What are the relations between principals’ leadership 

behaviors and  teachers’ instruction?  

 Providing vision. Providing vision was strongly correlated with modeling 

appropriate behavior, r(44-2) = .74, p < .01, very strongly correlated with fostering 

commitment to goals r(44-2) = .81, p < .01, strongly correlated with providing 

individualized support, r(44-2)= .75, p <.01, and providing intellectual stimulation, r(44-

2)= .68, p < .01. Holding high performance expectations was weakly associated with 

providing vision, r(44-2) = .38, p < .05.  

 Modeling appropriate behavior. Modeling appropriate behavior was strongly 

correlated with providing vision, r (44-2) = .74, p < .01, strongly correlated with fostering 

commitment to goals, r(44-2) = .81, p < .01, and providing individualized support, r(44-

2) = .71, p < .01. A moderate relation existed for providing intellectual stimulation, r(44-

2) = .48, p < .01.  Holding high performance expectations was weakly correlated, r(44-

2)= .36, p < .05. 

 Fostering commitment. Fostering commitment to goals was very strongly 

correlated with  providing vision, r(44-2)= .81, p < .01, and modeling appropriate 

behavior, r(44-2)= .81, p < .01. Providing individualized support had a strong relation 

with fostering commitment, r(44-2)= .73, p < .01. Providing intellectual stimulation, 
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r(44-2)= .61, p < .01, and holding high performance expectations, r(44-2)= .43, p < .01, 

were moderately related.   

 Providing individualized support. Providing individualized support was strongly 

correlated with providing vision, r(44-2)= .75, p < .01, modeling appropriate behavior, 

r(44-2)= .71, p < .01, and fostering commitment to goals, r(44-2)= .73, p < .01. Providing 

intellectual stimulation had a moderate correlation, r(44-2)= .61, p < .01, and holding 

high performance expectations had a weak relation, r(44-2)= .26.   

 Providing intellectual stimulation. Providing intellectual stimulation had a strong 

relation with providing vision, r(44-2)= .68, p < .01, fostering commitment to goals, r(44-

2)= .61, p <.01, and providing individualized support, r(44-2)= .60, p < .01. Modeling 

appropriate behavior had a moderate relation, r(44-2) = .48 p < .01, and holding high 

performance expectations had a very weak association, r(44-2)= .19 p < .01.   

 Holding high performance expectations. Weak relations were found for providing 

vision, r (44-2) = .38, p < .05, and modeling appropriate behavior, r = .36, p < .05. 

Fostering commitment to goals had a moderate relation, r(44-2)= .43, p < .01. Providing 

individualized support, r(44-2) = .26, was weak, and providing intellectual stimulation, 

r(44-2)= .19, was very weak.  Variables in the TIQ were correlated with the PLQ. 

 Teacher as facilitator of learning. This showed moderate relationships with 

providing vision, r(44-2)= .43, p < .01, modeling appropriate behavior, r(44-2)= .42, p < 

.01, and fostering commitment to goals, r(44-2)= .43, p < .01. Providing individualized 

support, r(44-2)= .37, p < .05, and providing intellectual stimulation, r(44-2)= .21, had 
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weak relationships. Holding high performance expectations had a very strong relation, 

r(44-2)= .84, p < .01.   

 Analyze, interpret, and synthesize information. Findings showed that holding high 

performance expectations, r(44-2)= .69, p < .01, had a strong relationship. Weak relations 

were found with providing vision, r (44-2)= .22, modeling appropriate behavior, r (44-

2)= .22, fostering commitment to goals, r(44-2)= .20, and providing individualized 

support, r(44-2)= .29. Providing intellectual stimulation, r = .08, was very weak.  

 Relationships.  Teacher helps students develop mental cognitive relationships 

linking prior knowledge with new learning had weak relationships with providing vision, 

r(44-2)= .37, p < .05, modeling appropriate behavior, r(44-2)= .33, p < .05, providing 

individualized support, r = .30, p < .05, and providing intellectual stimulation, r(44-2)= 

.25. Fostering commitment to goals, r(44-2)= .41, p < .01, had a moderate relationship.  

Holding high performance expectations had a very strong correlation, r(44-2)= .91, p < 

.01.    

 The variables in the Teacher Instruction Questionnaire were also positively 

correlated with their composite variables r = .72-.91.   

Research Question 2: Is there a relationship between demographic characteristics 

and principals’ leadership behavior and teachers’ instruction?  

Teachers’ experience, r (44-2)= .59, p < .01, was moderately correlated with age. 

Teachers’ age, teaching experience, and grade level taught were not correlated with 

principal’s leadership behaviors or teacher instruction.   
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Research Question 3: Are there any differences in teachers’ grade level or 

teachers’ educational level and perception of principal’s leadership behaviors? 

 There were not any differences between teachers’ grade level or teachers’ 

educational level and perception of principal’s leadership behavior.  

 Research Question 4: Are there any differences between teachers’ gender and 

perceptions of principal’s leadership behavior or teachers’ instruction? 

There were not any significant mean differences. 

Research Question 5: What is the relative influence of demographic 

characteristics and teachers’ instruction on principal’s leadership behavior? 

 High performance expectations was a significant predictor of independent 

variables, R2 = .84, F(8, 43) = 23.50, p < .01. Teachers who create relationships and 

social experiences for learning rated the principal higher on high performance 

expectations. Modeling appropriate behavior was also a significant predictor of 

independent variables, R2 = .36, F(8, 43) = 2.42, p < .05. Teachers with more education 

rated the principal higher on modeling appropriate behavior. Vision, F(8, 43) = 2.12, p = 

.06, modeling appropriate behavior, F(8, 43) = 2.40, p = .06, and providing 

individualized support, F(8, 43) = 2.10, p = .07, all approached significance. 

Summary of Sample Descriptive Statistics   

 Teachers’ gender. Sixty-one percent were female and thirty-nine percent were 

male.  Teachers’ age.  Teachers’ age ranged from 26 to 63 years old. Nearly 30% of the 

teachers were in their twenties, 40% in their thirties, approximately 20% in their forties, 

and nine percent were above the age of fifty. 
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 Teaching experience and subjects taught. Teachers had an average of 10 years of 

teaching experience. Subject areas included English, foreign languages, Geography, 

History, Mathematics, Science, Home Economics, Arts and Crafts, and other subject 

areas.   

 Grade level. Thirty-six percent of teachers taught freshman, 25% taught 

sophomores, 27% taught juniors, and two percent taught seniors.  

 Teachers’ educational level. Forty-five percent earned a Bachelor’s degree, 52% 

had earned a Master’s degree, and two percent had earned a doctoral degree. Overall, 

55% held advanced degrees. All were certificated in Arizona.   

Qualitative Data   

 Three teachers and the school principal participated in semi-structured interviews. 

Three teachers participated in a focus group. Eight themes emerged: principal leadership 

behaviors, additional principal leadership behaviors, teaching style and educational 

philosophy, principal impact on laptop program, laptop computer use in the classroom, 

mission statement, and changes in instructional techniques. 

Principal’s leadership behavior. Teachers supported the six behaviors identified 

by Leithwood and Jantzi (1996) and identified additional behaviors.   

 Providing vision. Teachers shared that the principal was a visionary leader who 

makes decisions based on her educational philosophy. Her visionary thinking resulted in 

an excelling high school that uses laptop computers and technology in lieu of text books.  

 Modeling appropriate behavior. Teachers identified modeling appropriate 

behavior as a combination of professionalism, serving as a model teacher in the 
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classroom, having respect for others, possessing integrity, not playing favorites, and 

being hard-working.  

 Fostering commitment to goals. Teachers expressed gratitude for being involved 

in decision-making and goal setting. Teachers valued a humble and understanding 

principal that recognized that all that accomplishments are for the school, not for personal 

gain. 

 Providing individualized support. Providing individualized support meant that the 

principal met teachers’ personal and professional needs. This included the need to 

balance a work day with daycare, harnessing teacher strengths, and being visible 

throughout the school. 

 Providing intellectual stimulation. Teachers operationalized this construct through 

the principal’s ability to share educational research, illuminate trends in the field, present 

relevant staff development topics, and engage teachers in problem-solving in weekly 

faculty meetings.    

 Holding high performance expectations. Teachers defined this construct through 

the principal’s work ethic, personal investment, professional expertise, and focus on 

accountability. All four were framed as values that the principal and teachers possess.  

Additional leadership behaviors. Teachers identified nearly two dozen 

characteristics of an effective principal. Among the most commented were trust, honesty, 

listening, integrity, managing politics, having a sense of humor, and maintaining a safe 

environment.  

Teaching Style and Educational Philosophy 
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 The principal and teachers believe that all students can achieve. It is their role to 

utilize multiple means to educate students. Eighty percent of interviewees identified that 

their instruction was outcome based and was consistent with the constructivist 

instruction.  

Principal Impact on Laptop Program 

 Four themes emerged: principal support, commitment to innovation, recurrent 

professional development, and risk taking. 

Laptop computer use in the classroom. Teachers strongly indicated that the laptop 

is a tool, not a substitute for effective instruction. Laptops engaged students in ways that 

traditional instruction can not. Teachers used laptop computers to present materials, 

disseminate assignments, communicate with the school community and external 

contingencies, access the internet, engage in spontaneous learning, and for writing skill 

development. 

Changes in instructional techniques: Post-laptop immersion. Eighty-seven 

percent of  interviewees shared that their teaching techniques have not changed. Delivery 

and assessment have however changed. They also agreed that delivery of instruction was 

more consistent with constructivist instruction than traditional instruction. 

Mission statement’s impact on school functions. The mission statement represents 

their personal educational philosophy and what goes on at the school rather than a goal 

for what should be. It includes the words challenging, self-directed learning, innovative, 

positive relationships, and culture-rich.  
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Conclusion 

 This study analyzed how principal leadership behaviors influence teacher 

instruction with laptop computers in secondary schools. Key among the findings was a 

positive relation between principal’s leadership and teachers’ instruction. Furthermore, 

holding high performance expectations was the common thread throughout the findings. 

Teachers reported that they enjoyed an environment where their leader had high 

expectations of them and supported them in the classroom. As a cornerstone to the 

findings, teachers reported that their instruction with laptop computers was consistent 

with constructivist instruction.  

 This pilot study tested my knowledge of foundational educational leadership 

research, models, and theories. I am fortunate to have had excellent advisory support 

throughout this process. Furthermore, I had the pleasure of corresponding with prominent 

researchers Drs. Kenneth Leithwood, Russell Rumberger, and Michael Piburn. Finally, I 

believe that this experience has helped me refine my craft and set a foundation for further 

research on this topic. The nature of the pilot study has given me valuable feedback for 

improvement of the survey instrument and design.    
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APPENDIX B 

 
DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS 

 
The purpose of this set of questions is to gather demographic data for teachers at St. 
Orion-Pachs High School. Please answer them honestly. 

 
1. What gender do you identify as (please check one) 

 □  Male 
 □  Female 
 
2. What is your age (please write in) 

 {open text box for participant to enter their age manually} 
 
3. Total number of years of teaching experience (this school and others)  

            (please write in) 
 {open text box for participant to enter number of years of teaching experience} 
 
4. Which subject area best describes the courses that you teach?  

 (please check all that apply) 
 □  English 
 □  Foreign Language/World Language (all-inclusive) 
 □  Social Studies 
 □  Business 
 □  History 
 □  Mathematics 
 □  Science/Chemistry 
 □  Religion/Campus Ministry 
 □  Fine Arts 
 □  Music 
 □  Other (text box will open if selected) 
 
5. What best describes the grade level that you teach most often  (please check one) 

 □  9     □  10     □     11     □  12   □  multiple grade levels  
 (text box will open if selected) 
 
6. What is the highest level of education that you have completed? (please check one) 

 □  Bachelor’s degree (four-year college) 
 □  Master’s Degree  
 □  Doctoral Degree 
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APPENDIX C 
 

PRINCIPAL LEADERSHIP QUESTIONNAIRE 
  

The following statements are descriptions of leadership that may or may not reflect 
principal leadership practices in your school.  Indicate the extent to which you agree that 
the statement describes principal leadership practices in your school by choosing the 
number that best reflects your opinion.   
 
The response options range from: Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Agree, and Strongly Agree.  
Please answer the questions honestly.  Please check one answer for each question.  
 
Please respond by considering how well each statement applies to your principal. 
 
                   1 – Strongly Disagree 2 – Disagree 3 – Agree 4 – Strongly Agree 
 
7. My principal has both the capacity and the judgment to  1 2 3 4       

        overcome most obstacles.   
  
8. My principal commands respect from everyone on the faculty. 1 2 3 4         

 
9.  My principal excites faculty with visions of what we may be able to  

        accomplish if we work together as a team.   1 2 3 4       
 
10. My principal makes faculty members feel and act like leaders. 1 2 3 4       

  
11. My principal gives the faculty a sense of overall purpose  1 2 3 4  

        for its leadership role.         
 
12. My principal leads by “doing” rather than simply by “telling.”  1 2 3 4      

 
13. My principal symbolizes success and accomplishment within the  

        profession of education.  1 2 3 4       
 
14. My principal provides good models for faculty members to follow. 1 2 3 4       

 
15. My principal provides for our participation in the process of  

        developing school goals. 1 2 3 4       
 
16. My principal encourages faculty members to work toward 1 2 3 4           

        the same goals. 
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17. My principal uses problem-solving with the faculty to 1 2 3 4       
        generate school goals. 
 
18. My principal works toward whole faculty consensus in establishing  

  priorities for school goals.  1 2 3 4       
   
19. My principal regularly encourages faculty members to evaluate our 

  progress toward achievement of school goals. 1 2 3 4       
  
20. My principal provides for extended training to develop my knowledge  

  and skills relevant to being a member of the school faculty.   1 2 3 4       
 
21. My principal provides the necessary resources  to support my  

        integration of the school’s program.  1 2 3 4 
  
22. My principal treats me as an individual with unique needs  1 2 3 4       

        and expertise. 
 
23. My principal takes my opinion into consideration when initiating  

        actions that affect my work. 1 2 3 4       
 
24. My principal behaves in a manner thoughtful of my personal needs. 1 2 3 4       

 
25. My principal challenges me to reexamine some basic assumptions  

  I have about my work in the school.   1 2 3 4       
 
26. My principal stimulates me to think about what I am doing for  

  the school’s students.  1 2 3 4       
 
27. My principal provides information that helps me think of ways  

       to implement the school’s program. 1 2 3 4       
 
28. My principal insists on only the best performance from 1 2 3 4         

        the school’s faculty. 
 
29. My principal shows us that there are high expectations for the  

        school’s faculty as professionals. 1 2 3 4       
  
30. My principal does not settle for second best in the performance  

  of our work as the school’s faculty. 1 2 3 4  
 
31. The integration of the one-to-one laptop program was successful.  1 2 3 4  
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32.  What leadership behaviors does your principal display that makes him/her an    
       effective leader?  (opens text box) 
 
33. Explain what type of influence the principal’s leadership behaviors have on your role 
as an instructor.  (opens text box) 
 
  
 The researcher would like the opportunity to learn more about your perception of 
principal leadership behavior that influences integration of a one-to-one laptop program.  
If you would like to volunteer for a personal interview or focus group interview, please 
answer the following questions.  The researcher will contact you to arrange a convenient 
time to meet.  All volunteer information is kept in a separate data base and is NOT 
associated with the survey that you just completed.   Please check one answer.  Thanks 
very much. 
 
□  I would like to participate in a personal interview only.  

(opens text box asking name, phone number, e-mail, teacher concentration area) 
 
□  I would like to participate in a focus group interview only. 

(opens text box asking name, phone number, e-mail, teacher concentration area) 
 

□  I would like to participate in both a focus group and a personal interview. 
(opens text box asking name, phone number, e-mail, teacher concentration area) 

 
□  I am declining participation.  
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APPENDIX D 

PRINCIPAL INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

Purpose & Introduction:  Thank you for your participation in this research project.  I 
would like to take this opportunity to review the informed consent form with you before 
we being.  The purpose of this interview is to gain insight into your views and opinions 
regarding leadership behaviors that contribute to your use of instructional practice in the 
classroom.  (Participant has opportunity to sign the informed consent form.) 
Instructions:  I am here today to ask you a few questions about your perception of 
principal leadership behaviors.   I would like to record our discussion so that I may 
transcribe the conversation for data analysis.  I will not use your name in the transcripts 
so as to add to the anonymity of the process.  Your identity will be kept confidential and 
all responses will be coded.  I need your help to ensure that this discussion will remain 
confidential and ask that you do not share anything from today outside of this room.  Are 
there any questions before we begin?  May I turn on the recorder? 
 
Questions for Principal:  The questions in this section are designed to obtain 
information from the perspective of school principal. 
 
1. How many years have you been Principal at this High School? (probe) 
 
2. Tell me about the nature of your role as Principal. (probe) 
 
3. Tell me about the history of the one-to-one laptop program. (probe) 
 
4. How was the decision made to integrate laptops into the curriculum? 
 
5. When did St. Orion-Pachs High School adopt a 1:1 laptop program? 
 
6. What was your role in the integration of the one-to-one program? 
 
7. How has your role a principal changed since the laptop program was implemented? 
 
8. How do you show providing vision, modeling appropriate behavior, commitment to    
      goals, providing individualized support, providing intellectual stimulation, and  
      holding high performance expectations? (probe individually) 
 
9. How do you think you influenced the 1:1 laptop program.  (probe) 
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10. Tell me how teachers use the laptops for instruction? (probe) 
 
11. What types of instructional techniques have you witnessed in the classroom with      
      laptops?  (probe) 
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APPENDIX E 
 

TEACHER INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
Purpose & Introduction:  Thank you for your participation in this research project.  I 
would like to take this opportunity to review the informed consent form with you before 
we being.  The purpose of this interview is to gain insight into your views and opinions 
regarding a principal’s leadership behaviors that contribute to your use of instructional 
practice in the classroom.  (Participant has opportunity to sign the informed consent 
form.) 
 
Instructions:  I am here today to ask you a few questions about your perception of 
principal leadership behaviors.  Please respond to each question honestly and share 
examples of how the principal’s leadership behavior either serves to support or not 
support your choice of instructional techniques in the classroom.  
 
I would like to record our discussion so that I may transcribe the conversation for data 
analysis.  I will not use your name in the transcripts so as to add to the anonymity of the 
process.  Your identity will be kept confidential and all responses will be coded.  I need 
your help to ensure that this discussion will remain confidential and ask that you do not 
share anything from today outside of this room.   Are there any questions before we 
begin?  May I turn on the recorder? 
 
1. How many years of teaching experience do you have?  (probe) 
  
2. What kind of impact has the principal had in the laptop program? (probe) 
 
3. How many years have you taught at St Orion Pachs since the integration of the one-

to-one program? (probe) 
  
4. Tell me how the principal provides vision?  (probe)  
 
5. Tell me how the principal models appropriate behavior?  (probe)  
 
6. Does the principal foster commitment to goals? (probe)  
 
7. Tell me how the principal provides individualized support?  (probe)  
 
8. Tell me how the principal provides intellectual stimulation?  (probe)  
 
9. Tell me how the principal holds high expectations?  (probe)  
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10. Tell me about other leadership behaviors that you think makes the principal an 
effective leader. 

 
11. How do you use the laptops in your classroom? (probe)  
 
12. How have your instructional techniques changed since the addition of the laptop?  

(probe) 
 
13. Tell me about your teaching style.  (If probe needed)  How would you describe your 

role in the classroom?  (probe) 
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APPENDIX F 

FOCUS GROUP INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

Introduction:  Thank you for your participation in this research project.  I would like to 
take this opportunity to review the informed consent form with you before we begin. The 
purpose of this focus group interview is to gain insight into your views and opinions 
regarding a principal’s leadership behaviors and your instructional choices in the 
classroom.  In addition, I will be asking you some questions about the survey instrument.  
(Participants have the opportunity to sign informed consent form.)   
 
Instructions:  Please respond to each question honestly and share examples when 
possible.  I would like to tape record our discussion so that I may transcribe the 
conversation for data analysis.  Each of you will be assigned a letter in lieu of your name 
so as to add to the anonymity of the process.  Your identity will be kept confidential, and 
responses will be coded.  I need your help to ensure that this discussion will remain 
confidential and ask that you do not share anything from today outside of this room. Are 
there any questions before we begin?  May I turn on the recorder? 
 
1. What courses do you teach here at St. Orion-Pachs? 
 
2. How long have you been teaching at St. Orion-Pachs?  
 
3. Tell me how the principal provides vision. 
 
Note: Leithwood and Jantzi (1996) defined this as the principal’s identification of “new 
opportunities for his or her school and developing, articulating, and inspiring others with 
his or her vision of the future” (1996, p. 514). 
 
4. Tell me how the principal models appropriate behavior.  
 
Leithwood and Jantzi (1996) defined this as “behavior on the part of the leader that sets 
an example for staff to follow consistent with the values the leader espouses” (1996, p. 
515). 
 
5. How does the principal foster commitment to goals?   The way that Leithwood and 
Jantzi (1996) defined this is the “principal’s ability to promote cooperation among staff 
and assisting them to work together toward common goals” (1996, p. 514).  
 
6. Can you share some examples of how the teacher provides individualized support?  
This is defined as principal behavior that “indicates respect for staff and concern about 
their personal feelings and needs” (1996, p. 514).  



251 

 
7. How does the principal provide intellectual stimulation?  They define this as 
“behavior on the part of the principal that challenges the staff to reexamine some of the 
assumptions about their work and rethink how it can be performed” (1996, p. 514).   
 
8.  How does the principal hold high expectations?  This group defines this as “behavior 
that demonstrates the principal’s expectations for excellence, quality, and high 
performance on the part of the staff” (1996, p. 515). 
 
9.  Tell me about other leadership behaviors, maybe some things that we have not talked 
about so far, that you think makes the principal an effective leader. (probe) 
 
10.  How does the principal influence your instruction in the classroom? 
 
11. How has your instruction changed with the use of the laptop in the classroom? 
 
12. Does the school’s mission statement have an impact on what is done here at St. 
Orion-Pachs High School?  
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APPENDIX G 

PRINCIPAL LEADERSHIP QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM  

TO CONSTRUCT CORRESPONDENCE 

     
  
Principal Leadership Questionnaire Item 
Correspondence  
  
Principal Leadership Behaviors Corresponding Items 
  
1.  Providing Vision 5 items: 7-11 
  
2.  Modeling Appropriate Behavior 3 items: 12-14 
  
3.  Fostering Commitment to Goals 5 items: 15-19 
  
4.  Providing Individualized Support 5 items: 20-24 
  
5.  Providing Intellectual Stimulation 3 items: 25-27 
  
6.  Holding High Performance Expectations 3 items: 28-30 
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