
 

 

 

 

ABSTRACT 

The Lived Experiences of Six Superintendents Who Successfully Implemented 
One-to-One Technology: A Case Study 

 
Ted Smith, Ed.D. 

 
Chairperson: Tony L. Talbert, Ed.D. 

 
The purpose of this multiple descriptive case study was to describe and explain 

the perceptions and lived experiences of superintendents who have crafted and supported 

1:1 technology initiatives for public school students in the state of Texas.  Although 

technology integration has become more prevalent in school districts across Texas and 

the United States, the rationale and experiences when choosing 1:1 technology 

integration has not been well documented and public schools are still widely varied on 

their access and support of the individual use of electronic devices.  The influence of 

technology on the motivation and engagement of students from the perspective of a 

superintendent holds a pronounced position in the decision-making process of school 

district leaders who value student achievement.  Participants in this study include six 

superintendents from school districts in Texas that have adopted a 1:1 technology 

initiative for their school districts.  Using the Yin (2014) case study methodology, the 

phenomenon of implementing and supporting a 1:1 technology initiative in a school 

district was studied through semi-structured interviews, archival data, and questionnaires 



of six superintendents.  Their lived experiences were recorded, coded, and analyzed using 

constant comparison analysis, cross-case analysis, and axial coding.  The data from the 

interviews, questionnaires, and artifacts supported the findings through a saturation of 

data.  A detailed investigation of the six cases was conducted through a three-part 

framework.  The three parts of the framework are (a) impact on students, (b) impact on 

teachers, and (c) fiscal responsibility.  From the analysis of the data, nine themes 

emerged utilizing the three-part framework.  These nine themes were reoccurring for the 

six superintendents who have successfully implemented a 1:1 technology initiative in 

their school district.  



Page bearing signatures is kept on file in the Graduate School.

The Lived Experiences of Six Superintendents Who Successfully Implemented One-to-One 
Technology: A Case Study

 

by

Ted Smith, B.S., M.Ed.

A Dissertation

Approved by the Department of Curriculum and Instruction

Brooke Blevins, Ph.D., Chairperson
 

Submitted to the Graduate Faculty of 
Baylor University in Partial Fulfillment of the  

Requirements for the Degree 
of

Doctor of Education

 

Approved by the Dissertation Committee

Tony L. Talbert, Ed.D., Chairperson

Brooke Blevins, Ph.D.

Lakia Scott, Ph.D.

Bradley Carpenter, Ph.D.

Brent Burks, Ed.D.
 

Accepted by the Graduate School
May 2020

J. Larry Lyon, Ph.D., Dean



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Copyright © 2020 by Ted Smith 
 

All rights reserved



v 

 
 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
 

LIST OF FIGURES .............................................................................................................x 

LIST OF TABLES ............................................................................................................. xi 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ................................................................................................ xii 

DEDICATION ................................................................................................................. xiii 

CHAPTER ONE ..................................................................................................................1 

Introduction ....................................................................................................................1 

Background and Overview ......................................................................................1 

Context .....................................................................................................................2 

Research Problem ....................................................................................................2 

Creating a Framework..............................................................................................3 

Central Phenomenon ................................................................................................5 

Research Question ...................................................................................................6 

Purpose of the Study ................................................................................................6 

Research Design Synopsis .......................................................................................7 

Definition of Terms..................................................................................................8 

Study Limitations and Delimitations .......................................................................9 

Significance of the Study .......................................................................................10 

Summary ................................................................................................................11 

CHAPTER TWO ...............................................................................................................13 

Literature Review.........................................................................................................13 

Impact on Students .................................................................................................14 

Impact on Students–Student Achievement ......................................................15 

Impact on Students–21st Century Knowledge and Skills ................................17 

Impact on Students–Learning and Engagement ..............................................20 

Impact on Students–Access to Technology .....................................................23 

Impact on Students–Student Motivation ..........................................................25 

Impact on Students–Students from Poverty .....................................................27 



vi 

Impact on Students–Conclusion ......................................................................29 

Impact on Teachers ................................................................................................30 

Impact on Teachers–Instruction .......................................................................31 

Impact on Teachers–Student Achievement .....................................................34 

Impact on Teachers–Ability to Shape Student Motivation Levels ..................37 

Impact on Teachers–Professional Development ..............................................40 

Impact on Teachers–Summary ........................................................................51 

Fiscal Responsibility ..............................................................................................53 

Fiscal Responsibility–Resources for Student Performance .............................57 

Fiscal Responsibility–Equity for Students from Poverty.................................62 

Summary ................................................................................................................65 

CHAPTER THREE ...........................................................................................................68 

Methodology ................................................................................................................68 

Research Design and Protocol ...............................................................................68 

Advantages of the Case Study Design ...................................................................68 

Context and Participants ........................................................................................73 

Data Collection ......................................................................................................76 

Data Analysis .........................................................................................................78 

Researcher’s Perspective .......................................................................................81 

Summary of the Methodology ...............................................................................81 

Summary ................................................................................................................82 

CHAPTER FOUR ..............................................................................................................83 

Findings........................................................................................................................83 

Case 1–Superintendent A .......................................................................................86 

Impact on Students ...........................................................................................82 

Impact on students–Learning .....................................................................82 

Impact on students–Student motivation .....................................................90 

Impact on students–Students from poverty................................................82 

Impact on Teachers ..........................................................................................93 

Impact on teachers–Instruction ..................................................................93 

Impact on teachers–Student achievement ..................................................96 



vii 

Impact on teachers–Professional development ..........................................97 

Fiscal Responsibility ........................................................................................82 

Fiscal responsbility–Resources for student performance ........................102 

Fiscal responsibility–Equity for students from poverty ...........................102 

Summary ........................................................................................................103 

Case 2–Superintendent B .....................................................................................105 

Impact on Students .........................................................................................105 

Impact on students–Learning ...................................................................107 

Impact on students–Student motivation ...................................................107 

Impact on Teachers 

Impact on teachers–Instruction ................................................................108 

Impact on teachers–Student achievement ................................................109 

Impact on teachers–Professional development ........................................109 

Fiscal Responsibility ......................................................................................110 

Fiscal responsibility–Resources for student performance .......................112 

Fiscal responsibility–Equity for students from poverty ...........................113 

Summary ........................................................................................................114 

Case 3–Superintendent C .....................................................................................116 

Impact on Students .........................................................................................117 

Impact on students–Learning ...................................................................117 

Impact on students–Student motivation ...................................................118 

Impact on students–Students from poverty..............................................119 

Impact on Teachers ........................................................................................120 

Impact on teachers–Instruction ................................................................120 

Impact on teachers–Professional development ........................................122 

Fiscal Responsibility ......................................................................................123 

Fiscal responsbility–Resources for student performance ........................126 

Fiscal responsibility–Equity for students from poverty ...........................127 

Summary ........................................................................................................128 

Case 4–Superintendent D .....................................................................................130 

Impact on Students .........................................................................................131 

Impact on students–Learning ...................................................................132 

Impact on students–Student motivation ...................................................133 



viii 

Impact on students–Students from poverty..............................................134 

Impact on Teachers ........................................................................................134 

Impact on teachers–Instruction ................................................................134 

Impact on teachers–Student achievement ................................................136 

Impact on teachers–Professional development ........................................137 

Fiscal Responsibility ......................................................................................138 

Fiscal responsibility–Resources for student performance .......................140 

Fiscal responsibility–Equity for students from poverty ...........................141 

Summary ........................................................................................................142 

Case 5–Superintendent E .....................................................................................144 

Impact on Students .........................................................................................146 

Impact on students–Learning ...................................................................146 

Impact on students–Student motivation ...................................................147 

Impact on Teachers ........................................................................................148 

Impact on teachers–Instruction ................................................................148 

Impact on teachers–Student achievement ................................................148 

Impact on teachers–Professional development ........................................149 

Fiscal Responsibility ......................................................................................149 

Fiscal responsibility–Resources for student performance .......................150 

Summary ........................................................................................................150 

Case 6–Superintendent F .....................................................................................152 

Impact on Students .........................................................................................154 

Impact on students–Learning ...................................................................155 

Impact on students–Student motivation ...................................................155 

Impact on students–Students from poverty..............................................156 

Impact on Teachers ........................................................................................156 

Impact on teachers–Instruction ................................................................157 

Impact on teachers–Student achievement ................................................159 

Impact on teachers–Professional development ........................................159 

Fiscal Responsibility ......................................................................................160 

Fiscal responsibility–Resources for student performance .......................162 

Fiscal responsibility–Equity for students from poverty ...........................163 

Summary ........................................................................................................163 



ix 

Analysis................................................................................................................166 

Themes .................................................................................................................169 

Summary ..............................................................................................................170 

CHAPTER FIVE .............................................................................................................171 

Discussion ..................................................................................................................171 

Discussion of Results .................................................................................................173 

Students Need to Acquire 21st Century Knowledge and Skills ..........................169 

Technology Increases Engagement and Student Motivation ...............................169 

Students from Poverty Learn More ......................................................................169 

1:1 Technology Facilitates Personalized Instruction and Learning .....................169 

Assessment Options are Expanded and Enhanced ...............................................169 

Professional Development Serves Teachers Who Serve Students ......................169 

Use the Resources that Have Been Trusted to You to Maximize the          
Experience in Your School District .....................................................................169 

1:1 Technology Creates an Equitable Solution for Students from all 
Socioeconomic Backgrounds ...............................................................................169 

The Device and Infrastructure Needed to Support the Device Enable 
Transformational Learning ..................................................................................169 

Summary ....................................................................................................................192 

Implications................................................................................................................194 

Recommendations for Future Research .....................................................................199 

APPENDICES .................................................................................................................203 

APPENDIX A ............................................................................................................204 

APPENDIX B ............................................................................................................205 

APPENDIX C ............................................................................................................207 

APPENDIX D ............................................................................................................208 

REFERENCES ................................................................................................................210 

 

  



x 

 
 
 

LIST OF FIGURES 
 
 

Figure 

1. TPACK Model .............................................................................................................44 

 

 

 

 

 

  



xi 

 
 
 

LIST OF TABLES 
 
 

Table 

1. Recommended Design of the Professional Development Initiative in Relation to    
Key Principles of Effective Professional Development ...............................................41 

2. Criteria for Judging Qualitative Research ....................................................................71 

3. Case Study Design Tests ..............................................................................................72 

4. Participants and Sampling Criteria ..............................................................................74 

5. Alignment of the Research Question, Interview Questions, and Framework ..............77 

6. Superintendents' Demographic Information ................................................................84 

7. Superintendent A: Data Supporting a Subcategory ...................................................104 

8. Superintendent B: Data Supporting a Subcategory ...................................................115 

9. Superintendent C: Data Supporting a Subcategory ...................................................129 

10. Superintendent D: Data Supporting a Subcategory ...................................................144 

11. Superintendent E: Data Supporting a Subcategory ....................................................152 

12. Superintendent F: Data Supporting a Subcategory ....................................................165 

13. Impact on Students .....................................................................................................167 

14. Impact on Teachers ....................................................................................................168 

15. Fiscal Responsibility ..................................................................................................168 

16. Summary of Participants and Areas of the Framework .............................................173 

17. School District Demographics and Funding Data .....................................................188 

18. 1:1 Technology Platform Selections ..........................................................................191 

 

 

 

 

  



xii 

 
 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

 
 I want to thank my Savior Jesus Christ for sacrificing his life on the cross so that 

we may all be forgiven of our sins.  Without the cross and the resurrection of Jesus, this 

would all be in vain.  I am a truly blessed man because of the gifts of God.    

 I want to thank my wife, Allison Smith, for being an inspiration to our daughters 

and to me.  Through her support, I was able to attend doctoral classes and write this 

dissertation.  Our beautiful daughters, Avery and Natalie, have been sources of joy in our 

lives, I am proud to be the father of these two wonderful gifts.  I want to thank my 

Momma and Pops, Susan and Richard Smith, for their constant support and for their 

encouragement.  They have modeled hard work and service to me through my entire life.  

I also want to thank my mother-in-law and father-in-law, Dee and Eugene Wiethorn, for 

their help in obtaining this degree.  Your encouragement and support with the girls 

helped make this degree a reality.  

 I want to thank Dr. Tony Talbert for investing in me.  Dr. Talbert made Baylor an 

amazing experience through his wit, positivity, and ability to create a classroom that 

promoted a thirst for more knowledge.  I learned so much from him and I consider Dr. 

Talbert to be both a mentor and a friend.  I want to thank the members of my committee 

for giving me the precious gift of their time: Dr. Brooke Blevins, Dr. Lakia Scott, Dr. 

Bradley Carpenter, and Dr. Brent Burks.  I can never repay you with your time, but I can 

pay it forward to our most precious resource, the students we serve.  I also want to thank 

the professors who taught my doctoral classes for being positive Christian role models. 



xiii 

 
 
 

DEDICATION 
 
 
 
 
 
 

To Allison, Avery, Natalie, Momma, Pops, Eugene, and Dee 
 

 

 

 

 

 



1 

 
 

CHAPTER ONE 
 

Introduction 
 
 

Background and Overview 
 

American students born after 2006 have entered a world that now includes 

portable, handheld, smart devices that allow them unlimited access to information and the 

ability to communicate with people across the world.  These advances in technology have 

fundamentally changed the behavior of students and adults alike.  Schools are preparing 

students to be successful in tomorrow’s world, a world that has fully integrated personal 

handheld technology.  Superintendents in turn are responsible for making 

recommendations to school boards on how to prepare students and the board of trustees 

must collaborate with the superintendent to allocate the resources necessary to support 

their mission.  A set of questions facing many superintendents today include (a) why 

would they choose to invest a significant percentage of their budget into student use 

technology, (b) what implications may occur from this transition to a modern style of 

instruction, and (c) what outcomes do they anticipate from their decision to move to a 1:1 

technology platform. 

A common theme amongst school district mission statements is to include 

language such as educating students for a global economy that requires 21st century 

knowledge and skills.  The recent phenomenon of schools providing students with 

devices to support the acquisition of 21st century knowledge and skills is known as a 1:1 

initiative. The decision on whether to implement a 1:1 technology initiative in a school 
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district is a complex process with a myriad of factors for a superintendent and a school 

board to consider.  Along with decisions on how to implement technology, decisions on 

how to adjustment to the curriculum, and a strategic plan for the professional 

development of the instructional staff leading the students need to be made.  

Contemporary research will provide theory for several of the attributes associated with a 

1:1 platform. 

 
Context 

According to Harper and Milman (2016), current studies are concentrated on the 

following themes: effects of 1:1 technology on student achievement, changes to the 

classroom environment, classroom uses, effects on learner motivation and engagement, 

and challenges to classroom integration.  The perception of the superintendent, their lived 

experiences of making a recommendation for the shift to a 1:1 platform, and the decision-

making process of superintendents are noticeably absent from the literature.   

Finally, we recommend that researchers move away from investigating the 
impact(s) of 1:1 programs on student achievement and instead focus on contextual 
factors regarding planning, design, development, implementation, and evaluation 
of 1:1 programs, particularly those that promote their use in effective, engaging, 
efficient ways.  (Harper & Milman, 2016, p. 140). 

A multiple descriptive case study focusing on the superintendent’s perceptions has the 

potential to reveal theory and provide guidance from the lived experiences of the 

superintendents who have been through this process. 

 
Research Problem 

 Similar to what was stated in the overview above, 1:1 technology has the potential 

increase active and collaborative learning as observed through levels of engagement 

(Diemer et al., 2013).  However, technology also has the ability to facilitate off task 
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behaviors and it provides students with an opportunity to explore nonacademic 

entertainment through websites and apps thus reducing the amount of time they spend on 

task (Pepperdine University, 2012).  The most pervasive barrier to increasing student 

engagement in a 1:1 classroom is the distraction factor that mobile devices such as iPads 

enable.  Pepperdine University broadened the list of challenges that 1:1 technology 

creates and established three categories that most of these challenges represent: support, 

compatibility, and integration (Chou et al., 2012).  Despite any negative attributes that 

may be associated with a 1:1 technology integration program, positive learning outcomes 

are likely to occur when the devices increase the level of student engagement (Diemer et 

al., 2013). 

The superintendent has the responsibility to collaborate with stakeholders in 

determining the mission and vision adopted by the board of trustees for a school district.  

After the board adopts the mission and goals for the school district, the role of the 

superintendent includes allocating budget resources to support accomplishing those goals.  

Implicitly or explicitly, many school districts’ missions state that they want to provide 

students with an education that prepares them to be successful in tomorrow’s world.  To 

be successful in tomorrows’ world, students will need 21st century knowledge and skills.  

In order to achieve the goal of increasing students’ 21st century knowledge and skills, 

many school districts have adopted a 1:1 initiative (Lowther et al., 2012). 

 
Creating a Framework 

The recommendation for a school district to embark on a 1:1 technology initiative 

comes from the superintendent and a gap in literature exists concerning this important 

process.  The combination of a 1:1 platform on a device such as an iPad or a 
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ChromeBook when coupled with a viable curriculum can contribute to increased levels of 

engagement, collaboration, productivity, technology competency, innovation, and critical 

thinking (Chou et al., 2012).  The cost of purchasing or leasing devices, building the 

network infrastructure inside of schools, and the additional training for implementation 

are factors for superintendents (Cole & Sauers, 2018) 

When the Legislature for the State of Texas turned over the instructional materials 

allotment (IMA) also known as the textbook funds to individual school districts to use as 

they saw best for instructional materials, the option of creating a 1:1 school district 

funded program became available to all school districts in Texas.  The funding obstacle 

for most school districts has been alleviated, but there are multitudes of other factors a 

superintendent must consider when choosing to stay with a traditional model of education 

versus adopting a 1:1 initiative.  “Although much has been said about the inherent 

motivating qualities of mobile technology; generally, there is a paucity of research that 

directly reflects the connection between mobile technology use and the role of motivation 

in learning with mobile technology” (Ciampa, 2014, p. 93).  The superintendent’s beliefs 

on the role of technology in increasing student’s engagement and motivation has an 

impact on their recommendations to the board of trustees. 

All six of the superintendents in this study have successfully implemented a 1:1 

technology initiative in their respective school districts.  The researcher in this study 

examined the lived experiences of the six superintendents as well as their perceptions 

which were collected through interviews.  The following three areas were utilized as the 

framework for this study: (a) impact on students, (b) impact on teachers, and (c) fiscal 

responsibility. 
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Support for each of these areas of the framework may be found throughout this 

document.  The support from research literature may be found in Chapter Two.  In 

Chapter Two, an a priori examination of existing research serves as a guide for the 

theoretical framework for this study.  The decision to implement a 1:1 technology 

platform into a school is a recent phenomenon.  So far research has not indicated that any 

school districts have decided to drop a 1:1 initiative after adoption.  Research, “based on 

an analysis of PISA data, tell us that, despite the pervasiveness of information and 

communication technologies (ICT) in our daily lives, these technologies have not yet 

been as widely adopted in formal education” (Organization for Economic Cooperation 

and Development, 2015, p. 15).   

 
Central Phenomenon 

 The central phenomenon in this study was the shift in a school district to a 1:1 

technology platform.  The perception of superintendents on the effect that 1:1 technology 

has on a school district is studied through the three-part framework of (a) impact on 

students, (b) impact on teachers, and (c) fiscal responsibility.  The planning, preparation, 

and decision-making process that the superintendent goes through in making a 

recommendation to proceed with a 1:1 technology initiative as well as the 

superintendent’s perceptions on the effects of student engagement and motivation are 

also part of this contemporary issue.  The participants in this multiple descriptive case 

study consist of six superintendents who have been through the process of adopting and 

supporting a 1:1 technology initiative in their respective districts.   All of the 

superintendents in the study were pioneers for their district.  They have all successfully 

completed the proposal and implementation process of supplying their students with a 
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personal device thus creating a 1:1 technology platform in their district.  According to 

Yin (2006), the case study method allows for an in-depth examination of a case within its 

real-life context.   

 
Research Question 

Why does a superintendent choose to move to a 1:1 technology platform in a 

school district? 

 
Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of this multiple descriptive case study was to describe and explain 

the lived experiences of superintendents from Texas who have recommended, 

implemented, and sustained a 1:1 technology initiative in their respective school districts.  

The experiences of superintendents during the process of deciding to make a 

recommendation to a school board, the thought process throughout the research phase of 

planning, and the effect on students are important questions contained within the 

questionnaire and the semi-structured interviews.  This study is significant because the 

majority of school districts in the state of Texas have not adopted a 1:1 technology 

platform; however, “many believe its use in education will make classes more interesting 

and improve the learning environment” (Cheong et al., 2014, p. 237).   

 Changes in legislation for the state of Texas allows school districts to purchase 

student use technology with a multitude of different funding solutions.  For the 

superintendents in this study, an investigation into why they decided to support a 1:1 

platform is central to answering the research question.  The description of how the school 

district funds their 1:1 program is also of interest, discussing the use of IMA funds to 
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purchase student technology versus a tax ratification election, a school bond election, or 

using fund balance to fund a 1:1 program helps to explain why superintendents make the 

decision to start a 1:1 technology program.  A deep look into their lived experiences will 

reveal if “factors, such as teachers’ attitudes and beliefs, school leadership, classroom 

management strategies, technical support, and ongoing professional development, played 

a vital role in ensuring the success” (Zheng et al., 2016, p. 1054).  

 
Research Design Synopsis 

The importance of conducting this multiple descriptive case study is clear, the 

research design and methodology are grounded in Yin’s (2014) case study design so that 

a saturation of data could be realized.  Data for this study were collected using semi-

structured interviews, collecting archival data, and questionnaires for the triangulation of 

data and a saturation of data.  The most important aspect in selecting a research method is 

to declare the research question.  For this study, the research question was, Why does a 

superintendent choose to move to a 1:1 technology platform in a school district?  Case 

studies are utilized when how and why research questions are pursued within a bounded 

group (Yin, 2014).  The Glaser model of constant comparison along with axial coding is 

the selected analysis technique for the data from the interviews, archival data, and 

questionnaires.  Yin (2004) indicated constant comparison is a desirable analysis method 

because often a researcher will find patterns while conducting an interview, thus the 

interview and analysis may occur simultaneously. 
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Definition of Terms 

21st century knowledge and skills–For purposes of this study, 21st century 

knowledge and skills are critical thinking and problem-solving skills, which include 

reasoning effectively, using systems thinking, making sound judgments and decisions, 

and solving problems.  Communication skills, which include effective oral, written, and 

non-verbal communication in a variety of forms, contexts, and technologies; listening to 

decipher meaning and intention; and communicating in diverse environments.  

Collaboration skills include working effectively and respectfully with diverse teams, 

exercising flexibility and willingness to accomplish a shared goal, and assuming a shared 

responsibility for collaborative work while valuing individual contributions of team 

members.  Creativity and innovation skills include thinking that creates new and 

worthwhile ideas and elaborating, refining, analyzing, and evaluating ideas to improve 

and maximize efforts (Germaine et al., 2016). 

Brain-based research–Brain-based learning theory discounts memorization and 

focuses on a more consequential form of learning, is student-centered, and is centered 

around brain function (Freeman & Wash, 2013). 

Engagement–Engagement is a person’s active involvement in a task or activity 

(Appleton et al., 2006). 

Game-based learning–Game-based learning describes an environment where 

game content and game play enhance knowledge and skills acquisition, and where game 

activities involve problem solving spaces and challenges that provide players/learners 

with a sense of achievement (Qian & Clark, 2016). 
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ICT–ICT is a common acronym for information and communication technology 

(Berger-Tikochinski et al., 2016). 

Information literacy–Information literacy is a framework for understanding, 

searching, evaluating, and using information in such a way that it lays the foundation for 

lifelong learning.  “Information literacy includes several skills such as the ability to find 

information effectively, critically evaluate information and its sources, and integrate 

existing and new information” (American Library Association, 2000, as cited in Berger-

Tikochinski et al., 2016, p. 171). 

Mobile learning–Learning with a mobile device such as a handheld computer or a 

mobile phone (Van ‘T Hooft, 2008).   

Motivation–The process of generating actions, sustaining them, and regulating the 

activity (Young, 1961). 

 
Study Limitations and Delimitations 

 There are two important components to define in context in this multiple 

descriptive case study.  In this study, there were limitations to which the researcher had 

no control over that could skew the results.  Superintendents who are participants in this 

study may feel pressured to give their personal decisions to recommend a 1:1 technology 

platform a favorable response out of fear that any negative responses would hurt their 

credibility with their board.  Thus, the responses of the participants may not represent 

their actual perceptions and beliefs, which would hinder an accurate representation of the 

data.  Superintendents and their decisions are often scrutinized and the decision to move 

to a 1:1 technology platform requires support from a school board, school district 

employees, and the community being served by the superintendent.  Pseudonyms are 
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used in this study to provide the superintendents and the constituents they represent 

anonymity and protection of any adverse consequences.  The researcher in this study did 

not anticipate any adverse consequences and this is represented in the IRB approval that 

is documented in Appendix A.   

 In this study there are also delimitations that were self-imposed by the researcher.  

One delimitation included in this study was to narrow the scope of the participants 

through convenience sampling.  The participants in this study were criteria based; 

however, they were also a convenience sample due to limiting the location of the 

participants to an area where the researcher could easily drive for an interview.  The 

study has also been limited to superintendents who have successfully proposed and 

passed a 1:1 initiative in their school district.  Successful implementation in this study 

was defined as school districts utilizing a 1:1 technology platform over a period of more 

than 3 years while also maintaining or improving their student achievement scores as 

measured through state assessment results.  The current study included superintendents 

who successfully implemented 1:1 technology in their school district but the study could 

have also include superintendents from comparable districts with comparable resources 

who have not chosen to integrate technology on a 1:1 basis with their students.   

 
Significance of the Study 

 It is valuable to restate the importance of this research.  Superintendents and 

school districts have a complex decision to make concerning the shift to a 1:1 initiative.  

Tax-payer dollars are a limited resource that superintendents are charged with using for 

the maximum benefit of students in their school district.  The effects on student 

achievement have been thoroughly researched and at best, a 1:1 implementation slightly 
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improves student achievement and at worst there is no change. “Positive effects in 

mathematics were found in several studies . . . one-to-one laptop programs helped 

improve students’ general ELA achievement by .15 of a standard deviation on average” 

(Zheng et al., 2016, p. 1059).  Conversely, “early results seem to indicate that the impact 

of iPad use on academic achievement is insignificant” (Hoffman, 2013, p. 11).  The 

question then becomes why superintendents would invest significant percentages of their 

budget into this style of instruction and what outcomes do they see from their decision to 

move to a 1:1 platform.  Therefore, there is a critical significance for this study of 

superintendents. 

 In the decision-making process of superintendents, the three-part framework of 

(a) impact on students, (b) impact on teachers, and (c) fiscal responsibility may give 

insight into why some superintendents pursue a 1:1 technology platform.  The 

perceptions of a superintendent influence their beliefs; beliefs that lead to actions.  The 

lived experiences of superintendents shape their perceptions and beliefs.   

 
Summary 

The purpose of this research study was to examine the lived experiences of six 

superintendents who have successfully implemented a 1:1 technology platform in their 

school district.  The results of this study using the Yin (2014) case study methodology 

will give the reader a deep understanding of why a superintendent choose to move to a 

1:1 technology platform in their school district. 

Research shows that incorporating technology in a 1:1 ratio enhances student 

motivation and engagement.  Integrating iPads or Chromebooks into a 1:1 classroom 

setting has a positive impact on engagement, improving student’s digital literacy and 
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digital citizenship.  The 1:1 instructional platform is also a valuable tool in schools that 

employ project-based learning practices (Chou et al., 2012).  The superintendent of a 

school district initiates the adoption of a 1:1 initiative by making a recommendation to 

their school board.  Research for this study was focused through the lens of the three-part 

framework of (a) impact on students, (b) impact on teachers, and (c) fiscal responsibility.  

The data collected from the interviews give the lived experiences of the 

superintendents a voice.  This study could benefit any school district and superintendent 

deciding on whether or not to move to a 1:1 technology initiative.  Also, this study adds 

to the body of research for anyone in the education research community.  The remaining 

chapters of this study include a review of existing literature in Chapter Two, a descriptive 

explanation of the methodology in Chapter Three, the results of the study in Chapter 

Four, and the recommendations for future studies in Chapter Five.  
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CHAPTER TWO 

Literature Review 
 
 

In Chapter One of this study, the investigator introduced the research problem, the 

purpose of this research, the framework of this research, and gave a synopsis of the 

research design.  The central phenomenon researched in this multiple descriptive case 

study was the shift in a school district to a 1:1 technology platform.  This major change in 

how students are educated results from the recommendation of a superintendent to their 

respective school board.  Prior to collecting data about the lived experiences of 

superintendents who have successfully implemented a 1:1 technology initiative, the 

researcher completed the important process of reviewing existing literature to see the 

extent of which this topic has already been researched.  Through the review of existing 

literature, it was documented that the effects of 1:1 technology on student achievement 

have been widely studied.  However, there is a need in this area of education to further 

study the planning, development, implementation, and evaluation of a 1:1 technology 

program.  Notably absent from the existing literature is the decision-making process that 

superintendents employ when making the determination to heavily invest in the 

infrastructure, machines, training, professional development, and software required to 

implement a 1:1 technology platform in a public school.   

Because the decision to implement a 1:1 technology platform has a multitude of 

factors, the need to explore the topics, including the impact on students, the impact 1:1 

technology will have on teachers, the history of 1:1 technology, and the resources at the 
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disposal of the school district for instruction, should be revealed.  For this research, the 

literature review was also focused around the research question of why does a 

superintendent choose to move to a 1:1 technology platform in a school district?  

Establishing the theoretical framework and the research questions was central to 

understanding the purpose behind the researcher’s review of literature.  The review of 

literature shows the research behind the different areas of the framework.  The 

participants in this study have all successfully implemented a 1:1 technology platform 

and their lived experiences have included all the three parts of the framework: (a) impact 

on students, (b) impact on teachers, and (c) fiscal responsibility. 

The review of literature coupled with the data from this study have importance in 

developing a comprehensive answer to the research question: Why does a superintendent 

choose to move to a 1:1 technology platform in a school district?  Through an a priori 

review of existing literature, the researcher was able explore the established research 

from the field of education.  During this critical review of existing literature, the three-

part framework of (a) impact on students, (b) impact on teachers, and (c) fiscal 

responsibility were used to explore the current literature available.   

 
Impact on Students 

The first part of the three-part framework being studied is the impact 1:1 

technology has on students.  Through this review of literature, the impact on students 

through the lens of student achievement, 21st century knowledge and skills, increased 

learning through increased access to information, access to technology, and the changes 

for students from poverty are highlighted.   
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Impact on Students–Student Achievement 

The most studied area of the impact of 1:1 technology on students is on student 

achievement (Harris et al., 2016).  Since the inception of No Child Left Behind Act of 

2001 (2002), increasing student achievement and creating academic growth for all 

students is a goal for schools regardless of their position on the integration of personal 

handheld technology.  With the research question in this study, the researcher sought to 

answer why a superintendent would move to a 1:1 platform.  Prevailing logic would 

indicate that superintendents choosing to move their district to a 1:1 platform would only 

make this move believing that the investment would increase student achievement levels.  

This section is important because it explains existing literature in the area of 1:1 

technology and its impact on student achievement. 

Research on student achievement across the four core content areas of reading, 

math, science, and history is conducted annually based on data from assessments at the 

state, national, and international level.  At the national level, comparisons of student 

learning are measured across the country by participation in the National Assessment of 

Educational Progress (NAEP) exam (National Center for Education Statistics, 2020a).  

Comparisons of student levels of learning at the international level is measured through 

Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) exam results (National Center 

for Education Statistics, 2020b).  According to Wenglinsky, “Significant achievement 

relationships in the eighth grade between NAEP test scores and the use of technology that 

focused on mathematical projects, problems and simulations that promoted application of 

knowledge and higher order thinking” (as cited in McTighe & Seif, 2015, p. 10).  This 

study has impactful applications because research findings have also indicated students’ 



16 

achievement in math at the advanced algebra level is correlated with college readiness 

and success in a student’s freshman year of college (Hegedus et al., 2016).  The results in 

math at the national level are in contrast to research from the organization that sponsors 

the PISA exam.  “PISA results show no appreciable improvements in student 

achievement in reading, mathematics or science in the countries that had invested heavily 

in information and communication technology (ICT) for education” (Organization for 

Economic Cooperation and Development, 2015, p. 15).  Student achievement as 

measured by the NAEP and PISA exams provide superintendents with valuable 

information when deciding why a school district should move to a 1:1 platform. 

Measuring growth, change, and achievement did not start with No Child Left 

Behind Act of 2001 (2002) nor the NAEP or PISA exams.  Socrates has been reported to 

have said, “the unexamined life is not worth living” (Wheeler & Hilton, 2012, p. 66).  

Student achievement may be measured in many modalities to include high-stakes testing 

as well as self-reflection.  Reports from students learning in a 1:1 environment have 

indicated positive increases in student achievement when they examined their own 

learning.  “Students reported that in 1:1 learning they can reach online sources and 

expand their knowledge” (Berger-Tikochinski et al., 2016, p. 171).  The 

acknowledgement that students recognize their own expanding knowledge supports the 

findings from Appleton et al. (2006) when they describe the robust relationship between 

cognitive engagement and student learning.  Appleton et al. describe how instructional 

programing leads to voluntary classroom participation which leads to improved outcomes 

on standardized tests as well as increased self-awareness.  Students in a 1:1 environment 
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report increased levels of learning through self-evaluation.  This method of assessing 

learning is a valuable method that dates to the work of Piaget (Ghazi et al., 2014).   

Piaget understood that students were cultivating ideas from their experiences and 

interactions with information (Ghazi et al., 2014).  According to Piaget’s work, students 

do not acquire knowledge, they construct knowledge.  This would indicate that increased 

exposure to content and interaction with larger amounts of information is necessary to 

increase student achievement. Student achievement from the Piaget modality would 

occur from students accessing the locale memory in their brain.  Locale memory is a 

system that constructs schema from new experiences and then connects it to prior 

experiences and knowledge (Erbes et al., 2010).  The other type of memory that Erbes et 

al. (2010) describe is taxon memory, which includes memories of lists or categories.  

Taxon memory helps students demonstrate their knowledge and comprehension on the 

lower levels of Bloom’s taxonomy.  Through Piaget’s work, the important concept of 

student achievement measured in terms of student self-evaluation of learning is 

established.   

 
Impact on Students–21st Century Knowledge and Skills 

The connotation of learning and student achievement has changed since the time 

of Piaget’s studies due in part to the recognition of 21st century knowledge and skills.  

Students in the past were expected to be able to recall from memory certain facts that the 

teacher, the school district, or the state deemed important.  Now instead of rote 

memorization of facts, students are able to leverage technology to gain meaningful 

knowledge while satisfying their curiosity (Mitra, 2014).  Students using 21st century 

knowledge and skills are to “not only acquire meaningful knowledge but they also can 
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foster logical thinking skills, respective attitude toward each other, and the skills to 

jointly resolve problems” (Huang et al., 2017, p. 33).  The collaboration and problem 

solving skills “allow students to learn in accordance with the real-world 21st-century 

contexts” (Farisi, 2016, p. 20).  The importance of facilitating the acquisition of 21st 

century learning skills is a factor that will affect student motivation, engagement, and 

student achievement.   

The ability to be productive and successful in many of the jobs for which we are 

preparing students requires a different set of skills than workers in the industrial era of 

this country were taught (Jukes et al., 2015).  These skills have been coined as 21st 

century knowledge and skills.  The exposure to technology in an academic setting and the 

application of technology skills acquired in a 1:1 setting supports students in their 

development of these characteristics. 

According to the P21 council, preparing students for tomorrow’s world requires 

educating them in four specific areas: “learning and innovation skills . . . information, 

media, and technology skills . . . life and career skills” (Farisi, 2016, p. 16) and key 

subjects, the 3 R’s and 21st century themes.  The research question for this study—Why 

does a superintendent choose to move to a 1:1 technology platform in a school district? 

—requires a recommendation to school board to adopt this style of instruction as well as 

to approve the funding to support this practice.  A reason why a superintendent would 

make that recommendation to a board of trustees may include the role of a 1:1 technology 

program in supporting student achievement growth along with the P21 (National 

Education Association, 2019) targeted 21st century knowledge and skills.  Contemporary 

research demonstrated that 21st century knowledge and skills may be achieved through a 
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1:1 initiative (Lowther et al., 2012).  An argument for the investment into a 1:1 platform 

would be supported by the positive outcomes students are able to demonstrate in a 1:1 

environment.   

Not all schools, learners, and teachers view a 1:1 technology format as the 

panacea for education.  “An increasingly participatory and mobile culture has created a 

need for policy and pedagogical interventions to deal with the various challenges” (Van 

‘T Hooft, 2008, p. 15).  In addition to these learning-oriented themes, several researchers 

have examined the ways in which students used 1:1 technology in classrooms and the 

imminent challenges facing technology integration in classrooms (Cano & Garcia, 2013; 

Keane et al., 2012).  Problems that may result in reduced levels of student achievement as 

a result from learning in a 1:1 classroom include the following: 

 keeping students on task, 

 how to handle students who don’t bring their device to class or school, 

 the logistics of charging a large number of devices in a classroom with limited 

electrical outlets, 

 motivating students to learn the skills needed to make their devices academic 

tools as opposed to being primarily entertainment or communication tools, 

 underdeveloped media literacy in students, 

 cyberbullying and other bad behaviors that become accessible when students have 

constant communication and interactions through their devices, and 

 student exposure to undesirable content (Cano & Garcia, 2013; Keane et al., 2012, 

Van ‘T Hooft, 2008). 
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These problems have the potential to reduce the implementation and utilization of 

technology in a 1:1 platform as well as having a negative impact on student achievement 

and acquisition of 21st century knowledge and skills.   

 
Impact on Students–Learning and Engagement 

Even with all of the possible negative side effects on student achievement in a 1:1 

classroom, the undeniable truth is students have the ability to access information faster 

now than any time in history (Jukes et al., 2015).  Teachers as well as students benefit 

from the same high rate of information transfer when they utilize formative assessment 

techniques to measure student achievement.  Facilitate a shift in the roles for both 

teachers and students in the classroom is a 1:1 technology platform.  Students today, 

unlike many of their teachers are digital natives and their needs as learners have changed 

from the previous generation.  Before the advent of the internet, also known as the 

information super highway, learners needed to memorize facts so they could recall the 

information.     

We live in a world that has profoundly and fundamentally changed—one that 
continues to change in incomprehensible, ever-accelerating ways.  As a result of 
this age of profound change, we face a fundamentally different kind of student—
one whose experiences, expectations, and assumptions about the world we live in 
have already begun to force us to rethink teaching, learning, and assessment of 
that learning.  (Jukes et al., 2015, p. 1) 

The shift from just-in-case learning to just-in-time learning, or learning on demand is an 

advantage that many students today are able to employ.  According to Lowther et al. 

(2012), 1:1 technology structures have demonstrated the ability to increase the use of 

student-centered teaching strategies, improve students’ attitudes about learning, and 

expand their motivation to learn.  Student-centered teaching strategies such as problem-

based learning have allowed students to pursue their own interests while learning the 
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skills that are embedded in a viable curriculum.  By allowing students choice in their 

learning and incorporating 1:1 technology into a classroom, students’ overall engagement 

and behavior improve.  Shapley et al. (2011) demonstrates that student engagement and 

learning during the 3 years following a 1:1 laptop implementation of middle school 

students improved when measured using school attendance data coupled with a frequency 

distribution of disciplinary actions.  Results from their study showed school absenteeism 

decreased and conduct improved as measured by the frequency of disciplinary actions.  

Shapley et al. collected PEIMS data and discipline incidents were significantly lower at 

schools with 1:1 laptop programs when compared to schools without such programs.  

Shaping student behavior in a 1:1 classroom is a major concern for teachers and school 

leaders as they progress on a path of learning.  “Three major themes related to student 

learning emerged from analysis: (a) student achievement, (b) changes to the classroom 

environment, and (c) student motivation and engagement” (Harper & Milman, 2016, p. 

131).  Although students, technology, and schools are changing, technology holds the 

potential to promote gains in learning and improved student behavior.  Superintendents 

who perceive that students will have better attendance and engagement because of the 

implementation of a 1:1 technology platform are likely to believe that this will improve 

the experience at school for a student which will in turn lead to an action.   

Regarding engagement and learning, 1:1 platforms have an advantage over 

traditional teaching and learning models due to the efficiency of the software including 

email, digital spreadsheets, word processing applications, presentation platforms, 

productivity software, flipped classroom options, and learning management software (Li 

et al., 2018). The incorporation of technology allows for flexibility in the time and place 
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of instruction, the number of students that can benefit from a single source of instruction, 

the speed at which students and teachers are able to access resources, and the ability for 

students to interact and collaborate in both close proximity or across great distances 

(Farisi, 2016).  While the advantage to learning and engagement has been established by 

Li et al. (2018), the impact on student learning and engagement in a 1:1 setting has mixed 

results.   

The advantages of a 1:1 platform in terms of increasing student learning and 

engagement do not necessarily translate.  In a study by Reece and Butler (2017), science, 

technology, engineering, and mathematics students were assessed in both traditional and 

technology-based classrooms and they did not find any differences or advantages to the 

technology-based approach when they compared laboratory course knowledge, course 

performance, and student motivation to learn biology.  Lowther et al. (2012) had similar 

conclusions on a broader scale, they indicated there is not a significant change in student 

learning, engagement, and achievement when students use a 1:1 setting.   

Not all studies conclude that 1:1 technology has a positive impact on student 

learning and engagement; however, the majority of studies do show this correlation.  The 

existing research on student learning and engagement in a 1:1 technology program is 

important when looking at the research question: Why would a superintendent make a 

recommendation to shift to a 1:1 technology platform?.  Another factor that has been 

researched and has the potential to impact the answer to the research question in this 

study beyond the impact on student achievement, learning, and engagement is the impact 

1:1 technology has on students based on their access inside and away from school.   
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Impact on Students–Access to Technology 

One of the benefits that many students in a 1:1 learning environment have is the 

potential to enjoy the opportunity to use their devices outside of school.  Some schools 

even provide internet portals also known as hot spots to provide students internet access 

when they otherwise would go without.  Shapley et al. (2011) support the extent to which 

students used their school issued technology outside of school was the strongest positive 

predictor of their academic achievement gains.  When students use technology at home, 

they are more likely to buy into technology at school.  Students will only realize the 

academic benefits of a 1:1 platform if they use the technology provided.  “Based on the 

findings of this study, we can identify factors that induce students to adopt (buy-into) 

such initiative” (El-Gayar et al., 2011, p. 68).  Student achievement will increase when 

schools adopt a 1:1 platform, train their teachers on how to use the technology 

effectively, and allow students to use their devices for their own personal interests away 

from school (Harper & Milman, 2016; Ifenthaler & Schweinbenz, 2016).  Allowing 

students to use their devices away from school will facilitate student creativity and 

innovation.  Creativity and innovation are skills developed out of student interest and 

these skills allow students to generate new ideas as well as improve existing ideas 

(Germaine et al., 2016).  

Relevancy is an important factor in student motivation and student motivation is 

an important factor in student achievement.  Sultan, Woods, and Koo (2011) cited that 

utilizing constructivist techniques along with 1:1 laptop programs is critical to student 

learning.  When students construct their knowledge, they find individual meaning and 

value in what they have gained.  The same constructivist instructional practices utilized in 
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a textbook based classroom do not produce the profound results that occur in a 1:1 

classroom, partially due to the limitations of the relevancy that book-based instruction 

provides (Blanchard et al., 2016).  Technology-based instruction also has the ability to 

provide students with instant diagnostic feedback, which further supports the options for 

relevancy that 1:1 technology-based lessons supply for the students engaged in the 

learning (Ifenthaler & Schweinbenz, 2016).  Along with relevancy, the ability to use a 

device at home as well as school has shown to have a dramatic impact on student 

achievement. 

The extent that schools allow and support students using their devices outside of 

the classroom is a strong predictor of student achievement gains (Shapley et al., 2011).  

On secondary campuses, the ability to take devices home for consistent use is a critical 

factor in student adoption and utilization of the devices.  When the students took the 

devices home, they were able to explore the different capabilities and this freedom 

enhanced their proficiency in the classroom (Hoffman, 2013).  The increased capability 

to use the device by the student that occurs from taking the device home allows students 

to fluently access apps and software that increase their student achievement as measured 

by classroom proficiency. 

Students who have access to 1:1 technology in class and at home are more 

engaged in school, happier to be in class, more motivated, and perform at higher levels as 

compared to students without the same resources.  In the Zheng et al. (2016) study, 

students in 1:1 classrooms improved their general English language arts proficiency by 

.15 standard deviation points.  In middle school students, 1:1 technology facilitated the 

use of high interest apps that helped reduce the activity related to achievement gaps.  
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Ipads combined with educational apps allow students to access online content, to create 

learning artifacts, and to participate in personalized learning experiences where the app 

tailors the lesson to meet the student at their current level of achievement (Mouza & 

Barrett-Greenly, 2015).  Research has supported the increase in student achievement that 

may be observed in a classroom setting and has also identified many best practices in a 

1:1 setting.  The impact on students through increased access to technology is closely 

related to the research on the impact on student motivation that occurs due to a 1:1 

technology platform.    

 
Impact on Students–Student Motivation 

The way students communicate and collaborate has changed with 1:1 technology.  

Collaborative learning builds affective qualities in students such as motivation and 

confidence (Darling-Hammond et al., 2008).  School districts and schools using 1:1 

technology allow students to collaborate without being in the same classroom.  Programs 

such as Google Slides allow multiple users to manipulate content at the same time.  

Sharing responsibility for a product in a distributed system that leverages 1:1 technology 

in the manner that Google Slides provides is a purposeful activity aimed at enhancing 

students engagement in the classroom (Ifenthaler & Schweinbenz, 2016).  Along with 

creating collaborative products, students in a 1:1 setting are able to review other students 

work and provide them with feedback.  “Motivation does increase when an instructor 

includes experiences with social media, podcasts, blogs, and other practices that require 

feedback and interaction with fellow students in a class” (Germaine et al., 2016, p. 21).  

One-to-one technology has the potential to allow students to communicate and 

collaborate on their learning in a similar manner as they communicate with other students 
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outside of school.  Their research supports a synergistic link between increased access to 

technology and increased levels of student motivation.   

Schools who issue devices to students report that students are often initially 

consumed with the novelty and entertainment value of the device (Cheong et al., 2014).  

Games for entertainment and games for learning are often included when students check 

out devices from their schools.  To align the qualities from games that students choose to 

play with games that provide students with exposure to learning content, Cheong et al. 

(2014) studied students and gamified learning systems.  From their research, students 

have identified social interaction, feedback, and increased levels of learning as the 

attributes they enjoy most in a 1:1 technology-based classroom.  Cheong et al. showed 

student motivation to learn increases when students have access to technology.  Mouza 

and Barrett-Greely (2015) further support the positive impact on students from the 

implementation of 1:1 technology regarding access to technology and the levels of 

student motivation.  Games and social interaction through technology promote higher 

levels of student motivation to learn and these opportunities exist from the increase in 

student access to technology in a 1:1 setting. 

Student motivation in a 1:1 technology setting is a broad topic with many 

variables.  Germaine et al. (2016) adds to the body of research on student motivation and 

1:1 technology through their assertion that technology has the ability to promote humility 

as opposed to arrogance, critical thinking, and problem solving that promotes learning, 

courage during difficult times, empathy for other students, integrity when cheating does 

not require much effort, and perseverance as opposed to complacency.  These findings 

represent the advancement in the research base from just a few years prior.  “Despite the 
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rapid proliferation of mobile initiatives in K-12 schools, research into their educational 

uses and student outcomes is still in its infancy” (Mouza & Barrett-Greenly, 2015, p. 2). 

In their research on mobile learning in K-12 from 2007 to 2013, Liu et al. (2014) did a 

comprehensive examination of 63 data-based research articles.  Mouza and Barrett-

Greenly (2015) found themes in student motivation and potential student outcomes in a 

1:1 technology platform that were not apparent in the Liu et al. (2014).  Another call for 

further research into the impact on student motivation in 1:1 technology initiatives came 

from Chuang (2014).  Chuang concluded that research focusing on student motivation in 

technology-supported learning environments is limited; however, the characteristics of 

student motivation have shown to increase in technology-rich classrooms.  Considering 

this research, superintendents who perceive that the use of technology improves student 

character traits and student motivation levels are likely to take a positive action in 

choosing to move to a 1:1 platform.  Chuang’s (2014) study results also highlight the 

importance of answering the research question in this study, the research on the effect of 

student motivation in technology-rich classrooms may play a role in the decision making 

of a superintendent considering making the move to a 1:1 technology environment. 

 
Impact on Students–Students from Poverty 

School districts that invest in a 1:1 technology initiative level the playing field for 

students from poverty by reducing the digital divide.  The term digital divide describes 

the social inequity between affluent students and students from poverty, this divide is 

visible in three interrelated levels: access, usage, and empowerment (Mouza & Barrett-

Greenly, 2015).  When all students are provided a device from the school district, 

students from poverty are no longer at a disadvantage when looking at access to 
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technology.  The impact on students from poverty is most evident after the first year of 

implementation. Suhr et al. (2010) conducted research on the literacy levels of fourth 

graders and their results indicated students from diverse socioeconomic status 

backgrounds demonstrated improved levels of literacy after the second year of 

implementation.  School districts have the resources to expose students from poverty to 

technology that they otherwise would be unlikely to experience.   

From the combination of movement and technology, mobile learning has 

transformed technology integration in classrooms.  Mobile learning is fundamentally 

different than working in traditional desktop-based computer labs and these changes 

support leveling the playing field between students from poverty and affluent students  

(Looi et al., 2009). Students issued 1:1 devices have the ability to be connected to other 

students at all times, this is the same level of connectivity that affluent students utilize 

with their personal devices.  One-to-one devices that are issued to students allow students 

to utilize the device at school as well as away from school.  Technology integration in 

this format allows students to grow beyond the abilities of their teachers.  Students with 

significantly less responsibility and time constraints than teachers have the option of 

using their technology and learning about programs and programming at a super-user 

level that teachers are not able to keep pace with.  In Globaloria’s co-learning model, 

technology integration has taken the format where students outpace their teachers and 

teachers are not able to scaffold supports for their students (Reynolds & Caperton, 2011).  

YouTube, blogs, and chat rooms are often resources for students who have surpassed the 

application levels of their teachers.  This phenomenon allows students from poverty to 

achieve upward mobility.  Becoming a super-user of any popular program has the 
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potential to benefit students who are able to utilize those skills to make a living.  

Superintendents and school districts that support 1:1 platforms are supporting students 

from poverty through the exposure to technology and availability to become a super-user 

if the students have the motivation.  One-to-one technology integration has the potential 

to positively impact the lives of students from poverty and their families for generations 

to come. 

 
Impact on Students–Conclusion 

One-to-one platforms have the potential to increase student achievement levels 

which will also support breaking the cycle of poverty.  In schools where students are 

issued 1:1 devices, parents can support student achievement by requiring their child to 

balance their time with activities that do not include a screen such as sports, exercise, and 

sleep (Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, 2015).   

A prevalent outcome from students learning in a 1:1 school is the demonstration 

of their knowledge.  Technology enhances the ability of students to communicate the 

results of their learning and motivates students to create a higher quality product.  

According to Looi et al. (2009), “the audience effects of publishing their work, 

particularly to a peer audience, motivates students to produce higher quality artifacts” (p. 

1129).  In this way, a 1:1 platform for learning is synergistic in supporting growth in 

student motivation and their acquisition of 21st century knowledge and skills.  An 

exponential level of growth in 21st century knowledge and skills may be seen when a 1:1 

style of teaching and learning is provided to students from poverty.   

In concert with the acquisition of 21st century knowledge and skills, a 

superintendent may use the research on brain-based strategies as a reason why they 
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would support a shift to a 1:1 technology platform.  According to Freeman and Wash 

(2013), “brain-based learning is wonderfully compatible with technology” (p. 111).  The 

ability to create connections in the brain using YouTube videos enhances the experience 

of a student as well as supporting deeper levels of understanding and creativity.  Shifting 

from a traditional model of instruction to a 1:1 model supports brain-based learning by 

allowing the learner to utilize, “the most creative and innovative work of the 21st-

century” (Farisi, 2016, p. 16).  Creating an opportunity for students to benefit from brain-

based research requires school districts to invest in their teachers so technology may be 

artfully incorporated in such a way that it supports brain-based learning.   

The first part of the three-part framework being studied is the impact 1:1 

technology has on students.  This framework coupled with a review of existing literature 

supports answering the research question—Why does a superintendent choose to move to 

a 1:1 technology platform in a school district?  Through this review of literature, the 

exploitation into the impact on students through the lens of student achievement, 21st 

century knowledge and skills, increased learning through increased access to information, 

access to technology, and the changes for students from poverty was reviewed from the 

current literature. The second part of the three-part framework is the impact a shift to a 

1:1 platform has on teachers.   

 
Impact on Teachers 

In this study, the research question—Why does a superintendent choose to move 

to a 1:1 technology platform in a school district?—was studied through a three-part 

theoretical framework.  The second part of the framework is the impact on teachers.  The 

review of literature for this section includes a review into the literature on instructional 
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changes in a 1:1 school, the impact of teachers on student achievement in a 1:1 setting, 

and the literature on teacher professional development in a 1:1 context.   

According to Chuang (2014), the changes for teachers in a 1:1 classroom include 

understanding the shifts in student motivation to learn, utilizing a technology rich 

classroom, creating active and engaging lessons, and providing students with ongoing 

and continuous feedback.  Today’s students are exposed to a constant bombardment of 

high-quality digital entertainment and information and this has fundamentally changed 

how teachers must instruct students (Jukes et al., 2015).  The digital bombardment that 

Jukes et al. described has the unintended consequence of making standard quality 

graphics, content, and one-direction instruction less appealing to students.  To compete 

for the attention of students with the highly engaging and easily-accessible content that 

students have access to through 1:1 technology, teachers must make intentional choices 

when designing lessons.  

 
Impact on Teachers–Instruction 

To maximize the impact of instruction on student achievement, instruction and 

learning should be anchored in five core values: inquiry, research, collaboration, 

presentation, and reflection (Pahomov, 2014).  Instruction anchored in these core 

attributes—the five core values—increases student achievement in writing and math 

(Zheng et al., 2016).  In McTighe and Seif’s (2015) study, increases in the eighth grade 

NAEP scores in math were significantly associated with the use of technology that 

allowed students to use inquiry-based learning in a collaborative setting.  Inquiry and 

collaboration are two of the five core values from Pahomov (2014). When used in a 1:1 



32 

setting, McTighe and Seif’s (2015) research showed a positive impact on student 

achievement in math at the national level with this shift in instruction.   

The first of the high impact instructional practices listed by Pahomov (2014) is 

inquiry.  Inquiry-based lessons prompt students to think at the application level and 

higher of Bloom’s taxonomy levels and sharpen their higher-order thinking skills. A best 

practice for teachers in a 1:1 classroom is to teach students using inquiry-based lessons 

that require them to research a topic that is relevant to their lives.  During an inquiry-

based lesson, Pahomov (2014) asserted students should be required to collaborate with 

their teacher and peers while creating a product that demonstrates their learning.  The last 

of the high impact instructional practices takes place at the conclusion of the lesson.  

Students should be given the time to reflect on their learning.  In a 1:1 classroom, 

journaling is an effective reflection practice that may be used on a student device 

(Pahomov, 2014).  Instruction in a 1:1 setting using the instructional practices from 

Pahomov have the components necessary to yield the increased student achievement 

results such as found in McTighe and Seif (2015) and Zheng et al. (2016).   

Technology has the potential to benefit student achievement as documented by 

Zheng et al. (2016) and it also has the potential to be a distraction to direct instruction.  

The potential for distraction stems from the ability of technology in 1:1 classrooms to 

provide unlimited sources for ideas and learning tools that will help engage learners 

(Farisi, 2016).  Jukes et al. (2015) has pointed out that students live in a technology rich, 

fast paced, and entertainment focused time.  The researchers also suggested teachers 

should plan on incorporating technology into their classroom in such a way that it 

benefits students rather than being a distraction.  Teachers may combat the distraction of 
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technology by enabling personalized learning opportunities and using problem-based 

learning approaches.  Personalized learning such as problem-based learning with the 

incorporation of a 1:1 platform allows for multiple learning pathways, multi-modality 

learning, student improvisation in situ, and collaboration between students in different 

locations (Looi et al., 2009).   

A common instructional practice that incorporates both personalized learning and 

novelty into a lesson or classroom is gamifying the lesson, also known as gamification.  

“Gamification places intrinsic and extrinsic motivation at the core by providing 

opportunities for student choice, frequent feedback, and strategic scaffolding through 

increasingly complex content” (Brunsell & Horejsi, 2013).  An example of the extrinsic 

motivators used in gamification includes the use of digital badges.  Badges are awarded 

for progress towards mastery, time on task, and goal attainment.  The use of badges has 

been esteemed as a tool for alternative assessment that increases student motivation 

(Abramovich et al., 2013).  Badges also encourage students to complete enrichment 

activities that may not be required for successful completion of task, thus promoting 

mastery (Cheong et al., 2014).  Gamification in instruction facilitates increased student 

learning as a biproduct of increased student motivation levels through the incorporation 

of novelty.  Gamifying lessons is a change that is facilitated through a 1:1 classroom 

setting.    

The changes to instruction and teaching in a 1:1 technology implementation may 

be subdivided into three categories according to Blanchard et al. (2016): 

1. Replacement: Technology is implemented with no changes in current 
classroom practices, how students learn, or conceptual goals (e.g., a teacher 
uses a document camera to project notes instead of putting a sheet on an 
overhead projector and class goes on as usual). 
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2. Amplification: Technology enables a task to be done more efficiently and 
effectively, with no change in the actual tasks (e.g., a teacher uses information 
projected on the document camera instead of photocopying pages for each 
student, saving paper and the time to make and hand out copies). 

3. Transformation: Technology alters teachers’ roles and instructional practices 
and may change the ways in which students are learning in that classroom 
(e.g., students work in pairs to solve problems, then come up to the front of 
the class to share what they have done using the document camera to project 
their work while the teacher acts as a facilitator).  (p. 209) 
 

Instruction using technology as either replacement or amplification allows the teacher to 

increase the speed at which students may access information and communicate.  The 

most significant change to instruction in Blachard et al.’s (2016) categories is 

transformation.  This change in instruction has the impact on teachers of creating endless 

opportunities for students to personalize their learning.  “In today’s world of global 

competition and task automation, innovative capacity and a creative spirit are fast 

becoming requirements for personal and professional success” (Germaine et al., 2016, p. 

25).  The enhancements that technology affords both students and teachers in terms of 

learning opportunities and assessment opportunities will fundamentally change the use of 

technology in the classroom.  In researching why a superintendent would choose to move 

to a 1:1 technology platform, the transformation of instructional practices and the 

resulting impact on student achievement are important areas of research for this review.   

 
Impact on Teachers–Student Achievement 

One to one technology opens added opportunities for teachers to utilize different 

instructional delivery methods that may influence student achievement levels.  

Historically, “A teacher would pass on knowledge to students by giving lectures, and this 

type of one-way teaching method is prone to cause poor learning achievement” (Huang et 

al., 2017, p. 31).  From the current research, higher student achievement levels were 
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observed in a constructivist 1:1 classroom than in a traditional lecture setting.  In cases 

where students were provided two different interactive options for instruction, students in 

a 1:1 setting outperformed the students who did not use technology.  Students, “who used 

iCardSort for vocabulary practice performed better on assessments targeting the practiced 

words, compared to her students who studied in a more traditional manner (without the 

iPad)” (Mouza & Barrett-Greenly, 2015, p. 9).  In nine comparative studies, students who 

were engaged in 1:1 technology settings showed positive learning outcomes that 

outpaced the achievement of students in a traditional setting (Mouza & Barrett-Greenly, 

2015).  This trend was also found in research by Blanchard et al. (2016) when they 

concluded that significant increases were found in groups of students that used 

technology as compared to students who experienced technology-free instruction. 

A traditional and effective model of instruction follows a lesson cycle where 

lecture and presentation occur at the beginning of class, followed by practice or a lab 

activity, then finished with individual work.  Student achievement increases in this type 

of lesson cycle through application, relevance, and active engagement (Freeman & Wash, 

2013).  A modern addition to this lesson cycle includes creating a problem-based learning 

environment where students use collaborative problem solving.  This approach allows 

students to take more ownership of their learning as well as it transforms the student-

teacher relationship in the classroom (Huang et al., 2017).  Teachers who have training 

on problem-based learning are afforded the opportunity to establish a collaborative 

learning environment where students control their learning and the teacher facilities and 

gives the students guidance.   
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The teacher is no longer the single source of reliable information on a given topic.  

“With mobile technologies, one can truly create highly personalized, highly differentiated 

instruction” (Looi et al., 2009, p. 1131). Differentiated instruction allows teachers to act 

as a facilitator to students who are forming knowledge.  Conn (2012) conducted research 

that demonstrated how teachers are able to use formative assessment techniques through 

math apps that provide students with immediate feedback.  “The teachers also noticed 

that their role had changed to that of active facilitator.  For example, students using math 

apps received immediate feedback from the device, which allowed the teacher to know 

whether a math concept needed further study” (Conn, 2012, p. 33).  Differentiated 

instruction by itself is not a change for teachers in a 1:1 setting.  However, when coupled 

with apps or web-based learning programs, technology in a 1:1 classroom has the 

potential to reach the transformation stage of integration while teachers use differentiated 

instruction for all of their students.  One major advantage to a 1:1 technology classroom 

for a teacher using differentiated instructional practices is the speed at which feedback is 

provided to the students.  Computer programs respond to students with reliable accuracy 

in a way that was only teacher driven prior to the digital bombardment (Jukes et al., 

2015). 

A 1:1 technology environment enhances the ability of students to access 

information, communicate, problem solve, and acquire meaningful knowledge (Huang et 

al., 2017).  This impacts teachers by freeing their time to provide information, answer 

questions, and promote deeper levels of learning through inquiry.  Increased inquiry and 

exploration enable students to have a much broader lens to view the world.  Technology 

allows students to research their interests and develop a rich world view as well as 
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facilitating communication with people they otherwise never would have met.  Ipads and 

Chromebooks employ apps and programs.  These apps and programs empower students 

to make choices on how they use technology and this choices provide them with agency 

into their personal learning (Mouza & Barrett-Greenly, 2015).  Personal electronic 

devices also offer students choices on how they represent their own learning and give 

teachers options for students to demonstrate their learning.  From Bruhn et al. (2017):  

The teacher could provide alternatives such as making a video or giving a speech.  
This type of choice is critical as it relates directly to a student’s interests and 
values.  Research has shown that providing choice is most effective when students 
find the choice to be personally relevant.  (p. 167) 

 
Differentiated instruction coupled with personal technology has shown to increase 

student interest and motivation which leads to improved test scores (Chuang, 2014).  In 

agreement, Berger-Tikochinski et al. (2016) reported an increase in student motivation 

when 1:1 technology was implemented, thus opening up opportunities for differentiated 

learning.   

 
Impact on Teachers–Ability to Shape Student Motivation Levels 

Instructional practices that support a student’s motivation and desire to learn are 

essential during the late elementary years and early years of middle school because at that 

age there is a general decline in motivation (Mouza & Barrett-Greenly, 2015).  One-to-

one technology has the potential to increase student motivation levels; however, utilizing 

technology in the void of a framework and without classroom management has not 

shown the intended outcome of increasing students motivation and on-task behaviors in 

class (Andersson et al., 2014).  The results of poor implementation not only affect student 

motivation levels, they will also lead to static increases in students achievement data 
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(Lowther et al., 2012).  Instructional practices in a 1:1 setting have a profound effect on 

student motivation levels. 

Students lose their motivation to learn for a variety of reasons.  Some of the 

external factors that affect student motivation include the incorporation of technology in a 

classroom and some include the skill and utility that the instructor offers the technology.  

Other external factors include the amount of time students spend online outside of school.  

PISA findings indicate that students who spend more than six hours per day online 

outside of school have reduced levels of motivation and interest in school (Organization 

for Economic Cooperation and Development, 2015).  Internal factors such as a loss of 

interest in a particular topic or subject have also shown to decrease a student’s motivation 

to learn (Reece & Butler, 2017).  Classroom teachers utilizing 1:1 technology experience 

changes in student engagement and motivation; however, sustained increases in student 

motivation were not present in all studies (Andersson et al., 2014; Cano & Garcia, 2013).  

Reece and Butler (2017) noted student motivation levels trended down from the 

beginning of the semester through the end of the semester (Mouza & Barrett-Greenly, 

2015).  Reeve and Lee (2014) had similar findings concluding that early increases in 

motivation were not sustained without attention to student autonomy during the later 

portions of a semester. 

To protect engagement and motivation levels of students, teachers in a 1:1 

classroom need to be ready to provide feedback on topics and current events that impact 

the social and emotional wellbeing of the students.  Slow, untimely, and out of context 

feedback can affect learning negatively by lowering student motivation levels (Alaswad 

& Nadolny, 2015).  To produce optimal results from the implementation of a 1:1 
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platform, brain-based teaching in classrooms taught by teachers with strong classroom 

management skills and attention to student motivation is ideal (Erbes et al., 2010).  

Research from Jensen (2009), Darling-Hammond et al. (2008), and Pink (2009) about 

motivation support the goal of increased student learning by enhancing the educators 

understanding of the function of the human brain. 

Improving motivation in a classroom learning environment is desired by many 

educators because traditional instructional practices do not seem to be as engaging as 

they once were with students (Cheong et al., 2014).  Motivation is described as a 

theoretical construct that will explain the intensity, direction, energy input level, 

commitment, and quality of goal-oriented behavior from a student (Bahji et al., 2013).  

Motivating students to learn and perform at higher levels each year is an arduous task that 

may be facilitated through a 1:1 platform.  From Mango (2015), “data analysis and results 

showed that students believed that the iPads played a significant role in their learning 

engagement thus promoting active learning in the classroom and paving the way for 

student success” (p. 53).  Students in the Lowther et al. (2012) study echoed similar 

statements, they reported 1:1 technology increased their motivation to learn and helped 

them to learn more.  The relationship between motivation and engagement is explained in 

the following research: 

Changes in motivation precede corresponding changes in engagement. 
Situationally induced interest and enhanced self-efficacy, for instance, are both 
reliable forerunners to later gains in students’ effort (behavioral engagement), 
enthusiasm (emotional engagement), strategic thinking (cognitive engagement), 
and proactive contributions into the learning environment (agentic engagement).  
(Reeve & Lee, 2014, p. 527) 
 

In accord with Reeve and Lee’s findings, Eseryel et al. (2014) determined that a learner’s 

motivation will indicate their level of engagement.  The depth and breadth of the research 
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on motivation and engagement reinforce their importance in the learning process for all 

students.   

 
Impact on Teachers–Professional Development  

The utilization of professional development to support the integration of 1:1 

technology paired with good pedagogy will reap strong rewards in student learning.  

“Findings suggest that if teachers integrate technology into their instruction, large-scale 

changes in teachers’ practices are not necessary to enhance students’ learning” 

(Blanchard et al., 2016, p. 207).  To implement and sustain a 1:1 platform, training and 

teaching the teachers is vital.  The best method for mitigating negative consequences that 

may arise from the implementation of a 1:1 platform is to train the teachers.   

Mouza and Barrett-Greenly (2015) have identified five principles that enhance 

professional development and build teachers’ pedagogical skills. Professional 

development should (a) focus on specific content, (b) involve teachers in active learning, 

(c) require collaboration, (d) remain compatible with the curriculum and student 

expectations, and (e) last for a sufficient duration.  These principles, the activities that use 

these principles, and the expected outcomes from including these principles are listed in 

Table 1. 

Mouza and Barrett-Greenly’s (2015) agreed with Chou et al. (2012) that 

professional development should last for a sufficient duration.  Chou et al. (2012) 

indicated that in order to capitalize on the instructional benefits of iPads or other 1:1 

devices fully, school leaders must provide ongoing professional development that 

supports student learning through focused professional development activities.   
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Table 1 

Recommended Design of the Professional Development Initiative in Relation to Key 
Principles of Effective Professional Development 

PD Principles PD Activities Expected Outcomes 

Content Focus Hands-on activities using a mobile 
device. 

Exploration of mobile apps for 
information retrieval, content, 
multimedia authoring, productivity, 
and content production. 

Address and discuss issues around 
app evaluation and integration. 

Building teacher 
technological competence; 
Increase awareness and 
strengthen skills in designing 
instruction that uses 
educational apps. 

Active Learning 
Strategies 

Instructors modeled activities that 
teachers could enact with their 
students.  

Teachers designed lessons that 
integrated mobile apps with 
curricular standards. 

Instructors provided feedback on 
lesson design. 

Time for discussion and reflection. 

Foster meaningful learning. 

Facilitate transfer of learning 
into classroom practice. 

Collective 
Participation 

Engage groups of teachers from the 
same school and/or grade level. 

Foster the development of 
professional communities. 

Coherence Teachers designed lesson plans that 
integrated mobile apps with 
curricular standards and their 
students’ needs. 

Maintain coherency with 
school expectations and 
facilitate transfer of learning 
into classroom practice. 

Sufficient 
Duration 

Activities were enacted over a l-
year period: summer Academy, 
lesson design, and follow-up 
support. 

Provide space to develop new 
practices through the design, 
enactment, and reflection of 
new lessons. 

Note.  From “Bridging the App Gap: An Examination of a Professional Development 
Initiative on Mobile Learning in Urban Schools,” by C. Mouza and T. Barrett-Greeney, 
2015, Computers & Education, 88, p. 5 (https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2015.04.009).  
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Forms of professional development that are encouraged include staff watching and 

reviewing YouTube videos that demonstrate a specific program or application, mentoring 

from instructional technologist, regular workshops, coaching, Twitter forums, and 

integrated professional learning communities (Chou et al., 2012).  In the same study from 

Chou et al., teachers reported that having monthly professional learning community 

(PLC) meetings to learn about the applications for the devices and to collaborate with 

other teachers on how to use different programs provided them with an increased comfort 

level in the classroom and thus, it increased the productivity of classroom.  “Those who 

reported being comfortable with mobile technology prior to the iPad activities were also 

more likely to use iPads for learning and professional development in the future” (Diemer 

et al., 2013, p. 22).  Not only should professional development be supported through an 

investment in time, it should also be focused on supporting teachers in their content area.   

Reaffirming Mouza and Barrett-Greenly’s (2015) principle that professional 

development should be content focused, Blanchard et al. (2016) stated, “To improve 

teachers’ integration of technology, researchers have recommended the use of teacher 

technology-enhanced professional development that is engaging, individualized, 

sustained, and embedded in the content and that employs instructional technology tools 

that match stated objectives” (p. 208).  Adhering to these principles and 

recommendations will increase the probability that teachers will integrate 1:1 technology 

in their classrooms (Ware & Stein, 2014).  Professional development should model the 

active learning that teachers expect from their students.  To facilitate active learning, 

professional development should be specific to and content focused for the teachers 

involved.   
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Professional development should involve best practices including active learning.  

“Professional development grounded in recognized best practices is key to helping 

teachers acquire the knowledge and skills needed to tap the potential of mobile learning” 

(Mouza & Barrett-Greenly, 2015, p. 13).  Active learning ensures individual 

accountability is taking place in professional development.  The structure of the 

professional development model being used may enhance active learning and 

participation.  One form of professional development that has clearly defined roles that 

ensure active learning is the PLC model.   

Ware and Stein (2014) reported that high school teachers identified professional 

development and training as important factors in their decision to implement 1:1 

technology in their classroom.  PLCs are a common form of ongoing professional 

development crafted by Richard duFour.  The most effective professional learning 

communities are collaborative groups of teachers that focus on both pedagogy and 

content.  Professional development such as a weekly professional learning community is 

key to helping teachers realize the potential a 1:1 platform (Mouza & Barrett-Greenly, 

2015).  Blanchard et al. (2016) confirmed that teachers’ beliefs and comfort levels 

concerning using technology in the classroom changed significantly after ongoing 

professional development.  Effective classrooms have been associated with effective 

teachers.  Effective teachers are those who develop strong knowledge of teaching, 

content, and how their students learn (Darling-Hammond et al., 2008).  Teachers gain this 

knowledge through their teacher preparation programs, lived experiences, and through 

ongoing professional development.  “Very few studies examined the design, 

implementation, and outcomes of professional development programs aimed at helping 
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teachers incorporate mobile devices in teaching and learning” (Mouza & Barrett-Greenly, 

2015, p. 1).  One avenue to look at professional development for teachers in a 1:1 

classroom is to utilize a framework such as the technological pedagogical content 

knowledge (TPACK) model that was first developed by Mishra and Koehler in 2006.  

The TPACK model represents the three main facets of instruction for a teacher 

leading a 1:1 classroom are (a) the teacher’s pedagogical knowledge, (b) their content 

knowledge, and (c) their technological knowledge, and the interrelationships between all 

three.  Evaluations using the TPACK model may be valuable as a starting point to 

identify the professional development needs of an individual teacher during either a self-

evaluation or external evaluation. Figure 1 is a visual representation of the TPACK 

model.   

 

 

Figure 1. TPACK model. Reproduced by permission, ©2012 by tpack.org 
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This model is a valuable framework for teachers who have choices in professional 

development.  Technology integration is more than just using the tools, it requires 

intentional instructional design that connects learning objectives to specific learning tasks 

or activities that lead to learning (Chou et al., 2012).  Findings from Mouza and Barrett-

Greenly (2015) indicated teachers who were given differentiated professional 

development in the areas identified in the TPACK model were able to apply their 

learning into their actual practice.  

Another valuable aspect of the TPACK model is the ability for teachers, 

supervisors, and curriculum department leaders to categorize their professional 

development offerings.  Many teachers have not had professional development that 

enhances their technological content knowledge (Blanchard et al., 2016).  “Integration of 

instructional technologies into teaching requires that teachers have professional 

development because of the limited experiences the majority of teachers have had 

implementing technology use in the classroom” (Blanchard et al., 2016, p. 208).  “In fact, 

research indicates that PD alone is not sufficient if it does not include opportunities for 

teachers to think, design, and apply new technologies that meet their own classroom 

needs” (Mouza & Barrett-Greenly, 2015, p. 5).  Allowing teachers time to learn, 

implement, and reflect on their professional learning will enable the self-evaluating 

teachers the opportunity to grow in their personalized target area of the TPACK model.  

Addressing the specific needs of teachers through professional development is key to 

ensuring the sustainability and scalability of a 1:1 initiative (Looi et al., 2009).  The 

investment that school districts and communities make when investing in a 1:1 platform 

is significant.  Part of the investment is maximizing the utility of the format by supporting 
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high quality professional development.  From high quality professional development 

practices that support 1:1 learning, teachers will be able to design differentiated 

instruction for students and provide them with personalized learning experiences (Looi et 

al., 2009).   

Differentiated professional development through the lens of the TPACK model 

should include two of Mouza and Barrett-Greenly’s (2015) principles for professional 

development: collaboration and active learning.  Through differentiated professional 

development, teachers can increase their opportunity to enjoy Freeman and Walsh’s 

(2013) perfect world classroom.  In Freeman and Wash’s perfect classroom, students 

would enjoy attending class, their participation levels would be high, they would 

remember all of the content taught, then use metacognitive strategies to apply the content 

to real world experiences.  While the perfect world that Freeman and Wash describe may 

not be a reality in all problem-based learning classrooms, through professional 

development, teachers will have the tools needed to make their own attempt.  

Professional development to support students in a 1:1 environment should not be limited 

to any one program, model, delivery, or approach. 

Professional development to support engaging and rich experiences in the 

classroom is essential to the successful implementation of a 1:1 technology initiative.  

“When students are put into situations in which they must figure out the answer or 

understand a topic on their own or with a team, it becomes more real than when an 

instructor gives them the information” (Freeman & Wash, 2013, p. 109).  These types of 

learning activities do not happen by chance or at random.  Digital escape rooms, web 

quests, problem-based learning, and collaborative online assignments are the results of 
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professional learning by teachers.  Through research on the types of work digital learners 

prefer in a 1:1 setting, studies indicated that students preferred activities that increased 

social interaction (Cheong et al., 2014).  The result was higher levels of engagement, 

more opportunities for feedback, and increased learning.  

Some of the schools who have adopted a 1:1 platform have the goal of building a 

participatory learning culture (Looi et al., 2009).  However, in many cases the 

professional development has not caught up to the rollout of the devices.  Student uses of 

1:1 technology has consisted primarily of web browsing and word processing (Lowther et 

al., 2012).  The variation away from this norm has been credited to classroom teachers 

and their personal technological knowledge.  Another limitation observed when 

professional development fails to address students’ needs in a 1:1 setting is when teachers 

struggle to differentiate learning (Looi et al., 2009).  Teachers struggling to maximize the 

utility of 1:1 devices will often plan instruction by considering the class as a whole as 

opposed to meeting the individual needs of the students in the classroom (Looi et al., 

2009).  In contrast, studies of several different types of devices provides evidence that 1:1 

technology integration increases the frequency and meaningfulness of differentiation 

(Lei, 2010; Lowther et al., 2012).  Differentiation or the lack of differentiation is an 

aspect of instruction that may be addressed through professional development.  Another 

aspect of instruction that may be enhanced through professional development is the level 

of technology integration the teacher uses in the classroom.   

Incorporating technology into lessons can be perceived as an intimidating task by 

teachers, specifically because students are often more engaged in technology outside of 

the school than inside a classroom (Walker & Shepard, 2011).  Keeping current on 



48 

technology and the advantages programs and apps create for learning can be a daunting 

task for teachers.   

Students with considerably larger amounts of free time as compared to teachers 

are able to become super users for the exact same programs that teachers want to 

incorporate in their classrooms.  The instructors will often choose programs they find 

important for the students to use despite only a beginner or novice with the program 

themselves.  Many teachers are comfortable with productivity software including the 

Microsoft Office suite of programs.  However, students prefer interactive resources over 

more traditional applications of technology such as slides and notes (GoConqr, 2017).  

The disconnect between teachers interests and strengths and students interests and 

strengths when it comes to how and why technology is used may require some 

compromise and collaboration. 

Another component of Mouza and Barrett-Greenly’s (2015) design for 

professional development is content focus.  “The most important consideration when 

selecting apps for use in the classroom is that they meet the instructional needs of the 

students using them” (Bruhn et al., 2017, p. 167); every classroom will not benefit from 

problem-based learning.  An important factor for effective professional develop for a 1:1 

classroom is allowing differentiation options for the teachers in the same manner that 

they are expected to differentiate for their students. 

Educators must develop a meaningful and inclusive critical pedagogy for 1:1 

classrooms. Through modeled and thoughtful professional development, the critical 

pedagogy may become a reality.  Professional learning opportunities for teachers and 1:1 

learning formats should be fun for teachers and students alike.  “Without play, education 
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becomes a force of compliance, not intelligence, and in this sense what we most urgently 

require of schooling today is that it can once again teach us to play, not to obey” (Nolan 

& McBride, 2014, p. 605). 

Professional development should help teachers who are both entering and are 

already in an established 1:1 school to establish their own personal why when 

incorporating 1:1 technology into their classroom.  Despite large investments by many 

school districts across the country, the success of 1:1 formats is largely dependent on 

each individual teacher in order to maximize the educational advantage of a device 

(Mouza & Barrett-Greenly, 2015). 

One reason for this scarcity is that the operation of 1:1 programs carries high 
costs, which include acquisition of computer devices, establishing the necessary 
technology infrastructure, and teacher training (Penual, 2006). Due to these high 
costs and the effort required from all parties, it is necessary to have in depth 
understanding of the educational value of 1:1 programs and the contribution they 
make to students.  (as cited in Berger-Tikochinski et al., 2016, p. 170)  
 

A current and accessible review of literature is needed to help stakeholders understand 

why a 1:1 setting is beneficial for students (Harper & Milman, 2016).  With proper 

guidance and exposure, teachers will be able to articulate their own personal “why” as to 

the importance and value of a 1:1 technology format.   

Another aspect of professional development is establishing and maintaining 

healthy and trustful relationships with students.  “Being a caring, supportive, and 

available instructor demonstrates a vested interest in the success of students, both 

personally and professionally” (Freeman & Wash, 2013, p. 103).  A common statement 

concerning the value of teaching teachers the importance of relationships is the saying 

that no significant learning occurs without a significant relationship.  The mirror of that 

statement holds true for superintendents who are evaluating the effectiveness of a 1:1 
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platform on a student’s motivation and engagement.  Superintendents must have an 

understanding of the importance of relationships with their subordinates in order to gain 

honest and valuable information.  “In order to identify these benefits and drawbacks, we 

must continue to ask teachers and students about their experiences with 1:1 devices and 

how they impact learning and the classroom environment” (Hoffman, 2013, p. 17).  

Teachers’ experiences with 1:1 devices allow for the opportunity to craft professional 

development opportunities around their observations. 

Teacher observations and comfort levels when utilizing technology directly 

influences their attitudes towards incorporating technology into a classroom (Berger-

Tikochinski et al., 2016).  The teacher’s attitude towards technology will have a direct 

and substantial effect on the student’s attitude towards technology.  Notably, there is a 

need for professional development aimed at influencing students’ attitudes and 

perceptions towards 1:1 technology and creating a positive connotations for the use for 

technology in the classroom (Ifenthaler & Schweinbenz, 2016).  Teachers having a 

positive attitude towards technology will support further integration of technology into 

the classroom and outcomes from their willingness to expose students to the advantages 

of technology will create innumerous outcomes for their students.   

Technology-focused professional development can provide a channel of 

professional growth for teachers to develop new pedagogical skills that support the 

application of technology in the classroom.  Incorporating technology in the classroom 

may enhance and extend lessons and facilitate inquiry in the classroom (Hegedus et al., 

2016).  “Changes to learning environments and pedagogical practices also mediate 

outcomes.  Examples of changes to the classroom environment included deeper learning 
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experiences for students, new instructional approaches by teachers, or changes in 

students’ and teachers’ interactions” (Harper & Milman, 2016, p. 134).  Professional 

development to support technology has the potential to not only transform the classroom, 

but also to transform the teacher.   

Not all teachers and schools have the same resources for professional 

development.  Access to high quality professional development is problematic in rural 

school districts, high-poverty districts, and school districts with limited financial 

resources.  The disproportionate allocation of resources has created an opportunity gap 

(Blanchard et al., 2016).  Rural and financially challenged school districts have low-cost 

options available to them through regional service centers and free online content.  

Students from rural school districts and students from poverty are less likely to have 

high-speed internet access and devices to access the internet as compared to their affluent 

peers.   

 
Impact on Teachers–Summary 

To answer the research question—Why does a superintendent choose to move to a 

1:1 technology platform in a school district?—the theoretical framework includes the 

impact on teachers.  In this review of literature, a review of the research on the impact on 

teachers in a 1:1 setting through the impact on instruction, student achievement, shaping 

student motivation, and professional development was presented.  This review of 

literature for the second part of the theoretical framework is important because “although 

many school systems have continuously worked to integrate instructional technologies, 

such as interactive whiteboards in the classroom and 1:1 laptop initiatives, most teachers’ 

lesson structures and school structures remain fundamentally the same as 
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pretechnological approaches” (Blanchard et al., 2016, p. 208).  Zheng et al. (2016) 

reiterated similar findings as Blanchard et al. (2016) when they concluded the teacher’s 

pedagogy and skill set was more important than technology in determining the 

effectiveness of a 1:1 technology on students engagement levels.  Mouza and Barrett-

Greenly (2015) “found that teachers’ pedagogical knowledge and years of teaching 

experience strongly influenced their decisions regarding mobile technology integration.  

More experienced teachers, for instance, were more likely to embrace student-centered 

mobile practices even when their technological knowledge was lacking” (p. 12).  Harmon 

(2012) provides guidance to superintendents in supporting teachers by reporting, “At the 

end of the school year, I determined the iPads met my needs as a teacher and met my 

students’ needs as learners” (p. 31). Superintendents deciding on their recommendation to 

a school board may note the importance of supporting and growing teachers in order to 

implement a 1:1 technology platform effectively as found in the present literature.   

A recommendation for effective instruction by teachers comes from a study by 

Looi et al. (2009).  Teachers may effectively use technology by using it as a tool for 

differentiation.  “To differentiate instruction is to differentiate at least three elements of 

instruction according to the student’s readiness to learn, interests and learning profile: (a) 

the content, (b) the process, and (c) the product” (Looi et al., 2009, p. 1121).  

Superintendents looking to support the pedagogical processes taking place in school may 

look to this research as an avenue for supporting the implementation and effectiveness of 

a 1:1 platform.   

Another impact on teachers that is found through this review of literature is that 

implementation of a 1:1 platform may enhance the students experience by using game-
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based instruction.  According to Shah and Foster (2014), it is essential for instructors to 

be transparent with learners in terms of achieving goals.  Students are able to learn 

through the novelty and variety of a game-based approach and this is where professional 

development and professional learning are key components to enhancing students’ 

learning in a 1:1 classroom.  Instructors should be able to realize if there is a fit between 

the game-based learning approach they are using and the learning goals from the 

curriculum (Alaswad & Nadolny, 2015; Shah & Foster, 2015).  This review of literature 

on the impact to teachers of the change to a 1:1 technology platform is support for 

answering the research question—Why does a superintendent choose to move to a 1:1 

technology platform in a school district?  In this review of literature, a review of the 

research was conducted on the effect of a 1:1 technology setting on teachers through the 

impact on instruction, student achievement, shaping student motivation, and professional 

development was presented.  The third part of the theoretical framework in this study is 

fiscal responsibility.   

 
Fiscal Responsibility 

The large-scale feasibility of a 1:1 instructional format for public schools in Texas 

is a recent and current phenomenon.  In 2011, the state of Texas began allowing school 

districts to use their IMA funds to purchase technology instead of using those funds to 

purchase textbooks.  At the same time across the United States, the trend of adopting 

mobile devices instead of textbooks and desktop computers was taking place (Roscoria, 

2011).  Technology in the form of a 1:1 implementation is an expensive endeavor for a 

school district regardless of the scale.  The decision of why to invest a significant portion 
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of a school district’s resources into this style of education is a complex problem that 

superintendents must evaluate for their respective community. 

After removing the barrier of funding for a 1:1 initiative in 2011, superintendents, 

school boards, and school districts were afforded choices.  “Technology provides 

accuracy, appeal, and access to learning for both learners and instructors” (Alaswad & 

Nadolny, 2015, p. 391).  Technology in a 1:1 format has the potential to increase student 

engagement and this is the most promising intervention to increase students enjoyment of 

school and prevent students from dropping out (Appleton et al., 2006). 

Advancements in portable hand-held technology, a reduction in the cost of the 

devices, and the availability of funds to purchase the devices has changed the way 

technology is used in the classroom.   

Findings support a National Education Association (NEA) educator survey study 
(2008) suggesting that while most educators used technology regularly at school 
for administrative tasks, substantially fewer used it for instruction-related tasks.  
Most believed that technology uses had improved students’ motivation for 
learning.  (Reynolds & Caperton, 2011, p. 278) 

Ultimately, the implementation of 1:1 technologies in the classroom will become 
more widespread as policymakers and stakeholders continue to push for it, and it 
is therefore imperative that educators and administrators be knowledgeable about 
the potential benefits and drawbacks that these tools may provide.  (Hoffman, 
2013, p. 17) 

Many superintendents and school districts are integrating iPads into the classroom 

as 1:1 technology.  As of 2013, there were over 4.5 million iPads in schools and over 

80,000 education applications available on iTunes (Bruhn et al., 2017).  A central reason 

why schools have increasingly chosen a 1:1 technology platform such as an iPad 

incorporation over the past decade is due to increased availability of the products, the 

cost reduction of acquiring enough machines for all of the students, the increased comfort 

level for the use of technology by both students and teachers, as well as recognition from 
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superintendents, school boards, policy makers, and elected officials as to the value and 

potential of providing students with a personal technology tool (Berger-Tikochinski et al., 

2016).  Due to the iPad being released in March of 2010, literature on the value of an 

iPad in a 1:1 setting is still limited and exploratory (Hoffman, 2013).  For schools that 

choose an iPad, Ifenthaler and Schweinbenz (2016) have identified best practices that 

will enhance implementation which is essential for good fiscal responsibility: 

1. Conduct programs that influence students’ attitudes and perceptions towards 

iPads, 

2. Emphasize the uses for students for both school and personal use, 

3. Promote the user friendliness of iPads, 

4. Create and maintain a positive campus culture that supports iPad integration, 

5. Provide students with technical support help desks, and 

6. Create online support structures to answer students’ questions. 

As more school districts adopt iPads or similar tablet-based devices, 

superintendents will want to ensure the community investment is maximized through the 

adoption of best practices. The upside to iPads, especially when combined with sustained 

best practices at the campus level are why the devices and 1:1 platform are desirable for 

superintendents and school boards.  Integrating iPads into a 1:1 classroom setting has a 

positive impact on learning by increasing engagement, improving digital literacy levels, 

and putting students in situations that require digital citizenship.  The 1:1 instructional 

platform is also a valuable tool in schools that employ all types of teaching methods 

including both traditional deliveries as well as project-based learning practices (Chou et 

al., 2012). 
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School districts have the option of purchasing devices for students or allowing 

students to bring their own devices. This phenomena has appeared worldwide and may be 

seen through policies that allow students to use their own devices, a trend known as Bring 

your Own Device (BYOD) as well as initiatives where schools provide students with 

laptops or tablets as a means of expanding student access to learning opportunities 

(Mouza & Barrett-Greenly, 2015).  To support both types of 1:1 settings, schools need to 

have a substantial technology infrastructure to support the bandwidth and number of 

devices connected to the network in any given area of the campus.  The affordability of 

devices and the equipment needed to support the connectivity of those devices have 

combined to make 1:1 initiatives cost effective in both BYOD school districts as well as 

school districts that provide student devices (Harper & Milman, 2016).  Despite the 

increased affordability of a 1:1 program, there are still many school districts that have not 

committed and invested into providing devices or the infrastructure to support a BYOD 

program. 

Theories on how to support fiscal responsibility by utilizing school district funds 

effectively come out of the work of Pink (2009) and Linda Darling-Hammond et al. 

(2008).  Their work supports that fiscal responsibility maximizes when school districts 

value the importance of novelty, variety, and real-life applications in motivating students 

through the applications of technology.  Technology holds the promise of novelty.  

Technology for many students in America includes IPads, Chromebooks, and smart 

phones.  Students who were provided IPads reported they were more motivated to learn 

as a result of incorporating the device into the lesson they were learning (Hoffman, 

2013).  Research indicates that novelty included in the first year of a 1:1 implementation 
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in a variety of educational settings increased student’s levels of motivation and 

engagement (Lan et al., 2010).  IPads also facilitate students earning badges in game-

based learning environments and badges have the potential to increase student motivation 

due to the novelty they provide students (Abramovich et al., 2013).  The novelty of the 

IPad increased the motivation of American students in this study.  In less developed 

countries, the novelty of technology may be demonstrated with less sophisticated 

equipment.  In a study that took place at a school in Taiwan, “80% of the students 

believed that digital pens can promote learning attention and learning motivation in the 

classroom (Huang et al., 2017).  Fiscal responsibility includes understanding the level 

and complexity needed for students to view the 1:1 technology as novel.   

According to Farisi (2016), the potential limitations that arise from adopting a 1:1 

technology initiative are not limited to just student outcomes.  Ongoing costs result in 

fiscal limitations.  Teacher training, access to software, annual software licenses, limits to 

teachers’ awareness and self-confidence, a reduction in the course content that is covered, 

and an increased amount of time needed for teacher preparation are all limitations that are 

a function of the budget.  The negative aspects associated with 1:1 technology have an 

equally important role in shaping the perceptions and beliefs of superintendents as the 

positive attributes. 

 
Fiscal Responsibility–Resources for Student Performance 

The advantage of 1:1 technology has shown to be evident for the teachers and 

students in studies.  The incorporation of iPads, Chromebooks, and laptop computers 

improves instruction from the teachers point of view without having to change standards 

(Blanchard et al., 2016).  Teachers were able to create a more personalized learning 
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environment for fourth grade students during literacy instruction by incorporating a 1:1 

iPad experience (Harper & Milman, 2016).  The more personal learning environment 

allowed students to connect the current instruction with their prior knowledge and the 

advantage to the teacher was the increase in a personalized learning environment 

facilitated student ownership in their own learning without the teacher changing the 

desired outcomes.  The advantages of a 1:1 technology platform come at a cost.  The 

price for devices, the infrastructure to connect devices, the cost of deploying and 

maintaining devices, the training for teachers, and on-going cost of software licenses are 

all budget considerations when looking at resources that promote increased student 

performance.   

Academic achievement in both a traditional classroom and a 1:1 classroom have 

similar characteristics in that there is a positive correlation between mastery learning and 

academic performance (Abramovich et al., 2013).  Student achievement is measured with 

many different metrics including students perceptions of their own learning, formative 

assessment from teachers, individual student grades in a course, state-based assessments 

such as the State of Texas Assessment of Academic Readiness exams, nationwide 

assessments such as the NAEP, and international exams such as PISA exam (Harvey, 

2018).  One to one technology allows teachers to assess student progress more quickly 

towards the standards measured by the NAEP and the PISA exams.  The decision on 

using free software versus purchased software aligned to these assessments depends on 

the resources of the district and comes at a cost per student.  

For the purposes of this study, a review of the research surrounding the impact on 

student achievement because of a school adopting a 1:1 technology platform as a function 
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of fiscal responsibility is important.  Research on student achievement in a 1:1 setting 

must take into account several variables including teacher quality, classroom 

environment, student motivation, and the classroom management skills of the teacher 

(Erbes et al., 2010).  Superintendents have the responsibility of managing a school district 

budget and using their resources to maximize student achievement.  Student achievement 

is frequently monitored through standardized test scores; however, in a 21st century 

learning environment that is paired with 1:1 devices, student achievement may include 

creativity and innovation (Germaine et al., 2016).   

Fundamental values for many educators include the desire to see students 

perform, behave, and achieve at their personal best.  Student achievement is maximized 

when the curriculum is coherent, developmental, and allows for in-depth learning 

(McTighe & Seif, 2015).  The effect on student achievement after the incorporation of a 

1:1 technology platform has been studied from a variety of different vantage points and 

results have varied.  “Findings indicate that laptop activities helped students become 

actively engaged in learning but no statistically significant difference in test scores 

between laptop students and non-laptop students was found” (Hur & Oh, 2012, p. 303).  

Pretest and posttest results from students who utilized iPads versus students who did not 

use technology demonstrated no significant difference between the two groups (Carr, 

2012).  Based on the variety of 1:1 platforms and the mixed results from research, the 

relationship between the curriculum, instructional practices, and technology is of 

particular interest to superintendents who are deciding on their recommendation to their 

school boards.  Laptop computers are consistently more expensive and more of a burden 

to a school budget as compared to an iPad or Chromebook.  
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Results from meta research compiled by Zheng et al. (2016) displays the variety 

of results that have been recorded concerning the effects of 1:1 technology on student 

achievement.  Their research supports the notion that at best, 1:1 technology initiatives 

have a small positive impact on student achievement and at worst they have no effect on 

student achievement.  Superintendents with knowledge of these results may also look 

deeper into the results to see if there is an impact on their students from special 

populations, specifically on students from poverty.  The effect on student achievement 

that occurs as a result of 1:1 technology is complex and difficult to quantify.  

Understanding the superintendents’ perceptions and beliefs on the impact on student 

achievement in a 1:1 program will ultimately help answer the research question for this 

study.  

Classroom level factors on student achievement may prove that the teacher is the 

most important factor in student achievement, not the decision to deploy a 1:1 platform in 

the classroom.  However, “there is a paucity of research linking teacher professional 

development, teacher beliefs and practices, and student achievement outcomes” 

(Blanchard et al., 2016, p. 210).  Contrary to Blanchard (2016) is the work of Ripley 

(2013).  According to Ripley (2013), “everything is based on the teachers.  We need good 

teachers, well-prepared, well-chosen” (p. 147).  In agreement with Ripley is a study from 

Mouza and Barrett-Greenly (2015).  The preparation and ongoing development of 

teachers is important for student achievement, specifically in a 1:1 classroom.  Research 

results show “a number of positive outcomes associated with mobile learning initiatives. 

In particular, they found nine comparative studies showing positive learning outcomes 

including greater achievement among students (Mouza & Barrett-Greenly, 2015, p. 2).  
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What the teachers do with the technology has as much impact on student achievement as 

the shift from a traditional model of instruction to a 1:1 model.  “One method to promote 

increased student achievement is structure a course around a cycle of interaction, 

feedback, and goals” (Alaswad & Nadolny, 2015, p. 389).  Beyond the student 

perceptions and the teacher level of impact, mixed results of student achievement in a 1:1 

environment have been reported.   

Within the Mouza and Barrett-Greenly (2015) study, their analysis revealed nine 

separate comparative studies that demonstrated greater student achievement when 

students were provided 1:1 access to technology.  A reoccurring theme in all nine of the 

studies was the importance of professional development for the teachers implementing 

the technology.  The professional development aspect of the studies had an impact on the 

student achievement portion of the studies.  Blanchard et al. (2016) collected data that 

confirmed schoolwide teacher professional development on 1:1 technology increases 

standardized test scores when the professional development is systemic and sustained 

over a 2–3-year period.  The highest gains in their study occurred in schools after the 

third year of teacher professional development on the applications of 1:1 technology.  In 

agreement with the previous studies that indicate the importance of professional 

development in association with increased student achievement, Hegedus et al. (2016) 

found the use of instructional technology will have positive impacts on student 

achievement and student satisfaction when the implementers provide extensive 

professional development for teachers.  As 1:1 technology has become more common in 

schools, the professional development to support 1:1 campuses has also become more 

readily available as well as becoming more tailored to adult learning styles (Harris & Al-
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Bataineh, 2015).  Harris and Al-Bataineh also concluded that the increases in quality and 

quantity of teacher professional development has catalyzed increases in student 

achievement.  Increased levels of student engagement and achievement have been linked 

to well-trained teachers who utilize a 1:1 platform (Diemer et al., 2013).  Another aspect 

of this literature review was the research indicating why a superintendent would chose to 

move to a 1:1 technology platform through the vantage point of supporting students from 

poverty.   

 
Fiscal Responsibility–Equity for Students from Poverty 

Studies have shown that 1:1 technology has a positive impact on the student 

achievement levels of disadvantaged students; however, not all 1:1 initiatives have 

reduced the educational gaps for impoverished students (Zheng et al., 2016).  Zheng et al. 

(2016) pointed out a study that indicated laptop computer based 1:1 classrooms did not 

significantly reduce the achievement gap for students from poverty.  However, Ware and 

Stein (2014) reveled that tablet based 1:1 programs narrow the achievement gap for low 

socioeconomic students who were pretested and posttested in geometry.  The difference 

in student achievement results were tied to the different instruments that students were 

provided.  In complement to the Ware and Stein (2014) study are the results from Bruhn 

et al. (2017).  Tablet based 1:1 instruction increased student achievement levels in 

students from poverty and reduced the achievement gap due to the portability of the 

devices, the accessibility of the devices due to their less expensive costs as compared to 

laptops, and the teacher’s ability to differentiate instruction by matching an app to a 

student’s current needs (Bruhn et al., 2017).  Matching apps to students’ needs is a 

comparable practice to Jensen’s (2009) brain compatible teaching which researchers 
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suggest promotes academic success in PK-12 students (Freeman & Wash, 2013).  A 1:1 

tablet program along with sustained professional development has the ability to increase 

student achievement levels in impoverished populations thus reducing the achievement 

gap. 

Devices, internet access, and technical support for technology are much more 

prevalent in the homes of affluent children as opposed to students living in poverty. 

“Children raised in poverty rarely choose to behave differently, but they are faced with 

overwhelming challenges that affluent children never have to confront” (Jensen, 2009, p. 

14).  Technology that does not work in a student’s home is very frustrating for students, 

especially students who have no resources to fix the situation.  Businesses in the 

technology industry do an excellent job marketing their products and the benefits of the 

latest and greatest innovations.  Smartphones and tablets are a luxury that students from 

affluent backgrounds are more likely to have in their homes than students who come from 

poverty. 

When schools offer both affluent and low-socioeconomic status students access to 

the same modern devices, all students share in the benefit. “The 2011 cohort of 

respondents indicated that money, in particular material technology goods, leads to 

greater peer acceptance and can make a person happier overall” (Hostetter et al., 2015).  

Schools who adopt a 1:1 technology initiative are leveling the playing field for students 

who come from poverty.  Schools with a one-to-one platform provide students from 

poverty with the same advantages of technology in the classroom as students who come 

from households that provide their children with technology.   

Low-income and minority families in the U.S. have traditionally been less likely 
to have access to a computer and high-speed Internet connection at home as well 
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as less likely to have the skills needed to use those resources in a meaningful way. 
(Mouza & Barrett-Greenly, 2015, p. 3) 

The digital divide is still present in both rural and low socioeconomic areas due to the 

ability for many to access the internet and fully use the potential of their devices.   

Schools that adopt a 1:1 platform will not solve the crisis of poverty.  However, 

they will provide individual students an outlet that may break the cycle of generational 

poverty in their family.  “Participants recognize that having motivation is not enough to 

achieve class mobility” (Hostetter et al., 2015, p. 138).  Students who grow up in poverty 

have the potential to remain in poverty because their world has been limited to what they 

see and experience on a daily basis.   

The role that technological goods play in social identity was a prevalent theme in 
our 2011 data as well and can also be found elsewhere in the literature.  For 
example, in a qualitative study of urban American adolescents, Deutsch and 
Theodorou (2010) discovered that for youth in poverty, buying the latest goods 
and technology gave respondents a sense of power and identity in the larger social 
world.  (Hostetter et al., 2015, p. 148) 

Breaking the cycle of poverty will often require students to leave the neighborhoods they 

grew up in and enter the larger social world.  Acceptance into a university or technical 

school offers a student from poverty the chance to move away from their community.  

Higher education institutions have standards for admission and students who achieve at 

higher levels academically are given more options and, in some cases, more financial 

support.  A high achieving student from poverty has the potential to earn a college 

education utilizing significant financial assistance. 

Superintendents, school districts, and schools all have the ability and 

responsibility to motivate students from poverty to rise out of an impoverished life.  

When motivating students from poverty, educators are stimulating student interest and 

teaching students to respond to tasks in a certain way (Bahji et al., 2013).  To achieve 
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success, educators must give students a reason to engage in the learning and then 

cultivate their motivation towards learning the curriculum.  To stimulate interest and 

initial engagement, research shows that a 1:1 laptop program results in higher initial 

engagement levels, presumably because of the novelty of the devices (Lan et al., 2010).  

To sustain the higher levels of student motivation and engagement in populations of 

students with high percentages of poverty, the theoretical framework from the 

International Society for Technology in Education in 2014 may be employed (Blanchard 

et al., 2016).  According to Blanchard et al., this framework indicates that educators who 

want to overcome the challenges of poverty should be prepared to teach students 

differently than they have in the past.  By this, the researchers emphasize that educators 

should have a focus on utilizing tools, leveraging technology, improving student 

discourse, and ensuring that all students regardless of their socioeconomic background 

have access.  By using this framework in a constructivist classroom, knowledge will be 

developed by the learner, instruction will be student focused, and students from poverty 

will be successful.  To answer the research question—Why does a superintendent choose 

to move to a 1:1 technology platform?—the fiscal responsibility in the area of supporting 

students from poverty is both part of the theoretical framework for this study as well as 

included in this review of literature. 

 
Summary 

The role of the superintendent in making the decision to move to a 1:1 technology 

platform for a campus or district is a multifaceted decision that contains a myriad of 

factors.  Superintendents considering the recommendation to move to a 1:1 technology 

platform may consult research on student motivation, brain-based learning, the effects on 



66 

students from poverty, 21st century knowledge and skills, the gamification of the 

classroom, student achievement, and the professional development required to support 

implementation.  All of these categories of research are important to the explanation of 

why superintendents decide to move to a 1:1 technology platform because 

superintendents have perceptions and beliefs about each category.  The belief-desire 

theoretical framework indicates that perceptions lead to beliefs and beliefs lead to 

actions.  Therefore, the beliefs of superintendents lead to actions (Haney et al., 2002).  In 

this review of literature, the investigator explored the research surrounding the (a) impact 

on students, (b) impact on teachers, and (c) fiscal responsibility when a superintendent 

takes the action of choosing to move to a 1:1 technology platform.   

The literature on 1:1 technology indicated a gap in the research on the decision 

making of superintendents who propose a 1:1 technology initiative.  The theoretical 

framework of (a) impact on students, (b) impact on teachers, and (c) fiscal responsibility 

is used in this study with an a priori examination of the lived experiences of 

superintendents who made the decision to recommend a 1:1 platform and how their 

experiences relate to current research on this phenomenon.  The modern phenomenon of 

1:1 technology initiatives in schools has become significantly more prevalent in the state 

of Texas due to the release on the discretion of how superintendents may utilize their 

district’s IMA funds.    

This literature review was a comprehensive overview of contemporary research 

on the different identified categories of interest for superintendents considering the move 

to a 1:1 technology initiative.  Contemporary researchers have identified three major 

areas of attention in regard to schools with 1:1 technology platforms: student 
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achievement, changes to the classroom environment, and student motivation and 

engagement levels.  The research on student motivation, the effects on students from 

poverty, 21st century knowledge and skills, the gamification of the classroom, student 

achievement, and the professional development required to support implementation 

interdependently relate to the theoretical framework in this study.  The (a) impact on 

students, (b) impact on teachers, and (c) fiscal responsibility are all relevant areas of 

study for understanding why a superintendent would make the decision to shift to a 1:1 

technology platform in a school district. 

Chapter Two of this research study was a review of the existing literature that 

supports answering the research question—Why does a superintendent choose to move to 

a 1:1 technology platform in a school district?  From this review of existing literature, 

gaps in the current research have been uncovered.  In Chapter Three of this paper, the 

investigator describes the research design to address the gaps of research uncovered 

through the review of existing literature.   
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CHAPTER THREE 

Methodology 
 
 

Research Design and Protocol 

 In Chapter Three, the researcher defines the research design methodology, so it is 

important to begin this chapter with a claim for the appropriateness of the case study 

design for this investigation.  A case study should be utilized when three conditions are 

met: how and why research questions are being investigated, the event being studied is a 

modern phenomenon, and the researcher has little or no control over the actual behavioral 

events (Yin, 2014).  The most important aspect in selecting a research method is to 

declare the type of research question in the study.  For this study, the research question 

being answered is: Why does a superintendent choose to move to a 1:1 technology 

platform in a school district?  Case studies are also utilized when, how and why research 

questions are investigated while studying a bounded group (Yin, 2014). 

 
Advantages of the Case Study Design 

Qualitative case study methodology (Creswell, 2012) allowed for the collection of 

data for the study of why superintendents choose to move to a 1:1 technology platform 

and their perceptions on how this change impacts student motivation and engagement in 

the learning process.  Case study design is a descriptive methodology that requires 

multiple data sources to research a bound group in order to gain an in-depth 

understanding of it (Baxter & Jack, 2008).  The advantage of a case study design for this 

study was based on the gap in current literature and the ability of using case study 
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research to capture an in-depth understanding of the superintendents who have 

recommended and sustained a 1:1 technology initiative.  Current studies are 

“concentrated on the following themes: effects on student achievement, changes to the 

classroom environment, classroom uses, effects on learner motivation and engagement, 

and challenges to classroom integration” (Harper & Milman, 2016, p. 129).  The 

perception of the superintendent, their lived experiences of making a recommendation for 

the shift to a 1:1 platform, and their rich and descriptive experiences in the process of 

moving to a 1:1 platform are notably absent from the literature.  Case studies are 

employed when researchers want to describe a rich understanding of a particular 

phenomenon (Creswell, 2012; Yin, 2014).  For this study, an intimate relationship with 

the data facilitated the development of a theory to answer the question of why a 

superintendent moves to a 1:1 technology platform.  Wiersma and Jurs (2005) stated, “a 

case study is a detailed examination of something . . . a current phenomenon” (p. 210).  

The question of why a superintendent move to a 1:1 technology platform is a current 

phenomenon and following the Yin (2014) case study model substantiates a detailed 

explanation.   

For this research, the Yin (2014) multiple descriptive case study design was 

followed for data collection of a bounded group through multiple sources of information 

including semi-structured interviews, questionnaires, and archival data.  The semi-

structured interview questions came from the literature review and archival data from 

each case, responses to questionnaires, and observations.  As the superintendent 

participants in study were interviewed, new questions arose as a result of their responses.  

The new questions necessitated follow up interviews with all of the participants to review 
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and confirm the findings as well as searching for a deeper and more vivid explanation of 

their lived experiences.   

In keeping with the a priori framework, the research method was a multiple 

descriptive case study method utilizing a three-part framework: (a) impact on students, 

(b) impact on teachers, and (c) fiscal responsibility  The three-part framework was the 

lens of focus to answer the research question of why a superintendent would recommend 

moving a school district to a 1:1 technology platform.   

In this study, there were multiple cases as a means to provide credibility and 

transferability to the study while reaching a saturation of data.  “The term case study can 

refer to either single or multiple-case studies” (Yin, 2006, p. 4).  The advantage of the 

Yin case study design was “compared to other methods, the strength of the case study 

method is its ability to examine, in-depth, a case within its real-life context” ( p.111).  In 

agreement with Yin, the value of conducting case quality study was described by Baylor 

professor Dr. Tony Talbert (personal communication, March 29, 2016), “Qualitative 

research relies upon rigorous research design methods that insure credibility, 

dependability, confirmability, and transferability of data.”  Table 2 displays the alignment 

between qualitative and quantitative criteria for judging research.  Control measures and 

peer review are used to ensure high levels of credibility, transferability, dependability, 

and confirmability.  According to Yin (2014), internal validity or credibility is an issue 

for case study research when studying causal or multiple descriptive case studies.  For the 

purposes of this study, the threat to credibility according to Yin is in making inferences 

that the data does not support.  Utilizing the established practice of Glaser’s (1965) 
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constant comparison method of analysis, cross-case analysis, along with axial coding 

should mitigate the possibility of reducing credibility. 

 
Table 2 

Criteria for Judging Qualitative Research 

Traditional Criteria for Judging 
Quantitative Research 

Alternative Criteria for Judging   
Qualitative Research 

Internal Validity Credibility 

External Validity Transferability 

Reliability Dependability 

Objectivity Confirmability 

 
 

Case studies are also often criticized for their lack of external validity or 

transferability (Yin, 2014).  To alleviate the concerns of transferability, this researcher 

incorporated multiple participants, each with their own lived experiences.  The 

participants in this study represent a bounded group and each participant is an individual 

case.  Transferability of this study with participants who meet the existing criteria may be 

achieved by following the sampling protocols included in this chapter.  The 

commonalities amongst the experiences of the participants were identified, coded, and 

communicated in such a way that other participants may identify with the themes that 

emerged.  Utilizing the Yin (2014) methodology for case study research ensured that 

there is transferability of the study.  Another researcher wanting to replicate this research 

will be able to use the methodology in Chapter Three of this study.  
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The ability to replicate a case study, also known as the dependability and 

reliability of the study are secured using the Yin (2014) case study protocol.  Allowing 

additional researchers to review and code the data is a supported practice according to 

Creswell (2012) and Yin (2014).  Coming to the same conclusions demonstrates the 

dependability of the case study.  The credibility, transferability, dependability, and 

confirmability of this study was sound due to following Yin’s model of case study 

research.  Table 3 illustrates Yin’s (1997) case study tactics for four design tests that 

enhance credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability.   

 
Table 3 

Case Study Design Tests 

Test Case Study Tactic 
Phase of 

Research Where 
Tactic Occurs 

Construct 
Validity 

 Use multiple sources of evidence 

 Establish chain of evidence 

 Have fellow researchers review draft case 
study proposal 

Data Collection 

Data Collection 

Composition 

Internal 
Validity 

 Do pattern matching 

 Do explanation building 

 Do time series analysis 

 Do logic models 

Data analysis 

Data analysis 

Data analysis 

Data analysis 

External 
Validity 

 Use rival theories within single cases 

 Use replication logic in multiple-case studies 

Research design 

Research design 

Reliability  Use case study protocol 

 Develop case study database 

Data collection 

Data collection 

Note. From Case Study Research: Design and Methods, by R. K Yin, 1994, p. 33. 
Copyright 1994 Sage. 
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The protocols of the Yin case study design are especially useful for studying a 

process in a holistic, in depth way that allows for deep understanding (Merriam & 

Tisdell, 1998; Mouza & Barrett-Greenly, 2015).  Utilizing the Yin case study design for 

this research, aligns with the stated research questions which are how and why questions 

(Yin, 2006).  The a priori theoretical deduction of this study supports the purpose of this 

study which was to answer the research question: Why does a superintendent choose to 

move to a 1:1 technology platform in a school district?  The theory of this research comes 

from the real-life experiences of the six superintendents who researched, recommended, 

and implemented a 1:1 technology initiative in a school district.   

 
Context and Participants 

 Participants in this study were selected using purposeful sampling, specifically 

criterion sampling.  The criterion-based sampling of participants included, 

 Being a superintendent of a school district in the state of Texas 

 Being the superintendent that made the recommendation to a school board to 

initiate a 1:1 technology program 

 Employment in the same school district following the implementation of a 1:1 

technology program 

 Availability and willingness to participate in multiple interviews and 

questionnaires 

Support for purposeful sampling comes from Creswell (2012), “I prefer to select cases 

that show different perspectives on the problem, process, or event” (p. 100).  In keeping 

with the Creswell model of purposeful sampling, the researcher in this study sought out 

superintendents who have independent experiences with the phenomenon of 
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implementing 1:1 technology in their school district.  In order to confirm that the 

participants in this study met the criteria established by the researcher and the constructs 

recommended by Creswell, phone interviews and emails were used as initial contacts to 

verify the superintendents match to the criteria.  Table 4 illustrates the superintendents in 

this study and their adherence to the criteria-based sampling protocols for this study.   

 
Table 4 

Participants and Sampling Criteria 

Participant 
Superintendent 
in the state of 

Texas 

Successfully 
recommended 

a 1:1 
technology 
initiative 

Employed at 
the same 
district 

following the 
implementation 

Availability and 
willingness to 

participate in multiple 
interviews and 
questionnaires 

Supt. A X X X X 

Supt. B X X X X 

Supt. C X X X X 

Supt. D X X X X 

Supt. E X X X X 

Supt. F X X X X 

 
 
 To gain access to the participants, the researcher obtained informed consent from 

all participants prior to scheduling a semi-structured interview or providing the 

participant with the questionnaire.  The six superintendents in the study needed to be 

accessible, open to sharing their experiences of the process of implementing a 1:1 

technology initiative, and their credibility as a superintendent who successfully 

recommended the implementation of a 1:1 technology initiative was credible by records 
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in archival data.  A copy of the informed consent is in Appendix B, the interview 

questions in Appendix C, and the questionnaire is in Appendix D. 

 The site for each of the interviews depended on the availability of the 

superintendent.  In-person interviews and phone interviews were utilized to gain data on 

the lived experiences of the superintendents participating in this study.  All interviews 

were recorded and transcribed, there was no preference between in-person and phone 

interviews for the researcher, the participants volunteering their time had preference on 

the site of the interview.  Each superintendent had multiple semi-structured interviews.  

Follow-up interviews took place over the phone to expand on or clarify the responses 

from the initial interview as well as to ask questions that came about through the constant 

comparison analysis of interviews and questionnaires from other participants.  Added 

phone calls provided the researcher with the opportunity to ask additional questions 

derived during interviews with later participants.  The superintendents were selected from 

Texas school districts that currently have a 1:1 technology platform on a minimum of one 

campus.  The process of purposeful criterion sampling involved soliciting the cooperation 

of superintendents through direct phone calls and email.  Follow-up interviews were also 

allowed for explanation building within each individual case. 

Planning for the interviews involved reaching out to the superintendents over the 

phone for the first point of contact.  During the phone conversation, the researcher 

established the timing and venue for the interview.  The researcher also sent a follow-up 

email to the superintendent after verbal confirmation of the interview and this email 

included the informed consent documents (see Appendix B).  All interviews were 

recorded and transcribed for accuracy, this fact was made clear in the consent documents.  
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The transcriptions of the interviews were available to the superintendents to check their 

responses.  These transcribed semi-structured interviews were also provided to the 

outside research assistants who read and coded the responses from the questions in the 

interview.  An important aspect was to give an extended period of time for each interview 

to support sufficient depth of the interview. 

 
Data Collection 

Yin (2014) indicated that in case study research there are three main protocols to 

follow in data collection: utilize multiple sources of evidence, collect the data in a case 

study database, and craft a chain of evidence.  This researcher utilized Yin’s (2014) 

model by following the protocols listed: collecting data from three data sources included 

interview data, archival data, and a questionnaire.  The database of the responses and data 

were digitally stored, and password protected.  There was consistency in the questions 

asked during each semi-structured interview, and the transcribed data was provided to the 

participants and fellow researchers.  

“The case study method helps you to make direct observations and collect data in 

natural settings, compared to relying on derived data” (Yin, 2006, p. 111).  All of the 

semi-structured interviews were digitally recorded and transcribed.  The same uniform 

questionnaire was provided to all participants.  The observation data, semi-structured 

interview, and questionnaire provided rich and descriptive details concerning the 

perceptions and lived experiences of superintendents who have implemented a 1:1 

technology platform.  Table 5 shows the alignment of the research question with 

interview questions, and the theoretical framework.   
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Table 5 

Alignment of the Research Question, Interview Questions, and Framework 

RQ Interview Question 
Theoretical 
Framework 

W
hy
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Describe your experiences and observations of 1:1 
technology prior to your recommendation to your board. 

Impact on students 
Impact on teachers 
Fiscal responsibility 

Why did you recommend a 1:1 technology platform? Impact on students 
Impact on teachers 
Fiscal responsibility 

What outcomes were you seeking to achieve that led you to 
deciding on a 1:1 initiative? 

Impact on students 
Impact on teachers 
Fiscal responsibility 

How did you decide on the specific model/device/learning 
management software? 

Impact on students 
Impact on teachers 
Fiscal responsibility 

Was there a specific research article or outside information 
that you consulted or referenced prior to making a decision to 
take action? 

Impact on students 
Impact on teachers 

What was your perception of the student motivation levels 
before your 1:1 initiative? After? 

Impact on students 
Impact on teachers 

Do you believe the change in instructional programming has 
been fully implemented?  Why do you believe is the result? 

Impact on students 
Impact on teachers 
Fiscal responsibility 

What was your perception of the student engagement levels 
before your 1:1 initiative and after? 

Impact on students 
Impact on teachers 

How have student engagement levels in on task and off task 
activities changed since the inception of your 1:1 program. 

Impact on students 
Impact on teachers 

Was there anything that went better than you expected? Impact on students 
Impact on teachers 
Fiscal responsibility 

Where there any challenges you did not anticipate? Impact on students 
Impact on teachers 
Fiscal responsibility 
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Each participant had multiple interviews to maximize credibility, which is 

important when utilizing constant comparison analysis.  The questionnaire utilized in this 

study was reviewed with the participants during phone conversations for clarification and 

accuracy of the data.  The questionnaires were important because they provide data that is 

triangulated to increase the trustworthiness of the data. 

Archival data from each of the six participants was included in the data collection 

for this study.  Archival data included school board minutes from each case, local and 

regional newspaper articles about the 1:1 implementation recommended by each 

superintendent, news stories from local news channels about the school districts and 

superintendents, TAPR reports from the Texas Education Agency website, and summary 

of finance reports from the Texas Education Agency website.  The archival data collected 

and labeled for each participant case in this study was the third piece of data collected to 

support triangulation of the data.   

The study has a maximum of six participants.  Each superintendent participant 

had an observation that was associated with the interview.   

 
Data Analysis 

“To analyze the data we repeatedly read transcripts from observations and teacher 

interviews” (Mouza & Barrett-Greenly, 2015, p. 6).  Substituting superintendents for 

teachers in this study mimics the first steps of data analysis utilized by Mouza and 

Barrett-Greenly.  In staying with the a priori framework, the Glaser (1965) constant 

comparison method was utilized for the data analysis process.  Similarities and 

differences were identified, redundant themes were eliminated, and patterns emerged and 
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were recognized as categories for focus.  Yin (2005) described the constant comparison 

analysis for case studies: 

Unlike most other methods, when doing case studies you may need to do data 
collection and data analysis together. For instance, a field interview of one person 
may produce information that conflicts with that from an earlier interview. Doing 
the interview is considered data collection, but surfacing the conflict is considered 
data analysis. You want that analysis to happen quickly, so that you can modify 
your data collection plans while still in the field—either by re-interviewing the 
earlier person or by seeking to find a third source to resolve the conflict.  (p. 383) 
 

From the analysis of the interviews, artifacts, and questionnaires, a set of preliminary 

codes were developed.  This technique followed the recommendations of (Berg, 2004) 

“multiple sources of data and participant perspectives enabled us to triangulate emergent 

findings, thereby enhancing the reliability and validity of the results” (as cited in Mouza 

and Barret-Greenly, 2015, p. 5).  All interviews were digitally recorded and transcribed 

for the researcher to enhance the credibility and dependability of the data being analyzed.  

The data collected in the form of interviews, artifacts, and questionnaires were 

triangulated for each superintendent and analyzed using the Yin (2014) explanation 

building analysis technique.  The explanation building analysis technique requires that 

the researcher deeply and broadly examine the data for each individual case.  This 

practice is most appropriate in multiple descriptive case studies such as the current study.  

The process of explanation building analysis may occur simultaneously with data 

collection; however, the product should be reported in narrative form (Yin, 2014).  The 

data analysis for this study was an explanation building analysis due to the reflection 

from the researcher and research assistants on significant data obtained in the process of 

answering the research question. 
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Observation data were coded and categorized using techniques reinforced by 

Creswell (2012).  Two fellow researchers who are also familiar with coding qualitative 

research studies also coded the data independently and a collective consensus was 

reached for a shared understanding of each response.  The analysis pattern of first coding 

the data using explanation building for each case, then using axial coding to identify 

relationships was used in the same format as described by Hostetter et al. (2015).  This 

style of analysis is also similar to Mouza and Barrett-Greenly (2015): 

Data is collected from multiple sources including observations, interviews, focus 
groups, and artifact collection. All case study teachers are interviewed at the end 
of the school year during the month of May. Interviews were semi-structured to 
allow a formal questioning strategy that would yield comparable data, while at the 
same time maintain flexibility to probe for a deeper understanding.  (p. 5) 
 

Instead of observations and focus groups, a questionnaire is included in this study.  Both 

Yin (2014) and Mouza and Barrett-Greenly (2015) value the use of semi-structured 

interviews in case study research.  In the current study, the semi-structured interviews 

collected were analyzed using explanation building analysis for each participant.  The 

explanation building analysis led to common themes emerging from each case.  These 

themes were coded using axial coding.  The coding system supported comparisons across 

cases and supported finding commonalities and differences among the responses from the 

different superintendents.  Then utilizing cross-case analysis and constant-comparison the 

data from each superintendent were analyzed and compared.  Findings from the cross-

case and constant comparison analysis provided the commonalities in this study that are 

reported as findings in Chapter Four.  The findings in Chapter Four were analyzed using 

constant comparison and cross-case analysis.  Themes from all six cases emerged from 

the evidence collected and analyzed in this study.  The closeness with the data and the 
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resulting analysis of the data is a variable of qualitative research, for that reason a 

declaration of the researcher’s bias should be included in this methodology. 

 
Researcher’s Perspective 

The researcher in this study is a doctoral student at Baylor University with 

experience working in schools that have both a traditional approach to instruction as well 

as an approach that incorporates a 1:1 technology platform.  The researcher in this study 

has never been a superintendent and thus has never made a recommendation to a school 

board in support of or against a 1:1 technology initiative.  The three-part framework of 

(a) impact on students, (b) impact on teachers, and (c) fiscal responsibility included in 

this study indicate a bias towards a perceived difference between those areas in a school 

district that has adopted a 1:1 technology initiative and one that has not.  

 
Summary of the Methodology 

To explore the research question—Why does a superintendent choose to move to 

a 1:1 technology platform in a school district?—the Yin (2014) case study design was 

utilized.  Data were collected through semi-structured interviews, a questionnaire, and 

archival data.  Data from all three sources were triangulated to improve credibility and 

six superintendents were the participants to improve reliability.  An a priori reasoning and 

three-part theoretical framework of i(a) impact on students, (b) impact on teachers, and 

(c) fiscal responsibility was employed and data analysis were conducted using the Glaser 

(1965) constant comparison method, cross-case analysis, and axial coding.  From the data 

analysis, conclusions were constructed, and themes were uncovered. 
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Summary 

 This multiple descriptive case study of six superintendents who have successfully 

implemented a 1:1 technology platform in their district was conducted using the Yin 

(2014) case study research methodology.  The participants for this study were selected 

using purposeful sampling techniques, specifically the criterion sampling technique.  

Once the participants were identified and consent for the study was obtained, the six 

participants were interviewed.  The interviews were recorded and transcribed for 

accuracy and clarity.  Questionnaires were answered by all the participants and archival 

data were reviewed to triangulate the collected data.  Questionnaire data, along with 

interview data, were included in the explanation building analysis of this study.   

 In Chapter Three of this case study, the researcher detailed the methodology used 

for this study.  Chapter Four includes the results of the data collection and the narrative 

from the explanation building that occurred through cross-case and constant comparison 

analysis.  Data from the interviews and questionnaires are key components to Chapter 

Four of this study.  From the constant comparison analysis of the data from the 

participant cases in this study, the research question posed in Chapter One has been 

answered in the findings in Chapter Four for the context and scope of this study and 

summarized as the nine themes at the end of the chapter.  The analysis of these nine 

themes is described in detail in Chapter Five of this study.  

  



83 

 
 

CHAPTER FOUR  

Findings 
 
 As written in the first three chapters of this dissertation, the purpose of this study 

was to examine the lived experiences of six superintendents who have successfully 

implemented a 1:1 technology platform.  All six superintendents researched, 

collaborated, and successfully presented a recommendation to their school board to 

purchase devices for their students while understanding that this decision requires 

additional teacher training, ensuring adequate bandwidth and access points for the 

devices to connect to the schools network, and the coordination and support of district 

employees in multiple departments.  Superintendents are highly regarded members of 

their community and they feel a great deal of pressure to make decisions that promote 

their school districts as well as enhance the experience of their most precious commodity, 

the students they serve (Davidson & Butcher, 2019).  Each of these school districts serve 

students by providing them an education and these school districts are all led by a 

superintendent; therefore, it was important to examine the lived experiences of these six 

superintendents as they successfully implemented a 1:1 technology platform in their 

school district.   

 Educating students and providing a high-quality student experience that 

leads to student’s academic success is a collective success of a school district.  School 

districts are led by a superintendent who serves the board of trustees.  As of 2018, school 

districts in Texas are given an A-F rating based on student achievement, school progress, 

and closing the gaps between student sub-populations (Morath, 2018).  These A-F ratings 
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have a significant impact on a superintendent and a school district because stakeholders 

including parents of prospective students, homebuilders, and businesses have these 

ratings available as means of differentiating between neighboring school districts.  

Navigating the competition that has been created through this rating system is absent 

from current literature as this rating system is a recent phenomenon.  This rating system 

has added to the complexity of the role of the superintendent and the decisions that a 

superintendent must weigh when providing the compass for their school district.  The 

need to study the lived experiences of superintendents who have successfully 

implemented a 1:1 technology platform is therefore very significant.  Table 6 shows 

demographic information such as gender, level of education, age range when making the 

recommendation, race, and years of experience in the district prior to making the 

recommendation.   

 
Table 6 

Superintendents’ Demographic Information 

Sup. Gender Education Age Range at Rec. Race Years in District 

A Female Ed.D. 56-65 White 2-5 

B Male Masters 46-55 White 6-10 

C Male Ed. D. 35-45 Hispanic 0-1 

D Male Masters 56-65 White 10+ 

E Male Masters 46-55 White 6-10 

F Female Ed. D. 35-45 White 10+ 
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Through semi-structured interviews, a questionnaire, and archival data, the 

researcher presents results through the applied lens of theoretical framework, and a 

review of existing literature.  The framework for this study was based on three categories: 

(a) impact on students, (b) impact on teachers, and (c) fiscal responsibility.  After 

collecting data and then coding the data, additional subcategories ascended out of each 

category: 

1. Impact on Students 

a. Learning 

b. Student Motivation 

c. Students from Poverty 

2. Impact on Teachers 

a. Instruction 

b. Student Achievement 

c. Professional Development 

3. Fiscal Responsibility 

a. Resources for Student Performance 

b. Equity for Students from Poverty 

Data from the lived experiences of each of the six superintendents have been 

analyzed using the Yin (2014) explanation building analysis technique.  The framework 

for this study of (a) impact on students, (b) impact on teachers, and (c) fiscal 

responsibility is explained with each superintendent representing a case.  The cross-case 

analysis and the resulting themes are presented at the end of this chapter.   
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Case 1–Superintendent A 

 In this first case, the researcher examined the lived experiences of Superintendent 

A.  At the time of the recommendation, Superintendent A was a 56-year-old Caucasian 

female superintendent who successfully implemented a 1:1 technology initiative in a 

school district that had approximately 8,400 students.  Superintendent A has been a 

superintendent in three school districts over 21 years and was in her second year at the 

school district where she made the successful implementation.  During her personal 

educational career, Superintendent A has earned an Ed.D. in Educational Psychology.   

 Superintendent A is a self-described voracious reader.  While she did not cite any 

specific research that led her to the decision to implement 1:1 technology, she did offer 

that she regularly reads and continues to read education journals and scholarly 

publications on a daily basis.   

 Her history and path to the Superintendent role was not a traditional path.  She is 

the only Superintendent in this study that has never been a campus principal.  The vast 

majority of the superintendents in the state of Texas have previously served in the role of 

a campus principal.  She said that many superintendents have moved into the role with 

high school principal experience because of the budgeting responsibilities and analogous 

functions placed on high school principals.  For Superintendent A, her path to the 

superintendent role included being the Director of Special Education and the director of a 

non-profit organization that reaches out to underserved students and students in crisis.   

 Prior to implementing 1:1 technology for students in ninth through 12th grade, 

Superintendent A utilized 1:1 technology in the district to support students from special 

populations, students in alternative education, and in classrooms where skilled teachers 
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won grants to support purchasing the devices.  Through her experiences, she was able to 

determine that the best method of implementation was to spend an entire calendar year 

training teachers prior to deployment of the devices.  Her experience as a Superintendent 

also helped her read the feelings of her school board.  She indicated that there was not 

direct pressure to implement 1:1 technology; however, her school board noted the 

positive media attention that a neighboring district received for implementing 1:1 

technology in one of their middle schools. 

The school district she successfully implemented 1:1 technology in is described as 

an industrial community that celebrates the arts and hard work.  The high school prides 

themselves on having a strong career and technical education program and this focus on 

supporting students by making them college and career ready was a driving force when 

she and her team were making the decision on which device to adopt. 

The findings from two interviews and a follow-up interview for clarification with 

Superintendent A applied through the framework of this study are reported in the next 

sections.  Based on the data analysis from this study, the dominant reason why 

Superintendent A moved to a 1:1 technology platform was to provide students with 21st 

century knowledge and skills so that they are college and career ready. 

 
Impact on Students  

 Superintendent A discussed her desire to improve the long-term outcomes for 

students.  When she described the process that went into differentiating the different 

aspects of various 1:1 models, she routinely referred to the desire to see 1:1 learning as a 

way to both personalize learning for students as well as prepare them for their future. 
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Again, we studied the iPads versus the Chrome. We looked at not just short term 
or flashy, but really ties in with our business community.  Most of business 
community uses the Chrome.  They use a PC base.  Again, because we were 
moving towards preparing students for the future as a school district and knew 
that career tech was a big push, for me I thought the PC option was more tied in 
with the business industry. 

 
Through the build up to the roll out of the 1:1 initiative, Superintendent A indicated it 

was important for their team to show students that these devices were for learning as 

opposed to just a device for communication and entertainment.  She described these 

experiences as treating students like adults that were learning to maintain the devices for 

the first time.  “We did student training, parent training, and staff training.  We kind of hit 

all three points on the easel, I guess.  The big deal was the student training, we did a lot 

of kid training on etiquette and responsibility.”  The initial stages of implementation 

followed a year of staff training which came about as the result of passing a tax 

ratification election (TRE) and successfully recommending this direction for her students.  

Despite all of this training and preparation, Superintendent A was still nervous about the 

change that would result in students.  “They were a lot better than what I’d thought.  The 

rollout went a whole lot better than I thought.  I think that’s because we did so, so much 

planning and we spent a lot of time training students.”  Training the students included 

training both the students and the parents on how to handle the devices away from school. 

We trained parents on what to expect from the kid.  It started with what do you 
expect at home.  Teaching students that this device was their responsibility, you 
can’t give this Chromebook to another child and have them break it.  You can’t 
leave it on the street.  You can’t leave it in the heat.  You can’t run it over with a 
car. 

 
The 1:1 initiative also allowed students to take on new roles and heightened levels of 

responsibility in their schools. 
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Plus, we could train our kids on the maintenance of those and so overtime we sent 
some of our students to Chrome college.  We keep a category of students that are 
specifically trained in that and they do a lot of the repair for us. 

The impact on students that incorporating Chromebooks into their school at a 1:1 ratio 

was transformational learning for students.    

Students didn’t know what they didn’t know.  They didn’t know what the 
usefulness of it was because a lot of our students, they didn’t know how you could 
expand the use of those machines.  It’s incredible now and it’s expanded a lot 
since we started the implementation. 
 
 
Impact on students–Learning.  For Superintendent A, learning was an important 

factor in deciding to move to a 1:1 technology platform.  This was her second school 

district as the superintendent and the data she reviewed indicated her students from 

special programs were struggling to learn and as a school district they were struggling to 

close the gaps using traditional teaching methods.   

We were behind academically.  Prior to that we had bunches of academically 
unacceptable campuses.  So that was part of the decision and then ESL bilingual 
was the other part of the decision.  Again, you have those special populations 
coming in.  Because those are so specialized and the instruction has to be 
basically a very, very small group intense one-on-one.  So that was one thing and 
the second thing was the sheer academics.  We really did it because of the No 
Child Left Behind initiative and all of the requirements that came with No Child 
Left Behind.  All of that was before the reduction of special ed members . . . we 
had so many kids . . . we had about 18% of our population and be able to serve 
those students that and to be able afford to serve those students in the manner we 
thought they would learn best, we were really forced into a computer situation.  
So that’s how we began with the one-on-one. 
 

Along with supporting learning for students who were in special populations such as 

English language learners and special education students, Superintendent A was very 

concerned about the learning levels of students from low socioeconomic backgrounds.  

Validating this concern are the state test score reports that show a disparity between the 

learning and accomplishment levels of affluent students in her district versus students 
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who come from a background of poverty.  In her desire to improve learning, 

Superintendent A notes “the experience of students with special programs, number one.  I 

think the demand of the testing situation, especially with low income kids, would 

probably be my number two.”  During the time period that Superintendent A planned, 

passed, and implemented a 1:1 technology platform, she recalled the state of Texas made 

changes to the identification process for students in the special program of special 

education. 

And then of course, after that they started to decrease the number of special 
education students even though the state says they didn’t, but they did.  Things 
changed but the nice part about kids that had been in special education and had 
technology is that whenever they came out of special education they did a lot 
better because they really had a leg up on their peers because they had already 
worked with computers a lot. 

 
This change by the state of Texas only changed the labels for her students, 

Superintendent A saw the value of 1:1 technology prior to embarking in a campus wide 

initiative.  “I think one-to-one has been around for longer than most people think, but it’s 

been in special programs.  We certainly used one-to-one with special education and we 

used it with our alternative education programs first.” 

 
Impact on students–Student motivation.  Superintendent A was focused on 

learning outcomes and recognized that student motivation plays a role in improving 

students learning.   

We did a survey . . .  I don’t particularly like surveys because you don’t get many 
back, but we certainly surveyed the kids on technology.  We do that every year.  
We had good feedback.  The students really liked using it.  I believe students were 
more motivated to learn once they started using their technology but that’s not 
what we looked at.  It probably did but that’s not what we measured.  Certainly a 
child that’s successful is probably going to have a much better attitude about 
school, but I don’t have a measurement tool. 
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When asked if the perception of student motivation levels had changed as a result of 1:1 

technology from the teachers’ perspectives, Superintendent A responded, 

The teachers were . . . they are more of a mixed bag.  Because some teachers were 
older, they were more experienced.  Prior to this, they hadn’t had any training in 
technology, whatsoever.  That goes back to that time lag of 2013-2014 I was 
telling you about earlier.  We spent a whole year on training and getting teachers 
ready and campuses ready on bandwidth to support those Chromes.  Because in 
XXXXX, the bandwidth ate them up real fast.  Overall teachers were very pleased 
with how students responded.  
 

Superintendent A also responded that she believes 1:1 technology has a role in improving 

the student motivation levels for students that have struggled either behaviorally or 

academically and the personalized learning that 1:1 enables is to their benefit.  

Prior to bringing technology to our academic alternative education, we had been 
using modules.  Even still up to 7 years ago on the alternative education 
campuses, we had been using just handwritten modules.  Producing them and the 
logistics of it were ridiculous.  So the production of them and the scoring of them, 
and the content of them were not capable of doing the job.  Then we started to 
look at DAEP [disciplinary alternative education program] and what they were 
doing for their alternative education and that was probably about 6 years ago.  
Then we expanded that initiative into behavior alt-ed.  The first were in academic 
alt-ed. 

 
Superintendent A expressed value in the student motivation needed to keep up an 

expensive school-owned device.  Through their planning stages, Superintendent A and 

her team decided to issue Chromebooks to students their freshman year and the students 

would have the same exact device all 4 years.  At the end of 4 years, the district would 

give the students the Chromebook as a graduation gift.  Many school districts at the same 

time required students to turn in their devices over the summer, for Apple districts, this 

provided them an opportunity to update their machines.   

That first summer we did the same thing even though we went to Chrome.  We 
brought them back in.  But we just found that the kids basically kept up with them 
so over a period of time we didn’t do that.  They were checked out to the students.  
It was the same rule.  You keep them up, you don’t screw them up and you get 
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them when you graduate.  That was a huge motivation for our kids and we had 
almost no theft.  Almost none.  Or replacement or anything.  The kids, to this day 
have really taken good care of them.  Anyway, we moved in with the freshman 
and then as they became sophomores they would keep their computers.  We did 
something a little different.  We had them . . . They kept their computers and they 
still used this.  If they keep their computers and don’t lose them or break them by 
the time they graduate, they get to take them home with them.  I think other 
school districts do that now, but I think we were probably one of the first to do 
that.  We did that because we needed some carrot on the end of the stick so they’d 
take care of the computers.  And too, we were dealing with a very, very low 
income population.  We’re trying to get them into college and without providing 
them that tool, they would not have that.  So we used it as an incentive and 
motivation. 

 
 

Impact on students–Students from poverty.  Superintendent A indicated a value-

added impact to students from poverty.  “We had, I think, 78% of our kids that were in 

free/reduced lunch at that point in time.  So we were very, very high.  It’s dropped a little 

bit now.”  The impact on students from poverty is that once they leave high school, they 

may not have access to a device that supports their learning.  Providing students that 

graduate with their Chromebook created an impact on many of Superintendent A’s 

students.  “We were dealing with a very, very low-income population.  We’re trying to 

get them into college and without providing them that tool, they would not have that.  So, 

we used it as an incentive and motivation.” 

 Not only did the 1:1 technology implementation impact the future for students 

from poverty, Superintendent A recognized a need to make changes that would level the 

playing field now for those students.   

We knew that we needed to go more into an intuitive technology or an intuitive, 
intuitive education for kids.  It was multiple reasons at that point in time.  One 
was we had a very, very low-income population and we knew that they were 
going to be unable to keep up with their peers at private school because they 
didn’t have technology.  And there weren’t smart phones at that point in time so it 
wasn’t like you could hook into the internet 6 or 7 years ago. 
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Impact on Teachers 

 Just as students were impacted by a change to 1:1 technology, teachers in 

Superintendent A’s school district were affected by this shift as well.  To mitigate the 

negative impact on teachers that a shift to 1:1 technology would bring, Superintendent A 

worked closely with her technology director.  “LA was great.  LA was an English teacher 

by trade, so she really approached it as a teacher did and I think that was really a gift.”  

Prior to issuing the devices to students, the teachers had an entire year of professional 

development with both the technology director as well as outside trainers with the goal of 

making the 1:1 learning a smooth process.  When I asked about the teacher training and if 

Superintendent A enjoyed that part of the buildup, she responded, “I don’t know that I 

enjoyed the process.  It was an arduous process, but I really did like what has been rolled 

out.  I was very pleased.”  When asked if there was anything she would do different about 

the training that the teachers received and were provided, Superintendent A recalled, 

“We’ve had a few over time that did something stupid on it and probably that’s not just 

the teachers.  It wasn’t because they weren’t taught about computer etiquette and how to 

take care of the computers.” 

 
Impact on teachers–Instruction.  The process of deciding on moving to a 1:1 

technology platform involved reviewing assessment scores, student progress, and then 

seeing how instruction affected both of these.  The federal requirement to bring all 

students to grade level in reading and math played a significant role in a decision that 

would affect instruction.  “We really did it because of the No Child Left Behind 

initiative.”  Superintendent A said, “we began exploring different situations and really the 
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only one, the only one that could individualize that way was simply one-on-one 

technology. There really wasn’t a choice.” 

 The impact on instruction for her district started in special education.  “We had 

about 18% of our population and to be able to serve that and afford it, we were really 

forced into a computer situation.”  She also stated, “that was before the reduction of 

special education members.”  In the lag time between full 1:1 implementation and 

implementation of 1:1 in special education, there were students that experienced 1:1 

technology in the special education classroom that had this service removed and other 

students that might have qualified for special education that did not receive this style of 

instruction until 1:1 was utilized across the campus and eventually the district.  

And then, of course, after that they started to decrease the number of special 
education students even though the state says they didn’t, but they did.  Things 
changed but the nice part about kids that had been in special education and had 
technology is that whenever they came out of special education they did a lot 
better because they really had a leg up on their peers because they had already 
worked with computers a lot. 

 
Prior to the full 1:1 implementation, populations of students had instruction in a 1:1 

format.  In “alternative education, we had been using modules.”  A shift started with 

instruction at the academic alternative campus and then moved in the behavioral 

alternative education campus.  This shift in instruction happened because the paper-based 

modules that were being used in alternative education “were not capable of doing the 

job.” 

One-to-one technology facilitates the ability to provide more personalized 

instruction.  Superintendent A indicated the shift in instruction for teachers needed to 

change for both alternative education and special education prior to the rollout of a 

complete 1:1 technology platform.   
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The range of special education (students) was huge when you have that many kids 
that are in there. So, we had kids that were pretty mild, as far as their needs for 
special education to the severe and the intellectually disabled.  So, because of that 
huge gap or that huge difference I just knew we had to do something. 

 
After recognizing the need to shift instruction for students in special programs and 

alternative education, Superintendent A evaluated the needs of her district as well as the 

models of programs that were taking place in the districts surrounding her district, “you 

learn by watching your brothers and sisters.”  Superintendent A stated, “there was a big 

pressure to start a year sooner,” but she needed to think through the process and evaluate 

multiple areas including where to start and how this aligned with current instruction and 

how this would shift instruction.   

Other places have been elementary schools.  Our need was at high school because 
that’s where the homework was coming.  That’s where they needed to do their 
lessons online, especially when the blended learning became really, really 
important.  Then we backed it up into middle school and then we started one or 
two elementary schools.  But they’re one-on-one now in middle schools. 

 
Because of the scope of a 1:1 technology platform across a campus and a district, new 

options for instruction have become available.  Lots of devices requires lots of support 

for devices. 

We could train our kids on the maintenance of those and so overtime we sent 
some of our students to Chrome college.  We keep a category of students that are 
specifically trained in that and they do a lot of the repair for us. 

 
Training students to repair and maintain devices is a specific set of skills that requires 

specialized instruction as well as access to devices that need maintenance.  This is 

another shift in instruction for the district.   

Teaching students to repair and maintain the devices allows for more resources to 

be placed into instruction, reducing class sizes, and giving students more programs to 

choose from.    
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I was putting so many FTEs [full time employees] into instruction, I just didn’t 
have that number of FTEs to put into that.  We certainly increased staff over time, 
but going into the TRE, I didn’t increase staff initially.  And so, we did with the 
existing staff.  I don’t know if that’s a good decision or a bad decision but it’s 
what we did cause it’s the money that we had.  And I didn’t ask for staffing at that 
TRE cause I didn’t go for the full amount available.   

 
 

Impact on teachers–Student achievement.  When asked why she would 

recommend to her school board to move to a 1:1 technology platform, Superintendent A 

noted they needed to do something to improve test scores.  Special education populations 

were being capped but there were still students who needed additional levels of support to 

catch up to their grade level and to be successful on their state assessments. 

We were so focused on the academic side of it because we had so many issues on 
that.  When you have academically underperforming schools and they’re that way 
because of special education, then by George, you’ve got to do something. . . .  
We were drowning in special education with so many students that were in it and 
the No Child Left Behind and having to have them meet standards and knowing 
what our FTE situation was.  Most school districts, they don’t sink a ton of money 
into special education anyway.  We were no different.  There just was not any 
more money.  How do you stretch and grow with the needs of your population? 

 
This was not the first time Superintendent A had mobilized 1:1 learning to support 

student achievement in special education.  “We began a program that played with one-on-

one 18 years ago,” this was in reference to her former district.  “It was very primitive at 

that point in time and it was through a grant.”  

 She knew that she needed to lead a change for her school district because of their 

results as measured by student achievement on the state exams.  “Seven years ago.  It was 

began then . . . and we really did it because of the No Child Left Behind initiative.”  One 

of the reasons students are identified for special education is because of learning 

disabilities and she was aware that her district “had about 18% of our population” in 

special education.  She also recognized that many students in their alternative education 
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programs were struggling academically and 1:1 technology implementation had the 

potential to improve student achievement for those students.  “We expanded that 

initiative into behavior alternative education.”  They initially looked at students who 

struggled to achieve to the point that they were in academic alternative education.  “The 

first were in academic alternative education.” 

Superintendent A also recognized that student achievement and student 

placements are not fixed and that students have the ability to grow.   

Things changed but the nice part about kids that had been in special education and 
had technology is that whenever they came out of special education they did a lot 
better because they really had a leg up on their peers because they had already 
worked with computers a lot. 

The same was true for students who were in alternative education for academics or 

alternative education for behavior. 

For us because we were so far behind, you just have to look at it realistically.  The 
only way to close that gap was to really invest in the technology and the training 
that went with it. . . .  From someone who’d been an instructor for a long time, I 
didn’t expect in a year or two.  I hoped over time you’d see some (achievement).  
And that’s exactly what’s happened.  Every year we close the gap, and close the 
gap, and close the gap.  Where in many areas right now, we’re at or above state 
average. 

 
Superintendent A credits much of their growth to the personalized learning and 

subsequent student achievement gains that have resulted since their inception of a 1:1 

technology platform using Chromebooks.   

 
Impact on teachers–Professional development.  Superintendent A talked about 

how important professional development of teachers was to her.  “The training had to be 

there.  I would not have done it if we did not have the training.”  Her value of training 

was also evident in this statement, “For us because we were so far behind, you just have 

to look at it realistically.  The only way to close that gap was to really invest in the 
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technology and the training that went with it.”  Without the training, she did not believe 

that technology would have its full impact.   

To address the limitations of cost, staff turnover, and to build teacher leaders, 

Superintendent A translated their professional development program to a dispersed model 

of instruction. 

We worked with teachers and training and we didn’t do all teachers.  We did 
some teachers.  Tried to get them on board and really well trained.  And then we   
. . . Again cause I didn’t have the staff, we kind of used it like a tree trunk and 
used those teachers to train other teachers.  And they still use that model. 

 
Her advice about professional development came through a reflection on the overall 

process.  

Certainly, financing is one of the pieces that needs to be hit on in short term and 
long term.  And then I think planning.  How was it planned prior to the 
implementation is another big component.  And I think the training component, 
how was it done?  Was it done before?  Was it done during?  How was it 
sustained?  And sustainability and that works with the planning component, but 
sustainability is an enormous piece. 

 
When it came to professional development, Superintendent A viewed professional 

development as an important component that must be addressed for sustainability along 

with planning. 

 
Fiscal Responsibility 

On the subject of sustainability and fiscal responsibility, Superintendent A noted 

that finding the best funding source to support her vision of a 1:1 technology initiative 

was an important decision.   

There wasn’t a pot of gold sitting there to use.  Listen, one-on-one’s an expensive 
initiative.  It’s not just expensive on the hardware side but the maintenance and 
the upkeep and the training and the FTE’s to run it.  On the hardware side or just 
the teaching side.  The instructional side.  It’s not something you go into lightly.  
And you better have a plan of action on how you’re going to keep that baby going 
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cause there’s a whole lot of school districts out that went into to, that went in too 
fast.  After 2 years they’ve thought, “I don’t have any more money.”  We did not 
do that. 
 

Sustainability is an enormous piece for Superintendent A.  She did not want to invest in 

an expensive initiative if it was not sustainable for the future.  

The other thing that we . . . we did a strategic plan on rotation cycles and that 
allowed us to be able to afford what we did.  We really planned on those rotation 
cycles and worked that.  We did a 5-year plan out and so we staggered things as 
far as putting the machines out and purchasing stuff we could afford at the time. 

 
Superintendent A also talked about how important it was for her to have sound fiscal 

responsibility not only for the benefit of her school district but also to maintain support 

from her school board and community.  She recalls when she started in the district. 

It was so politically dicey at the beginning and that’s one of those reasons for 
decisions.  Right when I came in we did a bond, that came in late ‘08 I think.  We 
did the bond again in 11 and then I knew we’d need another TRE and I just was 
afraid our taxpayers wouldn’t do it to the full amount.  Now maybe they 
would’ve.  I don’t know.  Those are decisions you make.  Yeah. I had to have that 
restriction to our bond.  I didn’t know if I’d have to have another bond in 2 years.  
I just felt like going for the maximum amount would just be a killer for either the 
TRE or the next bond.  And then we did.  We went out in 2015 and then that bond 
passed too. 

 
She credits her conservative approach to the TRE with helping to promote passing both 

the TRE and the 2015 facility bond in her school district.  She also noted that because 

they did not seek the full amount of the TRE due to her apprehension, that they were 

limited on adding additional staff to train and support the 1:1 initiative.  “There just 

wasn’t enough money left over to pay an instructional technologist, all of our money and 

FTE’s were tied to instruction.”  When asked if she had any regrets about the funding 

process she replied, “No regrets.  I don’t know.  I don’t like to regret.  I may have gone 

towards the full amount on the TRE, but that’s not really a 1:1 technology decision.  No 

regrets on the 1:1.  Absolutely not.” 
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Superintendent A spoke at length about the process of deciding which device 

would provide the best utility and value for her school district.   

We looked at both.  We looked at both platforms.  We looked at flexibility.  We 
looked at what happens with an iPad as far as updates.  At that point in time iPads 
did not automatically update.  We could automatically update our Chrome using a 
Google platform.  We learned from XXXXX.  XXXXX was in it probably 2 years 
before us.  And I really watched them with some of the issues that they had and I 
learned.  I think XXXXX really struggled with their iPads though they’d never 
admit it.  But they did after a period of time because the updates were not 
automatic and they had to pay every time.  The other thing with XXXXX that I 
watched is, to do those updates they had to pull them back in every summer.  The 
kids couldn’t take them home . . . I think it (iPad) was very flashy at the time.  I 
think Apple absolutely sold it for that.  It was a wonderful marketing campaign 
but when you really look at long-term service ability, it really wasn’t the best 
solution for us.  We did a cost-effective analysis about in 2 years, 3 years, 5 years 
and the Chromebooks were much more cost effective for us.  Plus, we could train 
our kids on the maintenance of those and so overtime we sent some of our 
students to Chrome college.  We keep a category of students that are specifically 
trained in that and they do a lot of the repair for us . . . at the time, Chromebooks 
much more expensive than the iPad.  I was surprised because you get a chunk deal 
saving quite a bit on it.  I know that we got a bulk rate, but it wasn’t that much of 
a price differential.  For 2 years it was actually less expensive because we didn’t 
have to repurchase apps every year.  Nor use manpower to reload over summer.  
The manpower is a huge piece of it and iPads, at least initially, I don’t know about 
now, but they required a lot of manpower. 

 
She described the evaluation process for deciding on a device as a group effort.   

Well, as you know, no one does anything alone.  I really depended a lot on LA.  
She was great.  She certainly bought into it from the get-go.  I think the place that 
LA and I varied on probably was the iPad versus Chromebook cause we did 
homework and we did a lot of the stuff together.  She would find stuff.  I’d find 
stuff.  We’d talk to the assistant superintendent as well so he was a part of those 
conversations. 

 
The decision to go with Chromebooks over iPads was supported through her desire to not 

only reach her students but also to meet the needs of the industry and employers in her 

school district. 

It’s interesting cause I had a group of industry leaders I’ve met with for several 
years and they were talking about, what do they look for when they hire someone 
and it was (the ability to use Microsoft) Office suite.  They look to see someone’s 



101 

familiarity and flexibility in using that program.  And they talked about a couple 
of programs that we hadn’t used and so we migrated to that probably 18 months 
ago.  Just so that when a kid came out, they would have an advantage when they 
interviewed. 

 
Another area of fiscal responsibility that Superintendent A needed a plan for and funding 

was updating the technology infrastructure in their buildings.  “Some buildings were 

terrible.  Going to technology and one-on-one, we didn’t even have capacity in our 

buildings.”  Capacity referring to the number of access points needed for all of the 

devices to access the school’s network.  She noted the need to update facilities and 

bandwidth as well as plan for how to gain buy in from her students and parents in 

maintaining the devices.   

And that happened in other school districts too.  But again you learn by watching 
your brothers and sisters.  We really worked on the infrastructure for that year and 
couple months.  So by the time we rolled, we knew that we had enough 
bandwidth.  Not just for in school but out of school.  We knew we had our rules, 
our regulations.  We knew how insurance worked for our kids.   We really 
debated on, “Do you charge parents for the insurance?” We decided to charge 
parents for the insurance cause we thought they needed to have some skin in the 
game. 

 
After getting the devices purchased, improving the infrastructure, and updating school 

policies, Superintendent A tied student motivation with fiscal responsibility.  She allowed 

students to keep their devices once they graduated from high school.   

I think other school districts do that now, but I think we were probably one of the 
first to do that.  We did that because we needed some carrot on the end of the 
stick, so they’d take care of the computers.  And too, we were dealing with a very, 
very low-income population.  We’re trying to get them into college and without 
providing them that tool, they would not have that.  So, we used it as an incentive 
and motivation. 
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Fiscal responsibility–Resources for student performance.  Fueled by the 

momentum of the academic gains that were occurring in a short period of time, 

Superintendent A and her team accelerated their integration process.  

What happened is, once we got into it though, is parents said, “Well I want my 
kid to have that.  They’re not a freshman.  They shouldn’t be where they can’t 
have that.”  And so we stepped up and instead of it taking what we thought would 
be 4 years to fully integrate the whole high school into a one-on-one, I think 
actually we did it in probably 2 and a half years. 

 
Utilizing school district funds for the maximum benefit of her students is something that 

Superintendent A values.   

We knew that we needed to go more into an intuitive technology or an intuitive, 
intuitive education for kids.  It was multiple reasons at that point in time.  One 
was we had a very, very low-income population and we knew that they were 
going to be unable to keep up with their peers at private school because they 
didn’t have technology.  And there weren’t smart phones at that point in time so it 
wasn’t like you could hook into the internet 6 or 7 years ago. 

 
To maximize the impact on student performance, Superintendent A utilized all of the 

resources of her district. 

We used the curriculum instruction department.  Obviously, finance was a big 
part of it.  Operations was a part because we had to get those buildings wired.  We 
had old buildings.  We had wires hanging out of the ceilings.  We had old wiring.  
We had very limited bandwidth.  It was sketchy.  We had to change internet 
providers.  We had to go into different use of Erate, which was a blend between 
finance and technology.  There were a lot of hands on deck. 

 
 

Fiscal responsibility–Equity for students from poverty.  The 1:1 technology 

initiative allowed Superintendent A to provide a device to, at first, all of the freshman in 

her district, then all of the high school students, and then eventually all of the students in 

middle and high school.  According to Superintendent A, “78 percent of our kids were in 

free/reduced lunch” and those students did not have access to the same technology as 

their affluent peers and thus did not have access to the same learning opportunities.  One-
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to-one technology has the potential to break the cycle of poverty that many of her 

students lived in, she planned this initiative knowing what businesses and colleges are 

looking for.  “I really tried to tie into a business community and then a public at long 

term.  And colleges.  The way colleges use it.  Colleges use the Chrome a lot more than 

they use the iPads.” 

 
Summary 

As previously reported, Superintendent A was a 56-years-old Caucasian female 

superintendent who successfully implemented a 1:1 technology initiative in a school 

district that had approximately 8,400 students.  Superintendent A has been a 

superintendent in three school districts over 21 years and was in her second year at the 

school district where she made the successful implementation.  

The initial recommendation was for a 4-year phase-in where each year students in 

the ninth grade would be issued a device that they were expected to use and maintain for 

their 4 years of high school.  The district selected Chromebooks as the 1:1 device for 

students.  To support this initiative, Superintendent A successfully organized the voting 

citizens in the school district to pass a TRE that raised their taxes $.08 for every $100 of 

property value that they owned.  The funds raised in this TRE were used to purchase 

devices, improve the technology infrastructure of the campuses selected to receive the 

devices, and funded some of the professional development for teachers that was provided 

to support implementation of the 1:1 initiative.  Superintendent A summarized planning 

the implementation. 

There was a big pressure to start a year sooner and of course we didn’t have the 
funds.  I really took time and we did a lot of study on iPad versus Chrome.  I 
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required that 5-year plan before I even approached a TRE because I was not going 
to go out there and after 2 years we run out of money. 

 
Prior to the board meeting where Superintendent A was successful in recommending a 

1:1 technology initiative, she had prior experience in a school district implementing a 1:1 

initiative, just on a much smaller scale.  She described the recommendation as a 

collaborative effort between her and the technology director and indicated the 

recommendation was in-line with her vision for the school district.  Table 7 shows a 

visual representation of the areas that Superintendent A reported through interviews and a 

questionnaire.   

 
Table 7 

Superintendent A: Data Supporting a Subcategory 

Impact on Students Impact on Teachers Fiscal Responsibility 

Learning Motivation Poverty Instruction Achievement PD Performance Poverty 

X X X X X X X X 

Note.  PD = professional development. 

 
Superintendent A provided a saturation of data concerning her lived experiences 

as a superintendent who successfully implemented a 1:1 technology.  All of the data was 

organized into one of the three parts of the framework for this study and then further 

organized into the subcategories.  Superintendent A provided data in all three of the 

subcategories for the impact on students, all three of the subcategories for the impact on 

teachers, and both of the two subcategories in fiscal responsibility.  At the end of this 

chapter, Superintendent A’s data were compared with the other five superintendents in 

this study and the overall findings are reported.   



105 

Case 2–Superintendent B 

In the second case, the researcher examined the lived experiences of 

Superintendent B.  At the time of the recommendation, Superintendent B was a 55-year-

old Caucasian male superintendent who successfully implemented a 1:1 technology 

initiative in a school district that had approximately 3,400 students.  Superintendent B has 

been a superintendent in two school districts over 10 years and was in his sixth year at the 

school district where he made the successful implementation.  During his personal 

educational career, Superintendent B has earned a Master of Education degree in 

Administration. 

Superintendent B made the recommendation to move to 1:1 technology with 

unequivocal support from his board.  During the process of exploring the move to a 1:1 

technology instructional platform, three of the members of the school board he served 

conducted research and made recommendations to Superintendent B.  Those three board 

members all had technology roles in the profession.   

 
Impact on Students 

During the years of implementation, Superintendent B was provided the 

opportunity to see the impact on students as both a superintendent and as a parent.  He 

had two students in school during the implementation cycle and this allowed him to see 

the utilization and impact first hand.  He stated both of his children were better prepared 

for college because of using 1:1 technology in high school.  Specifically, they were 

already comfortable using learning management software and they were expected to use 

learning management software including Blackboard (2020) and Canvas (Instructure, 

2020) their first year in college. 
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While Superintendent B was incredibly knowledgeable and made the 

recommendation to move to 1:1 technology, he readily acknowledged that this move was 

a team decision that included his technology director and this move was done to support 

the will of his board.   

In reviewing any outside pressure from competing neighboring school districts, he 

said there were no close school districts had previously implemented 1:1 technology.  

There was not a model for him to copy when looking at implementation procedures.  His 

technology director had previously implemented 1:1 technology in a very small school 

district, but the model he used would not scale to the K-12 implementation for 3,400 

students in the school district in this portion of the study. 

Prior to implementing 1:1 technology districtwide, there were pockets of 

classrooms where teachers had 1:1 access to machines for their students; however, none 

of these devices were issued to students and none of the students were allowed to check 

out the devices to take home.  This school district is rural and access to high-speed 

internet is limited.  In the initial years of implementation, Superintendent B did 

acknowledge that they issued portable hot spots to students who did not have home 

internet access. 

The findings from two interviews and a follow-up interview for clarification with 

Superintendent B applied through the framework of this study are in the next sections.  

Based on the data analysis from this study, the dominant reason why Superintendent B 

moved to a 1:1 technology platform was to provide his students with the tools they need 

to be successful in the future. 
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Impact on students–Learning.  The school board and Superintendent B were 

aligned in their vision for a 1:1 technology-based learning platform long before it came to 

fruition.  “I was lucky because several people on my board were in the technology 

industry and they were as interested as I was in seeing how this would help our students.”  

He said, “We were really looking at instruction, and how kids learn, and knowing that 

technology is gonna have a huge influence on that in the future.”  For his school district, 

Superintendent B planned and successfully implemented a K-12 1:1 technology initiative.  

“We selected iPads for the kids in K through fourth and we went with Chromebooks for 

the fifth graders through seniors.”  Superintendent B found value in the different 

functions of the different devices.   

The apps for the kids in really, K through 4, those are really what’s needed more 
than what’s needed at the upper grades.  In the upper grades, the kids need to be 
able to do research and learn to type. 

 It was obvious that Superintendent B was really proud of how the students 

responded to the 1:1 environment.  He reflected back to where they are now as compared 

to where they were the first year.  He had some concerns about students learning to not 

only use the devices, but also how to protect them and be responsible for them. 

We’ve made some changes, and it has gotten lots better.  However, that first year   
. . .  Really no problems at the high school level.  At or below sixth grade, we do 
not allow the kids to take the devices home.  They have them there in the 
classrooms, but they’re not allowed to take them home.  And I guess, just middle 
school kids being middle school kids.   

 
 

Impact on students–Student motivation.  On fostering student motivation and 

engagement, Superintendent B talked about their technology integration.  “It increased 

student motivation and engagement.”  He credited the increase in motivation to a mixture 
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of the incorporation of the devices and the changes in instruction.  “Part of why the kids 

liked it so much was because they didn’t have to sit there, listen, and take notes as much.”   

 
Impact on Teachers 
 

Impact on teachers–Instruction.  On the impact on teachers regarding instruction, 

Superintendent B displayed empathy towards what he asked some of his teachers to do.  

He talked about his time in the classroom and how his style of instruction was “old 

school stand and lecture.”  It was clear from the interview that Superintendent B was 

focused on instruction and that this focus was a driving point for the shift to 1:1 

technology in the classrooms of the school district he was in charge of leading.  “We 

were really looking at instruction, and how kids learn, and knowing that technology is 

gonna have a huge influence on that in the future.” 

 After evaluating instruction in his district, he was able to come up with a plan 

along with his team.   

It was at that point we decided, Okay, let’s start with one campus and see how it 
worked.  If it worked well, we’d develop a, basically, a 5-year plan to rotate 
around the district.  So, it’s really taken us 5, we just finished the end of the fifth 
year, and supplied the last campus, which is actually our high school. 
Superintendent B talked about the need for not only differentiation in device by 

grade level, but also differentiation of instruction by grade to meet the needs of their 

students.   

Now, we are 1:1 third through 12th grade.  In first and second, we put in 
classroom sets, which I think there is a set of 24 for every two classrooms in 
Kindergarten.  These are the schools where we started 5 years ago with iPads.  
After that we moved to the middle school with Chromebooks and we finished up 
at the high school.  In the elementary school, we had a hard time keeping up with 
all of the apps people wanted, at the middle school and high school it was more 
about trying to use the Chromebooks for something different than what we were 
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already doing on paper.  We figure out real quickly that each grade level team had 
different needs.   

 
When he was asked what areas of instruction that he thought they could have improved 

on early or planned for better, he said, “the care of the devices at the middle school 

level.”  This established his belief that students not only had to be appropriately taught by 

age how to utilize the device, but also how to manage and protect the devices.  This 

responsibility fell on his teachers.   

 
Impact on teachers–Student achievement.  Student achievement as measured 

through test scores has not been the focus of Superintendent B’s school district. “We’ve 

been fortunate that historically our kids have done really well.”  When asked if he has 

seen a change in student achievement as a result of implementing the 1:1 platform, he 

indicated that he did not see a change for the better or worse.  “We have some classes that 

are just historically stronger than others, so overall I haven’t seen a lot of change.  One 

thing I was afraid of at the beginning was falling off for a couple of years.”   

 
Impact on teachers–Professional development.  Superintendent B also recognized 

the importance of having teacher and staff support for 1:1 technology in order to cultivate 

the type of successful environment that he planned for the school district. 

Now, the greatest challenge for us in this whole process has been teacher training, 
and motivating teachers, probably like me. . . .  If I had to go back to a classroom.  
I had basically utilized a stand-and-deliver type instructional delivery system, and 
training them to utilize technology, and it still, 5 years later, it’s still a struggle.  
We have provided a ton of staff development, but sometimes changing old ways 
and old habits is very, very hard to do. 

 
Even with the best intentions and adequate funding professional development, 

Superintendent B still faces a challenge when it comes to having teachers attend training 
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and then apply the learning to their classrooms.  Following up that statement, he 

volunteered, “we’ve sent teachers to Dallas for training, to the region center, and we’ve 

brought people in.”  Superintendent B affirmed that he is committed to various types of 

teacher professional development, and that there were no neighboring school districts to 

model their program.   

Like I said earlier, we’re pretty rural and at the time, there was no one in our 
county that was looking at 1:1.  Most of the school districts in our county are still 
struggling with their broadband connections.  In the 5 years that we’ve, been 
doing this, things have changed a little bit.  We’re getting asked more questions 
from our neighbors about how things are going.   

 
 
Fiscal Responsibility 

 Through this process, Superintendent B sought to manage the district resources 

effectively and efficiently so that they would have plenty of funds to accomplish what 

they needed to accomplish while still meeting the ongoing needs in the other areas of the 

school district.  Areas under fiscal responsibility that he talked about included hiring staff 

to support 1:1 technology, upgrading facilities to support the new technology, and the 

overall maintenance of the program.  When his last technology director resigned, he was 

able to go out and hire one that deployed a 1:1 platform.  He talked about collaboratively 

planning a 1:1 initiative with his technology director. 

In his previous district they had went to 1:1.  So, coming into the district with 
3,400 students, he had come to me about, had we ever thought about the 
possibility?  And that was after he’d been here about a year, and was able to take 
stock of everything going on in the district, from a technology standpoint.  And 
so, that kind of began the discussion, along with how the state changed up the 
funding, went from textbook funding to now, the funding could also include 
technology.  And really, looking down the road at the future of, what are the 
future of textbooks, versus downloading textbooks on the computers, cost, that 
type of thing. 
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The technology director was able to put together several options on the different types of 

devices, the hardware to support those devices, and the needs that were still remaining to 

make the network robust enough to handle 3,400 machines wirelessly connecting at the 

same time.   

He had some information, he’s very good at that, that he brought in.  And really, 
for me, it was going over the pros and cons.  What are going to be the benefits?  
Where are the struggles gonna be?  And really, what we had read up on, the 
greatest challenges, such as change for teachers, ended up being 100% correct.  
The only one that we didn’t see coming, quite honestly, is the care of the devices 
at the middle school level. 

 
After getting the projections on cost, Superintendent B used the finance director’s 

projections on revenue and IMA funds to put together a plan on how they would fund the 

technology initiative.   

We had a 5-year plan to rotate to all of the campuses in the district and we’ve just 
finished up our fifth year.  So, next year, we are ready to start back over again at 
one of our elementary schools.  
 
In an interview, Superintendent B was asked to recall the process of gaining 

approval from the school board to pursue a 1:1 technology platform.  He recalled various 

aspects about the process including the structure of the board meeting, gaining board 

support prior to the board meeting.  Superintendent B said, “I had him present.  And the 

way that I work things, as a Superintendent, is, if I have someone come and present, they 

will make the presentation.  I will officially make the recommendation.”  Superintendent 

B’s experience in successfully recommending a 1:1 technology platform has typical notes 

regarding having school board members on board early in the process.   

The board was always on board with the idea.  It did not take a lot of convincing 
that this would be the way to go.  Matter-of-fact, we have several members on the 
board who work in the technology field, and so that was right down their alley.  
So, they were actually very helpful on not only getting the other board members, 
but basically, the community, on board. 
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Fiscal responsibility–Resources for student performance.  When asked about the 

decision for any specific device, program, or learning management software, 

Superintendent B talked about getting the right resources in the kids’ hands while not 

overwhelming his staff and being able to fund most of it out of IMA funds and using 

savings from E-rate (Federal Communications Commission, 2020).  When talking about 

devices he said, “The iPads are still more.  But for the apps for the kids in really, K 

through four, those are really what’s needed, more than what’s needed.”  When asked 

about the cost of iPads and educational apps, he acknowledged that they were expensive 

and that because of the choice to start with iPads at the elementary level, the full 

implementation did take longer that they had originally hoped for.   

And that’s the reason why we took 5 years to put it in place.  Now, I will tell you, 
Chromebooks seem to be the way to go.  For really, students from about fifth 
grade through 12th grade.  And those things are down lower than $250 a piece, 
now. 

Along with the cost of purchasing devices and apps, he talked about the cost of 

maintaining the devices.  “We were surprised at how many devices, especially after that 

first year, that we had to send off for repair.”  The cost of the repair on the devices is not 

only in what the company making the repairs charge, but also in the manpower to collect 

broken devices, attempting to fix them in house, and the time and effort required to ship 

the devices off.  After the struggles of the first year at the elementary level, he decided 

that they needed a better plan for secondary.   

I’m trying to think.  I would really say that, especially at the middle school and 
the high school, coming up with a way of passing the computers out, holding kids 
accountable, we were really worried about that.  How do we get them in their 
hands?  How do we register the computers to them?  How do we make sure that 
they are being taken care of?  That actually went smoother than what we thought.  
And I think that’s because we had a lot of parent buy-in.  The parents actually had 
to come up and register when they registered the kids.  And at that point, the 
computers or devices were actually provided to the parents, rather than the kids.  
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So, it got the parents involved from day one.  And what we did was, we purchased 
the insurance, basically, for the Chromebooks.  And we charged, I think middle 
school, I think it’s $35 as kind of a usage fee.  And that helped pay for the 
insurance, carrying cases, that type of thing. 

 
Just having the device and managing the device was not enough for Superintendent B.  

He said, “it never fails for a teacher, they would be in the middle of lesson that they were 

being observed on and the internet would go out.”  To supply the internet speed and 

capacity that the students needed to utilize the devices to support learning, 

Superintendent B allocated resources to help strengthen their network.  “We used e-rate 

for, basically, to redo all of our infrastructure in the district.” 

 Once the funding was in place and utilized for the devices and upgrading the 

school’s technology infrastructure, Superintendent B believed they were prepared to learn 

in a 21st century school.   

I feel like we put our kids in a great place to be successful, really.  Once we got 
the machines deployed, we could see the students be more engaged and slowly we 
are seeing teachers better utilize technology.  Now I’m talking about our old 
teachers like me, the younger ones don’t seem to have as much of a problem using 
it.  I’m really proud of what we’ve done and really, about how we were able to get 
students what they need to be successful in college and beyond. 

 

Fiscal responsibility–Equity for students from poverty.  When discussing the need 

to support students from poverty, Superintendent B talked about when he noticed the 

need to help provide access to technology to all students.  

Back then that was really where we were looking to get ahead of the curve.  
Before we started that, we had began a BYOD program at both our high school 
and middle school.  And we were seeing good results in the classroom.  And that 
was just with kids bringing their own devices.  And the teachers, especially the 
younger teachers, were really embracing it.  You could walk into a classroom and 
just see the level of engagement and how much it brought to the table. 
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But not every student had access to iPads, laptops, and that is where Superintendent B 

was able to support students from poverty.  “We wanted every kid to have that level of 

engagement and we knew some families were not going to be able to supply it.” 

 
Summary 

As previously reported, Superintendent B was a 55-years-old Caucasian male 

superintendent who successfully implemented a 1:1 technology initiative in a school 

district that had approximately 3,400 students.  Superintendent B has been a 

superintendent in two school districts over 10 years and was in his sixth year at the school 

district where he made the successful implementation.  During his personal educational 

career, Superintendent B has earned a Master of Education degree in Administration. 

At the school board meeting where the recommendation for a 1:1 initiative was 

presented, Superintendent B allowed the technology director to present the proposal and 

he made the recommendation to the board.  “I had him present.  The way that I work 

things, as a superintendent is if I have someone come and present, they will make the 

presentation and I will officially make the recommendation.”  The recommendation was 

for a K-12 implementation where kindergarten through fourth grade students were issued 

iPads as a class set and fifth through 12th grade students were issued a Chromebook.  

Students in sixth through 12th were allowed to take their devices home, students in 

kindergarten through sixth grade were required to keep their devices at school.  To 

support this initiative, Superintendent B utilized the IMA funds that the district received 

from the state along with school district funds that had been saved in their fund balance.   

 Prior to the board meeting where Superintendent B was successful in 

recommending a 1:1 technology initiative, he did not have prior experience in a school 



115 

district implementing a 1:1 initiative.  The technology director that Superintendent B 

hired had previously implemented a 1:1 technology initiative in a much smaller school 

district.  The recommendation to the board aligned not only with the vision 

Superintendent B had, but also aligned with the goals of the board he served.  This 

recommendation was made before 1:1 technology had become a popular phenomenon in 

school districts.  When Superintendent B was asked if there were any districts that he was 

able to model his implementation plan from, he responded that they were pioneers in 

their county. 

We’re pretty rural, so I really don’t know of any other schools that, for certain, 
that are 1:1 that we looked at, to see if we couldn’t get some ideas from them.  
White Oak was probably the main school, and they’re on the other side of Tyler, 
that we went and visited to see how they were operating their 1:1 system. 

 
Table 8 provides a visual representation of the areas that Superintendent B reported 

through interviews and a questionnaire.   

 
Table 8 

Superintendent B: Data Supporting a Subcategory 

Impact on Students Impact on Teachers Fiscal Responsibility 

Learning Motivation Poverty Instruction Achievement PD Performance Poverty 

X X 
 

X X X X X 

Note.  PD = professional development. 

 
Superintendent B provided a saturation of detail concerning his lived experiences 

as a superintendent who successfully implemented a 1:1 technology.  All the data was 

organized into one of the three parts of the framework for this study and then further 

organized into the subcategories.  Superintendent B provided data in two of the 
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subcategories for the impact on students, all three of the subcategories for the impact on 

teachers, and both of the subcategories in fiscal responsibility.  At the end of this chapter, 

Superintendent B’s data were compared with the other five superintendents in this study 

and the overall findings reported.   

 
Case 3–Superintendent C 

In this third case, the researcher examined the lived experiences of Superintendent 

C.  At the time of the recommendation, Superintendent C was a 45-years-old Hispanic 

male who successfully implemented a 1:1 technology initiative in a school district that 

had approximately 7,100 students.  Superintendent C has been a superintendent in three 

different school districts over the past 20 years and was in his first year at the school 

district where he made the successful implementation.  During his personal educational 

career, Superintendent C has earned an Ed.D. in Educational Administration.   

Implementing 1:1 technology after only being in the school district for 1 year was 

a challenge for this superintendent and he indicated that the process would be difficult for 

any superintendent in their first year in a school district.  His experience was unique 

when compared to the other superintendents in this study because he is the only 

superintendent in a property-rich district.  This allowed Superintendent C to utilize bond 

funds that minimized the impact on the school districts operating budget when deciding 

to implement 1:1 technology.  He also said that this provided an additional challenge 

because he did not want to purchase devices with bond funds and then have to go back to 

his voters in 4 years when the technology reached its life cycle to ask for more money.   

Prior to implementing 1:1 technology in seventh through 12th grades, 

Superintendent C had pilot programs of 1:1 technology for 1 year.  The success of these 
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classrooms led to the full-scale deployment of a 1:1 iPad initiative.  This school district 

has a history of high achievement and prior to the implementation of 1:1 technology, 

students in this district were very successful when teachers utilized a traditional model of 

instruction.  During the years preceding his experience in the school district where he 

made the recommendation to move to 1:1 technology, Superintendent C was a well-

respected superintendent in a neighboring school district.  His clout with the school board 

and community coupled with a bond election that minimally impacted the tax burden of 

the homeowners in his school district while at the same time providing his students with 

iPads made this Superintendent very popular with his constituents according to his 

recollection.   

The findings from two interviews and a follow-up interview for clarification with 

Superintendent C applied through the framework of this study are in the next sections.  

Based on the data analysis from this study, the dominant reason why Superintendent C 

moved to a 1:1 technology platform was to maximize the learning opportunities for his 

students while effectively utilizing the resources of his district. 

 
Impact on Students 

 
Impact on students–Learning.  When asked why he recommended a 1:1 

technology platform to his board, Superintendent C immediately began to talk about 

students and the impact he believed this decision would have them.   

Well, sure, a couple of things.  I think first one was to prepare students, of course, 
for the 21st century, and beyond that really just prepare them for the future, what 
that work may look like.  I think we all accepted that we really can’t prepare kids 
for exact jobs any longer.  The workforce changes, but we do have to prepare 
them to be adaptable and ready for those changes, and of course technology’s 
always a key to that. 
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His belief that we can no longer prepare students for one job or career speaks to his belief 

about what students should learn.  He is looking for his students to have a well-rounded 

education that will allow them to have choices in the future.  Superintendent C also made 

mention of how he wanted student learning to be transformational, not traditional with 

the addition of technology.  “We were hopeful that we wouldn’t just be substituting 

things that we were doing on paper with technology.”  He made a point that the learning 

in his school district should not only be transformational, but it should also be permeated 

with technology.  He said that he wanted technology to be, “part of everything that we 

do.” 

 
 Impact on students–Student motivation.  When asked what his perception on 

student engagement and motivation levels were after implementing 1:1 technology, 

Superintendent C offered a very detailed response that ranged from indicating an increase 

in student motivation levels, the use of school furniture to promote engagement as well, 

along with tying in instruction and its role in promoting student engagement.   

He discussed the initial increase in motivation and engagement levels from 

students right after the devices were deployed.  “Well, I think initially, yeah, of course.  

Students didn’t have those before.”  He also talked about how the structure of managing 

the iPads also played a role in engagement and motivation levels.  

So, what we did is just structured it where the iPads were . . . they didn’t go home 
with students in the elementary schools and the intermediate, which is a pre-K 
through sixth environment.  They stayed at school.  The junior high, seventh 
grade on up, seven through 12th did take them home.  So, you certainly saw a 
little bit of difference, that switch when students were able to take them home. 

 
He attributed engagement more with allowing students access to the devices at home, and 

motivation as something that paired the device with the teacher. 
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Now, motivation.  I think part of that also had to do with, though, in terms of how 
did the teacher deliver the instruction to students?  So, we were very careful 
about, as I said, professional development of teachers, and lesson planning of 
teachers, and things of that nature, because if you’re familiar with some of the 
different models, we were hopeful that we wouldn’t just be substituting things 
that we were doing on paper with technology.  So, we had been working hard 
through the years since we began this 1:1 to continue to integrate, to make 
technology seamless, to make it basically invisible.  It’s just part of everything 
that we do.  So, now the motivation or engagement’s a little harder to tell, because 
most of these students, it’s all they’ve known.  Since they’ve been in the district. 

 
Superintendent C recommended the 1:1 technology platform in his first year in the 

district.  This gave him a limited perspective on pre versus post implementation 

engagement and motivation levels.  Student motivation and engagement are two facets of 

school and the impact on students that he does focus on. 

We do look at engagement quite a bit, though.  You know, we’re looking at that 
not only with technology, but for example, we’re studying student engagement at 
one of our elementary schools with flexible furniture, and got support from 
Baylor in working on an actual, hopefully, it will be a peer reviewed journal 
article submitted about that. 

 
 

Impact on students–Students from poverty.  When asked about his vision and 

goals for students learning, Superintendent C was forward with learning and preparing 

students for the future being the priority.  As stated earlier, Superintendent C made the 

following statements about students, learning, and technology. 

I think first one was to prepare students, of course, for the 21st century, and 
beyond that really just prepare them for the future, what that work may look like.  
I think we all accepted that we really can’t prepare kids for exact jobs any longer.  
The workforce changes, but we do have to prepare them to be adaptable and ready 
for those changes, and of course technology’s always a key to that.  So, we were 
just trying to prepare students for what lies ahead for them in their futures.  

 
Along with being aware that the education his school district is providing is important for 

the future of his students, Superintendent C is also very aware of the impact a 1:1 

technology platform will have on students from poverty.   
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The second thing was to level, if you will, the playing field in my school district.  
We certainly have a range of economic backgrounds and conditions of our kids, 
and we wanted to be sure that 1:1 didn’t become something that just more of the 
haves had access to maybe always at school or at home, versus those students that 
couldn’t. 

 
Recognizing that more affluent students in his school district had privilege that students 

from low socioeconomic status (SES) backgrounds did not was a driving force in the 

decision to the question of why he recommended a 1:1 technology platform for his school 

district.   

So, we were worried, of course, some kids would have some really great things in 
the classroom and others wouldn’t, because we’re over about 35% free and 
reduced lunch in the district.  So, it’s a significant number enough that it was a 
concern.  Other thing was because we felt like technology was, we kept using the 
word ubiquitous.  Everywhere we wanted to make sure that it was just part of the 
daily life of the school experience and being sure that our students could access it 
at all times and utilize it at all times and be a part of all of their learning objectives 
and their experiences there at the school. 

 
 
Impact on Teachers 

 
Impact on teachers–Instruction.  Superintendent C recognized that just the same 

as the impact that 1:1 technology would have for learning and leveling the playing field 

for students from poverty, he knew that 1:1 technology would have an impact on his 

teachers as well. 

We wanted to make sure that it was just part of the daily life of the school 
experience and being sure that our students could access it at all times and utilize 
it at all times and be a part of all of their learning objectives and their experiences 
there at the school. 

 
In his school district, junior high starts in seventh grade, so for teachers’ pervasive use of 

technology in this 1:1 setting would entail crafting learning objectives that are achieved 

leveraging the power of the iPad.  It also meant that homework and communication to the 



121 

students from the teacher regarding instruction and questions about instruction could go 

through the iPad.   

The junior high, seventh grade on up, seven through 12 did take them home.  So, 
you certainly saw a little bit of difference, that switch when students were able to 
take them home.  Now, motivation.  I think part of that also had to do with, 
though, in terms of how did the teacher deliver the instruction to students?  So, we 
were very careful about, as I said, professional development of teachers, and 
lesson planning of teachers, and things of that nature, because if you’re familiar 
with some of the different models, we were hopeful that we wouldn’t just be 
substituting things that we were doing on paper with technology.  So, we had been 
working hard through the years since we began this 1:1 to continue to integrate to 
make technology seamless, to make it basically invisible.  It’s just part of 
everything that we do.  

 
In making technology part of everything that they do, he knew that this would cause a 

change in how teachers planned instruction and delivered instruction.  “We hired an 

instructional technology learning specialist for each campus to support teachers.”  This 

instructional technologist position was designed to support integration into the different 

content areas by supplying each content area with specific tasks, apps, and lesson 

support.  This model came out of the original campus in the district to receive iPads.   

We were going to pilot it one way or the other.  So, that school piloted it.  So, we 
were able, then, to see first and foremost what the requirements would be in terms 
of procedures and getting them to students, plus the professional development and 
what that would change and what that would look like in the classroom as well as 
how it would affect the teachers’ day-to-day world. 

 
The day-to-day world of teachers is consumed by instruction.  The impact of 1:1 

technology on his teachers revolved around how the incorporation of iPads would change 

instruction.  “We hoped that our teachers would try to innovate using the iPads and not 

just continue to deliver the same lessons and projects in the same way.”  When asked if 

the teachers embraced the iPads and it shifted instruction in the way he hoped, he recalled 
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teachers being excited about the opportunity and that it was it hard.  “Not everybody was 

pro.” 

 
Impact on teachers–Professional development.  The key to making more teachers 

a pro, or at least making them better at using technology in their classroom is through 

professional development.  The professional development can come from an external 

trainer or internally, Superintendent C valued the experiences of the staff inside his 

district and believed that the challenges the school worked through would be similar for 

the rest of the schools in his district.   

I think first and foremost be sure that your staff is ready.  One of the things we did 
was before the bond passed in the 1:1, we were able to pilot it.  We have one 
elementary school here in the district that’s smaller.  It’s our rural elementary that 
has about half the size of the other five elementary schools.  So, regardless, we 
were going to pilot it one way or the other.  So, that school piloted it.  So, we 
were able, then, to see first and foremost what the requirements would be in terms 
of procedures and getting them to students plus the professional development and 
what that would change and what that would look like in the classroom as well as 
how it would affect the teachers’ day-to-day world.  So, that was real important.  
My advice is maybe, start small and see how that is.  I mean, that was the whole 
campus.  So, if I was in a larger district and wanting to do it, you would want to 
do it in some pockets.  Maybe have some, either departments like an English 
department or a, this department, or something where you . . . or a group of 
teachers that were certainly more on that cutting edge ready to try it so that you 
could kind of work out some of the bugs or issues and get the feedback so that 
then when you unveil it and go for it full scale, you’ve got all that knowledge and 
that experiences so that then you can be as methodical and smooth and transparent 
as you can when you embark on a big project like this. 
 
The large size of the school district allowed them to build internal capacity in 

regard to rolling out 1:1 campuses prior to moving to a full-scale 1:1 rollout.  The internal 

capacity created was part of the professional development process for the district.  The 

availability and support for professional development from Apple even played a role in 

the selection of an iPad as the device his district choose.   
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We looked at a lot of factors that then came to the fact that an iPad could do most 
everything we wanted it to do, but yet be still affordable, and certainly at that time 
a lot less cost than a full laptop per student.  Then our network could support the 
iPad.  We looked at the training that would be required for our staff.  That was 
another big factor, and Apple had a good rollout of some professional 
development, and then felt that those were things that we could support here in 
the district. 

 
Apple providing high quality professional development as well as creating internal 

capacity for professional development were important factors to selecting iPads and 

supporting teachers.  Part of the 1:1 initiative included building support for teachers on 

both instruction using iPads as well as technical support when the devices were not 

working properly.  “We hired instructional technologist and technicians because we knew 

that we would need both to provide support to our campuses.” 

 
Fiscal Responsibility 

Coming into a high achieving district, Superintendent C knew that it would be 

important to maintain their high level of academics, support extracurricular events, assess 

facility needs for growth, and to accomplish all of these with a balanced budget.  In the 

initial planning stages of creating a 1:1 technology, deciding on the best method for 

funding the devices, the needed upgrades to facilities, the increased staffing, the ongoing 

expenses, and being able to sustain a 1:1 initiative were all important factors for 

Superintendent C.   

Being able to purchase devices and upgrade facilities were going to be huge 

upfront costs for his district.  When asked what he learned or if he had any advice for a 

superintendent who is considering investing in a 1:1 technology platform, Superintendent 

C heavily advocated for a thorough planning process similar to what he and his team 

accomplished. 
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You’ve got to do your homework, in other words, too.  You just can’t do it.  I’m 
just saying, ask a lot of questions, go observe other districts, talk to other districts, 
see how it’s going, look at their funding structure.  Because again, a lot of the 
mistakes is just you can’t rely on grants.  You can certainly get started with a 
grant, but you always . . . that’s the worst thing, though.  The biggest fear and my 
board’s biggest fear was to start this and not have a way to replace them. 
 

The fear of starting a 1:1 initiative and then not having the funding to support a high-

quality implementation is common fear amongst superintendents and school boards.  

Sound fiscal responsibility for tax payer dollars includes thoroughly vetting the large 

purchases that are involved in a 1:1 technology initiative.   

We did, I felt like a thorough analysis of the products at the time.  So, we looked 
at different platforms, certainly PC platforms, which would be your Dell, and at 
that time, the Google wasn’t quite as large with the Chromebooks, but just 
starting.  And then, of course, looking at Apple products, but really what we were 
looking for were a device that could do the job providing access to technology to 
every student, be reliable, be durable, and also be within a cost that we could 
afford.  So, all of that led to why we chose the iPad.  It wasn’t, oh, let’s pick the 
iPad, and let’s try to make that work. 

 
After deciding on the iPad route for his district, the next steps in the planning involved 

deciding the most efficient and economical route to fund the 1:1 initiative.  For his 

district, Superintendent C decided to go out for a voter approved school bond.  He is the 

only superintendent in this study who used this method of funding a 1:1 initiative, 

however he is also the only superintendent with the unique funding structures that his 

school district has.  His school district along with the school district from Superintendent 

A are both classified as Chapter 41 districts, also known as property-rich districts in the 

state of Texas.  This means that the taxpayers in his district pay more in school taxes than 

his school district receives.  What this also means is that when his school district 

purchases items out of their operating budget, that his taxpayers are paying more than a 

dollar to spend a dollar in their district.  Bond funds are not subject to recapture which is 
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where the school district sends the additional tax revenue they generate back to the state.  

Among the options that Superintendent C considered were using savings from their 

operating budget, this money is referred to as fund balance, going out for a TRE, using 

IMA funds, and going out for a school bond. 

We did the bond, we’re a little different.  We’re a Chapter 41 district, and that 
gets kind of into the weeds a little bit.  Being on the bond set, those dollars are 
never subject to recapture.  Whereas if we had done a TRE, there’s still the 
possibility of the money will be raised through the additional pennies on the tax 
rate, which could still be recaptured.  The dollars stay dollar per dollar on the INS, 
the interest and seeking side of the tax rate.  We went that route, and a lot of 
Chapter 41 districts had done it.  We also had buses.  For example, our bus 
purchase is large maintenance like HVAC systems or new roofs were part of that 
bond, too.  So, it was just calculated that way so that we could, as I said, get at 
that infusion of dollars so that we could kick off this 1:1.  Yeah. Well, I will say, 
then, for ongoing costs, yes, IMA is helpful.  Don’t get me wrong.  I should have 
said that.  So, we save . . . oh, we budget about 700, because this is the size of my 
district.  So, $700,000 a year for iPad replacement.  So, after 4 years, if you do the 
math, that equals $2.8 million. 

 
In the same thorough manner that the different 1:1 platforms were evaluated, the funding 

for this initiative was thoroughly vetted as well.  Once the decision to purchase devices 

using bond funds was made and approved by the school board, the repayment plan 

became an important decision.  Superintendent C did not want the taxpayers in his district 

to pay for devices over 20 years because he knew that most devices become obsolete in 4 

years.   

We did buy all the devices.  That particular portion of the bond, though, had a 
much shorter payback period.  A lot of bonds are sold for minimum of 15, 20, 30 
years.  We only had a 4-year payback on the infrastructure for these one to ones. 
So, we didn’t want to sell the community and have it where we would be paying 
on something that we knew would be obsolete in a number of years.  So, it did 
give it that initial, let’s say, boost of funds.  What we’ve done since then was be 
able, then, to basically establish, it’s called an internal service fund, and we 
budget every year.  We may not spend it every year, because we’re basically 
saving those dollars and dedicating those dollars for the replacement.  So, since 
2013 we’ve already gone through a replacement and our second generation of 1:1, 
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but we used our own district funds and didn’t expect or go back to a bond to do 
that. 

 
Through budgeting and planning, Superintendent C and his staff have developed a plan to 

be able to replace devices and support the 1:1 initiative in the future without having to 

take another technology bond to the taxpayers for approval.   

 
Fiscal responsibility–Resources for student performance.  Going back to why 

Superintendent C made the recommendation to move to a 1:1 platform, his why was to 

prepare students for the future.  To provide students with the resources, skills, and 

knowledge that they will need in tomorrow’s world, he believes technology is an 

important tool for students. 

I think first one was to prepare students, of course, for the 21st century, and 
beyond that really just prepare them for the future, what that work may look like.  
I think we all accepted that we really can’t prepare kids for exact jobs any longer.  
The workforce changes, but we do have to prepare them to be adaptable and ready 
for those changes, and, of course, technology’s always a key to that. 

 
The 1:1 technology initiative provides students an opportunity to use technology to learn 

in different ways and supports obtaining 21st century knowledge and skills.  Providing 

students with technology is much more than just handing the student a device.  According 

to Superintendent C, they needed instructional technologist to help teachers maximize the 

utilization of the iPads as well as to support innovation.  They also needed technicians to 

fix the machines.  These are resources for student performance that were additional 

expenses that were planned for and utilized when adopting a 1:1 iPad initiative.  “We 

used IMAT funds to pay for instructional technologists and technicians.”  These positions 

are ongoing personnel expenses and Superintendent C knew that funding them out of a 

bond was not sustainable.  These positions however are considered vital by 
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Superintendent C to ensure student safety with the devices as well as support the 

campuses with both deployment as well as usage. 

I just think the distribution.  All of the processes and procedures had a lot of smart 
folks, of course, that worked on that and really thought through how do we 
distribute?  Let’s use a number, at that time, about 7,500 of them to all these kids, 
and do it where they’re tracked, and they’re monitored, and they are safe, and 
they have, of course, the cases and things like that for protection.  We thought, 
though, we think we budgeted the first year was maybe more for loss or theft, but 
since they all have it, we haven’t had theft.  We still don’t have theft of them.  
Kids are really, as I said, if they take them home, once in awhile we hear one or 
two that may have some kind of theft in their home, just in their particular home 
life, but generally speaking it’s not a major problem with that.  So, I think all of 
that, having that in place, and having the staff, and being able, then, to keep up 
with all the intricacies and the records that are required record keeping, and we 
worked to have a good, I guess, student parent user agreement.  Of course, the 
first year communicating that, but now it’s just part of doing business, and never 
hear any questions or concerns about that.  So, I think everybody knows what 
they’re getting into when they sign on.  They just see that as one of our learning 
tools and learning requirements. 

 
Along with supporting the teachers and students with usage, the technology staff is 

valuable in asset protection, record keeping, and collecting technology usage fees.   

 
Fiscal responsibility–Equity for students from poverty.  Superintendent C 

recognized that being a good steward of district funds was to utilize those funds to 

support under-resourced students.  “We receive additional funding to support our low-

income students and families.”  Creating equity for students from poverty fit into 

Superintendent C’s overall vision and goals for the school district as it pertained to 

student learning.   

So, we were just trying to prepare students for what lies ahead for them in their 
futures.  The second thing was to level, if you will, the playing field in my school 
district.  We certainly have a range of economic backgrounds and conditions of 
our kids, and we wanted to be sure that 1:1 didn’t become something that just 
more of the haves had access to maybe always at school or at home, versus those 
students that couldn’t. 
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The 1:1 technology initiative in his school district accomplished his goal of creating 

equity in his schools and classrooms.   

We were worried, of course, some kids would have some really great things in the 
classroom and others wouldn’t, because we’re over about 35% free and reduced 
lunch in the district.  So, it’s a significant number, enough that it was a concern.  
Other thing was, because we felt like technology was, we kept using the word, 
ubiquitous.  Everywhere we wanted to make sure that it was just part of the daily 
life of the school experience and being sure that our students could access it at all 
times and utilize it at all times and be a part of all of their learning objectives and 
their experiences there at the school. 

 
 
Summary 

As previously reported, Superintendent C was a 45-years-old Hispanic male who 

successfully implemented a 1:1 technology initiative in a school district that had 

approximately 7,100 students.  Superintendent C has been a superintendent in three 

different school districts over the past 20 years and was in his first year at the school 

district where he made the successful implementation.  During his personal educational 

career, Superintendent C has earned an Ed.D. in Educational Administration. 

The successful recommendation was for a sixth through 12th grade deployment of 

iPads.  The recommendation was for a 1:1 technology platform using Apple iPads.   

I think what we did was, we really, one, we did, I felt like a thorough analysis of 
the products at the time.  So, we looked at different platforms, certainly PC 
platforms, which would be your Dell, and at that time, the Google wasn’t quite as 
large with the Chromebooks, but just starting.  And then, of course, looking at 
Apple products, but really what we were looking for were a device that could do 
the job providing access to technology to every student, be reliable, be durable, 
and also be within a cost that we could afford.  So, all of that led to why we chose 
the iPad.  It wasn’t, “oh, let’s pick the iPad, and let’s try to make that work.” 

 
To support this 1:1 iPad initiative, Superintendent C successfully organized the voting 

citizens in the school district to pass a bond election that raised their taxes $.04 for every 

$100 of property value that they owned.  The funds raised in this bond were used to 
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purchase iPads, increase the number of routers and access points at each campus, along 

with providing funds to update the HVAC systems in the district as well as replacing 

aging busses in their fleet.   

 Prior to the board meeting where Superintendent C was successful in 

recommending a 1:1 technology initiative, he had prior experience in a school district 

implementing a 1:1 initiative, the scale of the previous 1:1 initiative was much smaller 

and he considered it to be a pilot program and not a district wide program.  He described 

the recommendation as a collaborative effort between many departments in the school 

district.  Curriculum and instruction, the technology department, and the finance director 

all played important roles in making this vision a reality for the students in the school 

district.  Table 9 provides a visual representation of the areas that Superintendent C 

reported through interviews and a questionnaire.   

 
Table 9 

Superintendent C: Data Supporting a Subcategory 

Impact on Students Impact on Teachers Fiscal Responsibility 

Learning Motivation Poverty Instruction Achievement PD Performance Poverty 

X X X X 
 

X X X 

Note.  PD = professional development. 

 
Superintendent C provided a saturation of detail concerning his lived experiences 

as a superintendent who successfully implemented a 1:1 technology.  All of the data was 

organized into one of the three parts of the framework for this study and then further 

organized into the subcategories.  Superintendent C provided data in all three of the 

subcategories for the impact on students, two of the subcategories for the impact on 
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teachers, and both of the two subcategories in fiscal responsibility.  At the end of this 

chapter, Superintendent C’s data will be compared with the other five superintendents in 

this study and the overall findings will be reported.   

 
Case 4–Superintendent D 

In this fourth case, the researcher examined the lived experiences of 

Superintendent D.  At the time of the recommendation, Superintendent D was a 56-years-

old Caucasian male superintendent who successfully implemented a 1:1 technology 

initiative in a school district that had approximately 1,400 students.  Superintendent D 

has been a superintendent in this school this district only and he has been the 

superintendent of the district for 18 years.  He has been an employee of the district for 31 

years.   He was in his 13th year as a superintendent in the district when he made the 

successful implementation.  During his personal educational career, Superintendent D has 

earned a Master of Education degree.   

Superintendent D moved up in his school district using a traditional route for 

many rural school districts.  He was a successful coach in the school district and formed 

great relationships with students and parents.  After coaching for several years, he earned 

a Master’s degree and was hired as the high school principal.  While working as the high 

school principal, he continued to have a successful run in the school district, and he 

formed strong relationships and trust from his school board.  When the previous 

superintendent left the district, he was hired to lead the school district that he eventually 

made the recommendation to move to a 1:1 technology platform. 

Prior to making the move to 1:1, Superintendent D described his district as being 

a rural district with older schools.  These older schools made implementing 1:1 more 
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complicated and more expensive because of the challenges to upgrading the 

infrastructure needed to support the devices.  His school district is located in a town that 

once had a strong manufacturing presence; however, when the manufacturing jobs left 

the school district shifted to consisting of students who lived and worked in agriculture 

and students whose parents commuted to work in another town. 

Superintendent D was able to see the impact on students from the perspective of 

both a superintendent and a father.  His daughter was a junior high student when the 

school district implemented 1:1 iPads.  By the time she graduated, the district had moved 

to a 1:1 model with Chromebooks.  The shift to Chromebooks was driven mostly by cost, 

but also by the value added for high school students such as his daughter.  He described 

vivid memories of his daughter standing in the kitchen using her iPad for schoolwork and 

then years later using her Chromebook to research information for her advanced 

placement English classes.   

The findings from two interviews and a follow-up interview for clarification with 

Superintendent D applied through the framework of this study are in the next sections.  

Based on the data analysis from this study, the dominant reason why Superintendent D 

moved to a 1:1 technology platform was to level the playing field for students from 

poverty. 

 
Impact on Students 

Superintendent D has been fortunate to lead a school district where he not only 

successfully implemented a 1:1 technology platform, he was able to see the initiative 

through to a second 4-year cycle.  More importantly to him, was that he was able to 

personally see the impact the technology had on students because his daughter has been a 
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student in his school district the entire time.  When talking about the impact of 1:1 

technology in his district, he routinely referred to students including his daughter.   

For a lot of them, that’s how they learn.  They like to see things visually.  In fact, 
what was the movie, Ferris Bueller, the guy called the roll, Bueller, Bueller. 
We’ve all kind of been there.  These kids are just not into that.  There’s too much 
around them.  They’re exposed to so much from music to video to just everything.  
I just don’t know that there’s any way the genie could get put back in the bottle. 

 
He believes that students have changed over time and expectations have changed over 

time.  Both of which are reasons why he supported starting a 1:1 technology initiative.  

“It’s been a really good experience for us.  It’s expensive, but I just think that the 

expectation is there for the kids nowadays.” 

 
Impact on students–Learning.  When talking about how students have changed, 

Superintendent D talked about how kids learn so much more today than they did when he 

first started teaching.  “Not only is my daughter learning more than I was ever expected 

to know, she’s learning it differently.”  When asked about differently, he explained that 

students are learning an impressive variety of things.   

Our kids use their iPads for more than your basic math, science, social studies, 
English.  These kids use their devices for Huddle.  Are you familiar with Huddle?  
Huddle’s great for scouting reports and stuff.  Kids use it.  I’ll tell ya, it’s a great 
teaching tool for coaches, especially for filming your kids.  Film your kid 
throwing the shot put or the discus.  Film ‘em doing the hurdles.  Then you can 
play it right back and you can go slow motion. 

 
Superintendent D’s coaching background came through during his interviews.  “Our kids 

are learning how to communicate with other players, coaches, teams, you name it.  I’m 

not talking about texting them, they make edited highlight films.”  The value-added 

learning that occurred because of incorporating 1:1 technology is an area that 

Superintendent D looked back at fondly.   
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I always wanted, rather than just writing an essay which is important or answering 
a multiple-choice test which there’s a place for that too, would there be ways for 
kids to show proficiency with the technology?  Whether it’s a presentation or 
some research they could do.  We thought that’s really what we oughta be doing.  
So, I think the kids took that to heart.  We had some great presentations from kids 
over the years.  Great, creative-type things.  We wanted to try to spur that 
creativity.  It really worked out for us. 

 
He also talked about his daughter and how she uses technology.  His daughter is currently 

in the second round of 1:1 technology implementation in their district.  In the first 

adoption, Superintendent D supported an iPad based 1:1 implementation.  In the second 

round of devices, his team switched over to Chromebooks.  On her Chromebook, his 

daughter’s teachers utilize Google (2021) Classroom as the learning management 

software. 

She gets homework every day that way.  She emails her teachers for help.  We do 
have teachers still doing flip classrooms and things of that nature.  Some will 
record lessons.  One of her algebra teachers records what she does.  The kids can 
sit at home and watch her do the teaching, going through the lesson cycle.  Those 
things have been very beneficial for us.  It’s also a great research tool. 

 
When discussing the value of the Chromebook as a research tool, he discussed how 

students can look up almost anything they want to learn now.  He was also impressed 

with the ability of the Chromebooks and the software to protect students from websites 

that he did not want students going too.   

We block a lot of stuff.  Some of the things are like YouTube.  There’s an 
educational YouTube and then there’s just YouTube.  We really try to filter out 
anything that’s inappropriate . . . that was another thing we could do with the 
Chromebooks that was harder with the iPads . With the Chromebooks, we could 
really lock down both at school and at home what is allowed on the machine.  We 
felt better about that. 
 
 
Impact on students–Student motivation.  Superintendent D has been in the same 

school district for over 30 years.  When asked about student motivation before and after 
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1:1 implementation, he had an excellent pre and postperception.  He also believed that the 

small size of his school district made him more in tune with the students.   

I think they were more motivated.  I think it raised the mark.  I really feel strongly 
about that.  There was a pride in it.  There was a couple of knuckleheads.  You 
know that.  I think having that device, the parents were very pleased with the 
device and really, knock on wood, the kids have taken care of them.  We put in all 
the penalties in place for kids who damage them or lose them.  This happens the 
first time, but we’ve had very little problems, very few problems. 

 
The enhanced levels of student motivation have been positive for his district.   

 
Impact on students–Students from poverty.  Superintendent D noticed not only an 

impact on his daughter, but also the impact that having 1:1 technology was making for 

the students from poverty in his district.   

We felt like our school district, who is about 67% economically disadvantaged, 
just felt like there were some things we needed to be doing with our kids to kick 
things up a little bit.  We were enamored with thinking ahead towards e-books 
and getting away from textbooks, getting away from that rote-type learning stuff, 
worksheets, you know the drill and kill, all those kind of things. 

 
He credits the implementation of 1:1 technology with improving the engagement levels 

of the students as well improving their overall academic performance.  “That’s kind of 

been the experience with it.  I do think culturally it has really enhanced our academics for 

our kids.  I think there’s pride.” 

 
Impact on Teachers 

 
Impact on teachers–Instruction.  The pride of having 1:1 was not just limited to 

students or even students from poverty, the staff of Superintendent D’s school district 

took a lot of pride in being the first school in their county to have a 1:1 program.  “I’m 

trying to think back.  We’ve been doing it now for so long.  We were looking to just 
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kinda kick things up to the next notch, up the food chain, with our teaching strategies.”  

Improving instruction and teaching strategies was an important task for Superintendent 

D, he has spent 30 years in the district and seen years where the students flourished and 

years where the students famished and he credits much of this to the teachers and their 

instruction.   

One thing we went into that didn’t work out too well.  We tried to do things kind 
of one-size-fits-all instructionally with all the staff.  Looking back on that, there’s 
a veteran staff.  Our teachers like it here, most of them stay here a long time.  
Rather than trying to get a one-size-fits-all, leave it to the teachers.  

 
Instead of a one size fits all instructional model, his district evolved into a more flexible 

approach to encouraging teachers to use technology in their instructional planning.   

Use the technology.  That was the minimum standard.  Use the technology.  Let 
the kids use the technology.  But as far as correlating it with an instructional 
strategy, there’s a lot of different opinions as to what’s best, even in a small 
district, there’s just a lot of differences.  Some teachers are more old school and 
it’s harder for them to embrace the technology, particularly the math teachers.  
They’re kinda like, Oh no, no, no.  Math is here and you’ve gotta do math on a 
piece of paper.  They were a little slower to come on board.  But they did get it 
down.  It just evolved and it’s really worked out well. 

 
He described the evolution that occurred between the initial roll out versus what he saw 

after teachers became more comfortable embracing the use of technology including 

iPads.   

We thought this would be a really good way to do that to go with the 1:1, to put 
the technology in the kids’ hands 24-7. And then really going from there into 
different teaching strategies, flip classrooms, all those kinds of things.  Teachers 
corresponding with the kids’ lessons, YouTube videos, you name it.  We just felt 
like it would add so much more to our instructional capabilities.  But we tried to 
get it into everybody’s hands just as much as we could.  It was a huge expense, 
obviously, but it worked out well for us.  Culturally, I think it really changed what 
we were doing instructionally.  We were the first school district in our county to 
go 1:1 with the Apple iPads.  So, from a public relations standpoint, it was really 
good for our school district and I think attracted some students out our way.  I 
think they felt it was an investment in them.  The expectations were higher.  We 
expected them to do research. 
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His school district staff learned to grow and adapt with the iPad deployment and as the 

teachers saw how students used the devices, they advocated for change in the second 

deployment.  “Chromebooks, they’re hardy, they’re robust.  You get keyboard function 

with ‘em.  Our teachers thought that was important.”  Although they went with a 

Chromebook deployment during the second round of implantation, the value of 

instruction and learning that an iPad enables is still present.  

As far as the video component, the iPad was incredible.  The quality that you 
could get.  Fine Arts uses it.  The kids will have programs on their devices for a 
one act play, it’s a big part of being on the stage crew.  It really has opened up a 
lot of doors for the kids.  There would be no way we could ever go back to school 
without 1:1 technology, I guess would be my summation of the whole deal.  The 
expectation is there that the kids have devices, they use their devices. 

 
Despite being early adopters of 1:1 technology, teachers in his district still have common 

struggles.  “Nothing works if it’s the day you’re doing your observation or a day when 

the principal comes down. You’ve got this great lesson plan using technology and it 

doesn’t work. You know, that’s frustrating.”  While the technology is not perfect, it has 

changed instruction in Superintendent D’s district.  

 
Impact on teachers–Student achievement.  Superintendent D embraced being on 

the front curve of school districts that bought into a 1:1 technology format.  Part of this is 

because of his views on student learning and student achievement.  When he discussed 

the change on student achievement that has occurred because of 1:1 technology, he 

referred to what he previously said about learning. 

I always wanted, rather than just writing an essay which is important or answering 
a multiple-choice test which there’s a place for that too, would there be ways for 
kids to show proficiency with the technology?  Whether it’s a presentation or 
some research they could do.  We thought that’s really what we oughta be doing. 
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From his perspective, he views 1:1 technology through the initial iPad implementation 

and onto the current Chromebook implantation as positive influencers on student 

achievement in his district.    

I definitely think it enhanced the teaching environment and the learning 
environment.  Kids have taken advantage of . . . we wanted to get off that lower 
level learning and let kids create and let kids research and let kids find different 
ways of . . . collaboration was something else we wanted. We felt like that was 
good prep for college.  Those devices kinda help in that way.  The teachers can 
just communicate better. 

 
 

Impact on teachers–Professional development.  The teachers in Superintendent 

D’s school district benefited from a close relationship with the region service center to 

support their professional development needs.  Not only was the service center there to 

support teacher learning initially, but the service center continues to provide relevant and 

practical professional development.  They offer Google certified educator training several 

times a year which helps to meet the needs of his staff.  “Right now, we do lots of 

Google. Google docs, Google class, Google this. We use Google a lot.”  The service 

center also supplements training on the data organization software that the teachers in his 

district use.   

The teachers use Eduphoria [2020] as a management system. We had D-Mac 
before that and I think there’s some debate right now D-Mac versus . . . 
Eduphoria.  D-Mac seemed to do a lot of what we wanted.  We hired a guy as 
assistant superintendent and he brought Eduphoria with him and he’s been 
working with our teachers.  Seems like Eduphoria will do a whole lot more, but 
it’s not quite as user friendly.  That may be because it does so much more.  That’s 
kinda what I’ve heard, I don’t know.  But that’s what we’re using right.  But no, 
we use Google.  Everything’s Google.  Our email addresses, from Google docs, 
Google drive, yeah Google’s taken over the world.  We use Google for 
everything. 
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He previously mentioned that many of the teachers in his district like it there and have 

been there a long time.  He also mentioned that some of the long tenured teachers were 

more reluctant to get on board with using Google and Eduphoria.   

They embraced the technology.  I don’t know that we would have done anything 
different.  When it’s new, there’s just gonna be a little bit of a battle sometimes.  
You know that.  There’s old school and think, what’s wrong with what we’re 
doing, it worked for me.  But I think a lot of that, is going by the wayside.  Our 
new hires coming out of college, even alternative certification hires, they just 
come here and expect that there will be lots of technology around.  

 
 
Fiscal Responsibility 

 Superintendent D describes his district as a poor district that uses their funding to 

support students and learning.  During his time as the superintendent, they have passed 

bonds to build new school buildings, upgrade athletic facilities, modernize fine arts areas, 

and implement a 1:1 technology program.  When asked how they decided to fund the 1:1 

initiative including the initial purchase of iPads and upgrading their technology 

infrastructure, Superintendent D said they used a combination of IMA funds and fund 

balance to support the program. 

We did use IMA money and then we just used basically fund balance money.  We 
just paid for it.  But the way the IMA was built up, that was something that we did 
do.  We used a pretty good chunk of IMA.  You get that every 2 years, so we did 
use IMA funds for some of that that had built up.  But most of it, we just paid for.  
We had the money to do it and just said it’s important enough, let’s do it. 

 
There was skepticism early on about whether or not students would take care of the 

machines or if the school district would end up having to replace expensive iPads instead 

of expensive textbooks.  After two cycles of 1:1 technology, the worries about students 

mistreating the devices has been unfounded.   

The kids keep up with ‘em.  They take care of ‘em.  We’ve had zero, not zero, 
very little theft, very little damage.  You’ll have one kid that . . . seems like the 
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damage is limited to three or four kids.  They’re always damaged.  What are the 
odds?  But it’s really been a good experience. 

  
As an early adopter of 1:1 technology, Superintendent D and his school district 

have received a significant amount of inquiry into how they funded the program.  Other 

school districts wanted to know where the funding came from and how much all of it 

cost.  He was asked to elaborate on the difference between the way they funded their 1:1 

technology initiative in a property-poor school district versus a property-rich school 

district.  “We’re a 42 and always have been, we haven’t had any new money.”  

Superintendent D is referring to his school district as a 42 which is a property-poor 

school district.   

Well, you know, the deal is the advantage of being 41, as you know, it is on the 
debt service side.  If you sat down with your community and said we’re gonna 
take these devices that are gonna be good for about 5 years and we’re gonna pay 
interest on ‘em for 20 years, most people would say that’s kinda stupid.  But 
that’s the advantage that they had, it doesn’t matter to them.  You see what I’m 
saying?  They can do it because that’s the advantage of being a 41 is on your debt 
service side.  The year that our neighbors did it, if I’m not mistaken, I wanna say 
they had a huge indoor athletic facility they built, which is beautiful.  They bought 
a bunch of buses.  They bought iPads and did a few other things.  We had a bond 
election the same year.  So we had a bond election for like $18 million and it was 
like a $.21 tax increase.  They had a bond election for like, I think, $38 million 
and basically zero tax increase.  It was literally you could vote for it and if you 
don’t vote for it, we’re gonna have to basically lower the tax rate.  That’s the 
difference.  So it really makes sense for them to do it that way even though you 
and I, just as our own personal, you wouldn’t pay interest on something for 20 
years that’s only gonna be good for five.  But if you’ve got the 41 deal, that’s 
really the advantage that they have so this worked out for ‘em.  I certainly don’t 
second-guess it.  I had a superintendent tell me one time, Tony Price, Fairfield, 
Texas, he said, “I’ve been at a poor school district and I’ve been at a wealthy 
school district.”  He said, “I like it better at the wealthy school district.”  That’s a 
fact.  You’ll notice it.  You’ll notice it in their buildings, you’ll notice it in their 
buses.  Those are usually the two main areas that you see because they can 
capitalize those things and that’s the advantage.  Their per penny wealth on the 
debt service side is just so great.  Glen Rose, you’re probably familiar with Glen 
Rose.  I mean, the stuff they have.  We went there after they built their indoor 
workout facility and I’m like there are colleges that don’t have a workout facility 
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like this.  Their auditorium is like, oh my gosh, Fort Worth would like to have one 
of these.  

 

Fiscal responsibility–Resources for student performance.  As mentioned earlier, 

there has been two cycles of 1:1 implementation in Superintendent D’s school district.   

We went with the Apple iPad originally, which was expensive, but we just felt 
like it was so important.  We didn’t do that with the lower grades.  We went with 
the iPad Minis with them.  And we didn’t send those home with the little ones 
obviously.  You’d be bold to send a first grader home with a $500 machine.  Our 
second iteration, when our iPads, we needed some new ones, Apple just went 
through the roof on the cost on those things.  That was one factor in us going with 
the Chromebook.  The other factor on the Chromebook was the ability to use 
keyboards and whatnot.  That was something our staff, particularly at the 
secondary level, felt like was important that the kids be able to use the keyboards 
in preparation for college and so on and so forth . . .  So we do Chromebooks now 
as our 1:1.  We’ve kinda moved away from the Apple, which we loved that 
product.  But my gosh, it’s like $900 a machine.  It was crazy.  We just couldn’t 
do it.  There’s no educational discount.  I love Apple, love the company, love the 
product, but there’s just not a discount.  You guys have been a great customer and 
you bought hundreds of these previously.  It doesn’t matter.  It’s the same price. 

 
Regardless of the device that is chosen, having access to apps and software that will 

support students learning is still vital.  In the time between the first adoption and the 

second iteration, many programs moved to the cloud.  Being able to access software, the 

cloud, gradebook, google class, or any of the communication tools requires being able to 

access the internet.   

Robust infrastructure is key.  You can’t do this and it goes down all the time, you 
know what I’m saying?  You have to have that robust infrastructure.  We went 
from what we used to buy for our internet access to one that’s times a hundred 
now.  In fact, the district is right now laying fiber between the campuses just so 
we’ll have our own internet.  We buy lots of bandwidth.  You just almost have to.  
That’s the other side of that.  There’s kind of a two-pronged investment.  Now E-
rate will help on some of that though.  When you start buying bandwidth and all 
that, usually the E-rate program will help on some of those things.  But that goes 
with it.  When the technology is there, when it doesn’t work, teachers get very 
frustrated when it doesn’t work, as you can imagine.  So you really have to have 
that infrastructure in place . . . We’ve had to expand our bandwidth a lot.   
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His school district has dedicated IMA funds and budget money each year to support 

increased student learning.   

We tried to get it into everybody’s hands just as much as we could.  It was a huge 
expense, obviously, but it worked out well for us.  Culturally, I think it really 
changed what we were doing instructionally.  We were the first school district in 
our county to go 1:1 with the Apple iPads.  So from a public relations standpoint, 
it was really good for our school district and I think attracted some students out 
our way. 

 
Practicing good fiscal responsibility was evident in Superintendent D’s practice.  

 
Apple is still about $900 and I think it’s an awesome machine.  I don’t know.  I 
just feel like they kinda priced themselves out of the market for your average 
school district.  I don’t know many of them that have the iPads anymore, to be 
honest with you. 
 
 
Fiscal responsibility–Equity for students from poverty.  Two out of every three 

students in Superintendent D’s school district are economically disadvantaged.  Creating 

equity in his school district is not just equity inside his school district but also equity 

between his school district and surrounding school districts.   

We’re a poor school district, yeah.  And I say poor, we were funded . . . our 
welfare students are . . . we actually have a pretty good industrial base, but when 
they went to the target revenue, what was that, 2011?  It is what it is.  We haven’t 
had any new money since then. 

 
Having a high population of students in poverty did provide his school district with 

additional funds to support the learning and needs of those students.  Recognizing this 

need and recognizing what instruction looked like in his school district was a prompt for 

moving to a 1:1 technology platform.   

We were looking to just kinda kick things up to the next notch, up the food chain, 
with our teaching strategies.  We felt like our school district, who is about 67%, I 
think and probably still, economically disadvantaged, just felt like there were 
some things we needed to be doing with our kids to kick things up a little bit.  We 
were enamored with thinking ahead towards e-books and getting away from 
textbooks, getting away from that rote-type learning stuff, worksheets, you know 
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the drill, all those kind of things.  We thought this would be a really good way to 
do that to go with the 1:1, to put the technology in the kids’ hands 24-7.  And then 
really going from there into different teaching strategies, flip classrooms, all those 
kinds of things.  Teachers corresponding with the kids lessons, YouTube videos, 
you name it.  We just felt like it would add so much more to our instructional 
capabilities. 

 
 
Summary 
 

As previously reported, Superintendent D was a 56-years-old Caucasian male 

who successfully implemented a 1:1 technology initiative in a school district that had 

approximately 1,400 students.  Superintendent D has been a superintendent in this school 

district only and he has been the superintendent of the district for 18 years.  He has been 

an employee of the district for 31 years.  He was in his 13th year as a superintendent in 

the district when he made the successful implementation.  During his personal 

educational career, Superintendent D has earned a Master of Education degree.    

The plan that was approved by Superintendent D’s board was for a seventh 

through 12th grade iPad implementation.   

When we first started this, it was at the secondary level to begin with, so these 
kids are going into seventh grade and it was like $50.  So for $50 you basically 
had a device for the next six years.  That’s a pretty good deal.   
 

To support this initiative, Superintendent D received the blessing from his school board 

to use IMA funds and fund balance.   

We did use IMA money and then we just used basically fund balance money.  We 
just paid for it.  But the way the IMA was built up, that was something that we did 
do.  We used a good chunk of IMA.  You get that every 2 years so we did use 
IMA funds for some of that that had built up.  But most of it, we just paid for.  We 
had the money to do it and just said it’s important enough, let’s do it. 

 
The funds were used to purchase iPads and improve the technology infrastructure of the 

campuses selected to receive the iPads.  Superintendent D was emphatic on the 
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importance of infrastructure in all three areas of the framework: the (a) impact on 

students, (b) impact on teachers, and (c) fiscal responsibility.   

Robust infrastructure is key.  You can’t do this and it goes down all the time, you 
know what I’m saying?  You have to have that robust infrastructure.  We went 
from, I can’t remember what we used to buy from Region 12, our internet access.  
It’s just times a hundred now.  In fact, the district is right now laying fiber 
between the campuses just so we’ll have our own internet.  We buy lots of 
bandwidth.  You just almost have to.  That’s the other side of that.  There’s kind 
of a two-pronged investment.  Now E-rate will help on some of that though.  
When you start buying bandwidth and all that, usually the E-rate program will 
help on some of those things.  But that goes with it.  When the technology is 
there, when it doesn’t work, teachers get very frustrated when it doesn’t work, as 
you can imagine.  So, you really have to have that infrastructure in place.   

 
Prior to the board meeting where Superintendent D was successful in recommending a 

1:1 technology initiative, he did not have prior experience in a school district 

implementing a 1:1 initiative.  He valued the contribution of his technology director and 

said that she was an important part of the decision-making process leading up to the 

recommendation and even more important in the implementation process. 

I tell you somebody you could talk to that is just flat awesome is our tech director.  
She implemented this in the beginning and is still working there today . . . But 
she’s awesome.  I can’t take credit at all for it.  I did come up with a way to pay 
for it and I gave the approval, but this was her work.  She’s really done a great 
job.  She could probably elaborate on the myriad of other things that they’re also 
doing with technology and with the 1:1 technology. 

 
Superintendent D made the recommendation and it was in-line with his vision for the 

school district.  Table 10 provides a visual representation of the areas that superintendent 

D reported through interviews and a questionnaire.   
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Table 10 

Superintendent D: Data Supporting a Subcategory 

Impact on Students Impact on Teachers Fiscal Responsibility 

Learning Motivation Poverty Instruction Achievement PD Performance Poverty 

X X X X X X X X 

Note.  PD = professional development. 

 
Superintendent D provided a saturation of detail concerning his lived experiences 

as a superintendent who successfully implemented a 1:1 technology.  All the data was 

organized into one of the three parts of the framework for this study and then further 

organized into the subcategories.  Superintendent D provided data in all three of the 

subcategories for the impact on students, all three of the subcategories for the impact on 

teachers, and both of the two subcategories in fiscal responsibility.  At the end of this 

chapter, Superintendent D’s data will be compared with the other five superintendents in 

this study and the overall findings will be reported.   

 
Case 5–Superintendent E 

In this fifth case, the researcher examined the lived experiences of Superintendent 

E.  At the time of the recommendation, superintendent E was a 46-years-old Caucasian 

male superintendent who successfully implemented a 1:1 technology initiative in a school 

district that had approximately 1,500 students.  Superintendent E has been a 

superintendent in two school districts over nine years and was in his fifth year at the 

school district where he made the successful implementation.  During his personal 

educational career, superintendent E has earned a Master of Education degree in 

Educational Administration.   
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Prior to the implementation of 1:1 technology, this school district had very little 

wireless technology and the majority of the staff members utilized a very traditional 

model of instruction.  Superintendent D joked that although the standards had changed 

over the years, not all of the curriculum delivered by his teachers had changed much.  He 

has the unique characteristic in this study of being a Superintendent, father, and husband 

that implemented 1:1 technology.  His daughter was a high school student when his board 

approved his recommendation for a 1:1 technology platform and his wife was a teacher in 

the district who in turn experienced 1:1 technology.   

Prior to implementing 1:1 technology, this Superintendent successfully led two 

school bond elections in the district to pay for new instructional facilities.  A new 

elementary and a new middle school were constructed during his tenure in this school 

district.  The high school was built prior to other schools in the district; however, the 

building is still a recent upgrade.  The school was built prior to 1:1 technology being 

prevalent, and Superintendent E mentioned that E-rate was essential to being able to fund 

the implementation and the projects around incorporating 1:1 devices.   

The Superintendent described having a good relationship with the board and as 

having many successful experiences as the Superintendent.  He mainly described athletic 

success when talking about the successes of his school district.  His school district is a 

fast-growing district and their population of students in poverty is accelerating faster than 

the population of affluent students.  He said this shift had to do with increased rental 

property in the district including the addition of apartment complexes in a rural to 

suburban school district that previously did not have any. 
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During the interviews, he also routinely made comments that noted his district 

had implemented 1:1 technology and there were compromises they had to take into 

account because they are less funded per student as compared to the 1:1 school districts 

around them that have far more students.  Specially they made concessions on purchasing 

learning management software and their choice of device.   

The findings from two interviews and a follow-up interview for clarification with 

Superintendent E applied through the framework of this study are in the next sections.  

Based on the data analysis from this study, the dominant reason why Superintendent E 

moved to a 1:1 technology platform was to improve instruction and increase learning for 

his students. 

Superintendent E describes his school district as a small school district composed 

of teachers who want to take care of kids.  He said that there was an overwhelming pride 

in his town for the schools and that he has a strong community backing when it comes to 

the school district. 

 
Impact on Students 

 
Impact on students–Learning.  Students in Superintendent E’s school district are 

supplied with Chromebooks and use Google Class as their learning management 

software.   

We’re a small school district and we did the best we could with the money that we 
have.  We don’t have the money that our neighbors have to afford expensive 
programs, so we went with Google Class.  It’s free and our teachers like it.  Plus it 
talks to their gradebooks and they like that the most.  Teachers who have come 
from other districts tell us that having to put in grades twice each six weeks is just 
a nightmare, so we have that going for us.  I do think Google Class is the best 
thing for our students.  They are able to get their assignments and turn them back 
into their teachers day or night.  For some of our kids, it’s mostly night.  The 
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teachers will put the time due for an assignment at 11:59 PM and kids will be up 
that late turning them in. 

 
When asked what outcomes he wanted to see when deciding on implementing a 1:1 

program, Superintendent E talked about preparing students for the workforce.  “I’m on 

my computer all day long.  Students need to leave here understanding not only how to 

use a computer, but also how to type.”  Superintendent E also noted most students typed 

similar to the way they used text messages.  “I see kids using their thumbs to type on 

their phone and they are flying, put them on a keyboard and it’s just not the same.”   

 
Impact on students–Student motivation.  Superintendent E was in the district 

where he made the recommendation for 1:1 technology as an assistant superintendent 

prior to being named the superintendent.  This experience in the district gave him the 

ability to evaluate students and their motivation levels before and after 1:1 

implementation.   

Student motivation.  I don’t know that we exactly have a measurement tool.  I 
would say that student motivation has increased, the students here have been great 
for a long time though so that’s hard to tell.  I think a lot of that has to do with 
what the teachers are doing in the class with the computers, some of the teachers 
are just flat better at getting kids to work than others.   
 

When asked if student motivation was a factor in moving to a 1:1, Superintendent E 

reflected that the move was based on more factors.  “Our students did not need computers 

to be motivated.  There was a lot of pressure for us to give them computers because the 

other districts around us were doing it for their students.” 
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Impact on Teachers 

 
Impact on teachers–Instruction.  A self-described teacher-first superintendent, 

who values instruction over everything else, Superintendent E conveyed that the decision 

to move to 1:1 was heavily weighted on his teachers.   

When we started talking about and planning to issue all of our students 
computers, the first thing I thought of was my teachers and how this would have 
affected me if I was still in the classroom.  To me, instruction is the most 
important thing.  If I can find a good teacher, they don’t have to teach the way I 
would have, but they have to be good.  We also have veteran teachers who are 
good teachers.  Good teachers get that way because of good instruction.   

 
When asked to describe the changes he saw in instruction, Superintendent E talked about 

the observations he made in his wife’s classroom.   

The students are on the computers all the time.  When I go by my wife’s 
classroom, they are on Google Class, they’re using Google for research, it’s not 
the sit and get that we had forever.  Our teachers don’t mind asking for help 
either.  We have two instructional coaches and that’s what they do.  They go 
around helping teachers figure out how to best use the computers.   

 
 

Impact on teachers–Student achievement.  Students in Superintendent E’s school 

district have historically been high achieving students as measured through state exam 

scores.  Their campus ratings have historically been high as well, with campuses being 

exemplary in the old accountability system and distinguished in the current accountability 

system.  Both of the honors in the new and old accountability systems are heavily 

weighted on student achievement scores.  Their success was echoed in his statements 

about the impact of 1:1 on student achievement in his district.  “We could always do 

better, but we’ve been good for a long time and that hasn’t changed in the last few years.”   
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Impact on teachers–Professional development.  “Moving to 1:1 computers did 

change up our pre-service week training.”  Superintendent E mentioned that because of 

being a small school it was a challenge to get everyone in the same place for training.   

We brought in trainers from the service center to train our staff on how to use the 
different apps on the computer, how to help students use the computers, and to get 
Google Class to talk to our gradebook software.  Getting all of our coaches, 
teachers, and band directors together at the same time was almost impossible.  In 
that way I almost wish we had started with our elementary teachers because they 
were all available the week before school when we brought these trainers in.  Our 
elementary teachers were locked in and we didn’t have any devices to give them. 

 
Through the year, teachers in his district were able to support each other and spread the 

learning from the professional development.  “We had teachers who still were confused, 

still needed help, and thankfully we had some real proficient teachers ready to support 

them.”   

 
Fiscal Responsibility 

Being in a small school district required Superintendent E to be more reliant on 

board and community support as opposed to the superintendents in this study that worked 

in larger school districts with more substantial funding.  “Being in a small school district, 

we don’t have the economy of scale.”  What he was referring to with “the economy of 

scale” was the school districts around him that had much larger student populations that 

allowed for more efficiency when it came to staffing and other school district liabilities.   

We had to have community support for this.  We didn’t have the money.  I’m 
fortunate that we’ve had good experiences when we have gone out for a bond, but 
we don’t do it often for that reason.  We have a lot of young families in our school 
district and we felt like they would support a tax increase since it was for their 
children.  The older farmers and ranchers were the people I worried about.  The 
county commissioner also, he didn’t want us to raise taxes.   
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To fund the 1:1 initiative, Superintendent E successfully proposed and passed a TRE that 

provided his district with the additional revenue needed to purchase Chromebooks and 

ensure that they would work in their schools.   

 
Fiscal responsibility–Resources for student performance.   To support student 

learning, Superintendent E recommended purchasing Chromebooks and utilizing the 

Google suite as the learning management software for the school district.  “We don’t 

have the funding to pay for Canvas, or Homeroom, we’re a small school district.”  The 

funding for the Chromebooks came from passing a TRE and this funding is a permanent 

change in the taxes levied against property owners in his school district.  “We knew that 

we had to find a permanent way to pay for the computers.  They just don’t last that long.  

Even with good students using them.”  He also talked about needing the funds from the 

TRE to improve the technology infrastructure in his schools.  “A consultant told us that 

we needed more access points, he described adding hardware as a way to make a bigger 

and better spider web for catching all of the computer signals.”   

 
Summary 

As previously reported, Superintendent E was a 46-years-old Caucasian male 

superintendent who successfully implemented a 1:1 technology initiative in a school 

district that had approximately 1,500 students.  Superintendent E has been a 

superintendent in two school districts over nine years and was in his fifth year at the 

school district where he made the successful implementation.  During his personal 

educational career, Superintendent E has earned a Master of Education degree in 

Educational Administration. 
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The initial recommendation was for a 1:1 technology platform to support the high 

school students in Superintendent E’s district.  The implementation was for Chromebooks 

as the 1:1 device for students.  “We felt like Chromebooks were the most aligned devices 

to what students are expected to use as adults.”  To support this initiative, Superintendent 

E successfully organized the voting citizens in the school district to pass a TRE that 

raised their taxes $.13 for every $100 of property value that they owned.  The funds 

raised in this TRE were used to purchase Chromebooks, hire two instructional facilitators 

to manage the devices, and to upgrade the technology infrastructure of the entire school 

district.  “When it was all said and done, we’re a small school district and the money did 

not stretch far enough for us to purchase a learning management system (LMS).  In his 

district, Superintendent E and his technology department elected to use Google Class as 

their learning management software based on the functionality of the software along with 

it not costing the district any additional licensing fees. 

 Prior to the board meeting where Superintendent E was successful in 

recommending a 1:1 technology initiative, he did not have prior experience in a school 

district implementing a 1:1 initiative.  He previously served in the same school district as 

the assistant superintendent and this experience in the district gave him insight into the 

desires of the school board and community, and these factors supported the development 

of his vision for the school district.  Table 11 provides a visual representation of the areas 

that Superintendent E reported through interviews and a questionnaire.   
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Table 11 

Superintendent E: Data Supporting a Subcategory 

Impact on Students Impact on Teachers Fiscal Responsibility 

Learning Motivation Poverty Instruction Achievement PD Performance Poverty 

X X 
 

X X X X 
 

Note.  PD = professional development. 

 
Superintendent E provided a saturation of detail concerning his lived experiences 

as a superintendent who successfully implemented a 1:1 technology.  All of the data was 

organized into one of the three parts of the framework for this study and then further 

organized into the subcategories.  Superintendent E provided data in two of three of the 

subcategories for the impact on students, all three of the subcategories for the impact on 

teachers, and one of the two subcategories in fiscal responsibility.  At the end of this 

chapter, Superintendent E’s data will be compared with the other five superintendents in 

this study and the overall findings will be reported.   

 
Case 6 – Superintendent F 

In this sixth case, the researcher examined the lived experiences of Superintendent 

F.  At the time of the recommendation, Superintendent F was a 45-years-old Caucasian 

female superintendent who successfully implemented a 1:1 technology initiative in a 

school district that had over 10,000 students.  Superintendent F has been a superintendent 

in two school districts over eight years and was in her first year as a superintendent in the 

school district where she made the successful implementation.  In her own personal 

educational career, Superintendent F has earned an Ed.D. in Curriculum and Instruction.   
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The school district where Superintendent F made the recommendation to move to 

1:1 technology prides itself on being on the leading edge of education.  The strong 

relationship between Superintendent F and her school board president allowed her to 

pursue the boards will of being innovative and a leader in the education community.  

Prior to implementing 1:1 technology, this school district was a fast-growing school 

district that had made many instructional setting shifts to accommodate the growing 

population of students.  Along with the board president, Superintendent F enjoyed having 

two additional board members who wanted to be pioneers in 1:1 technology.  These 

board members traveled with Superintendent F to both Silicon Valley, California as well 

as to Quantico, Virginia to meet with Apple representatives that wanted to support full-

scale 1:1 implementation.   

In the year before opening a 1:1 iPad middle school, Superintendent F met with 

and monitored pilot groups of 1:1 teachers to learn more about how the devices could be 

most effectively utilized in the classroom.  When she was asked if there was any specific 

research that she was reading that influenced her decision to move to 1:1 technology, she 

could not cite one specific piece of literature but she did say that she regularly read books 

and journals in search of ideas for her school district.  She also leads book studies twice a 

year and there was discussion during these book studies about technology integration and 

how it could improve student motivation and engagement.   

The target audience she was seeking to grab by moving to 1:1 technology was 

students that had become disengaged from school.  The second school she opened with 

1:1 technology was a non-traditional high school that replaced a school of choice for at-
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risk students.  The school of choice for at-risk students was closed due to too many years 

with high rates of student failure on the state assessment. 

Superintendent F was able to see the impact on students as a mother as well.  Her 

daughter was part of the first class of students to receive an iPad in middle school and she 

graduated from high school having utilized 1:1 technology all seven years of her 

secondary school experience.  She also indicated that her daughter was a great sounding 

board for the learning management software that was utilized and changed over the 

course of time. 

The findings from two interviews and a follow-up interview for clarification with 

Superintendent F applied through the framework of this study are in the next sections.  

Based on the data analysis from this study, the dominant reason why Superintendent F 

moved to a 1:1 technology platform was to increase the engagement levels and 

motivation for students.   

 
Impact on Students 

Superintendent F has successfully implemented a 1:1 iPad and a 1:1 Macbook Pro 

initiative in a previous district.  In many ways, she is a superintendent who pioneered 

modern 1:1 technology implementation.  Through a planning, learning, and 

implementation cycle, she led a school district through a 4-year implementation cycle 

where student choice and problem-based learning replaced more traditional styles of 

instruction and learning for students.  In the past year she has switched school districts, 

this is the first time in eight years that she has not been the leader of a school district with 

1:1 technology.  “I see those old big old textbooks on those desks and, and just think, 

wow, we have, we’re behind.”  
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Impact on students–Learning.  One-to-one technology for Superintendent F was 

about preparing students to be successful in tomorrow’s world. “The transferability of 

those technical skills to job, you know, that was definitely something that we wanted kids 

to be able to use technology just like they would in the workplace.”  Students used 

technology to enhance their learning not only in core classes, but in fine arts and career 

and technical education classes as well.  “We would see students recording themselves 

playing their instrument for band, students in our Ag program would document their 

projects, and our skills teams learned tips and tricks from YouTube that were above and 

beyond what they were learning in the classroom.”  When asked what the biggest impact 

on student learning was after the 1:1 implementation, Superintendent F said, “choice.” 

When asked why she choose to move to a 1:1 if choice was the biggest impact, 

she cited learning as being the most important reason why.  Gaining engagement from 

students has become increasingly more difficult according to Superintendent F which 

also factored in to her why for 1:1 technology. 

So why 1:1? A couple of reasons. Engagement was the biggest reason. And then 
being able to use digital textbooks and resources that we wanted the kids to be 
able to have those open resources apps and so basically enhancing instruction, 
right?  New technology.  True integration. 
 

Impact on students–Student motivation.  The integration for 1:1 iPads in her 

district took place over 4 years, so she was asked about the change in student motivation 

after each campus was converted to a 1:1 campus. 

Student motivation definitely increased, but we did that a lot through engaging the 
kids around the excitement of the iPad.  So, when you found spells in launch, we 
produced videos, we celebrated at public schools week luncheon.  We did a 
whole, I forgot what we called it, but we did had a fun day to roll out the app.  So 
we really made it a big event.  And then definitely I would say increased 
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motivation because of the use of video to move on the app on the iPad and then 
some of the apps that we were using. 
 

Student motivation was also a factor in the decision to open a new middle school as the 

pilot program for 1:1 iPads at the middle school.  This occurred in 2011 which was the 

first full year that iPads were available. “There was a lot of excitement about a new 

middle school where students would be issued iPads and would learn using problem-

based learning strategies.” 

 
Impact on students–Students from poverty.  When this new middle school was 

planned and constructed, the location was in the lowest SES portion of Superintendent 

F’s school district.  “So, the goal was since we’re adding a new school and everything is 

brand new, so let’s make this a part of the brand new.”  This allowed the incoming staff 

to prepare.  “Teachers who are signing up there know what they’re doing when they go 

in.”  From a cultural perspective, building a new middle school in the area of the district 

with the highest density of low-SES students demonstrated a trust that the students and 

families would protect the devices and use them for learning.  “There were all those 

perceptions that the kids will lose devices and you really don’t lose that many.  You’d 

still have lost textbooks anyway.” 

 
Impact on Teachers 

Superintendent F mitigated the initial impact on teachers of 1:1 by starting both of 

the 1:1 programs at new campuses in her district.  This allowed her staff to build both 

momentum and a training base for the teachers and campuses to come.  “So that led then 

to us being able to start working on the infrastructure at all of the secondary schools. And 

so we phased it into the high school and the middle schools from there.”  The impact on 
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teachers in her district was significant over the 4-year time period of full technology 

integration.  Although the first group of teachers made a choice to teach on the 1:1 

campus, eventually it was spread to all of the secondary campuses in her district.  When 

asked how she supported those teachers, she said, “Training on mindset was important 

for us.”   

 
Impact on teachers–Instruction.  The impact on instruction for 1:1 was bound to 

be organic for Superintendent F’s school district.  Prior to the release of the first iPads, 

there was a teacher in her district that wanted to pilot having a class set.  Based on his 

experiences, observations of his classes, and feedback from teachers on laptop usage, 

they were able to learn from within their own district.   

What we did in about 2010 was to do a teacher innovation local grant and ask 
teachers who wanted to pilot either individually or as a grade level 1:1 initiative to 
submit an application.  So, we took those, and we funded two, we funded laptops 
at fifth grade at one elementary and the iPad was just coming out, so we funded 
that application as well.  We had a history teacher at the high school, I think it 
was actually economics, who wanted to do a class set with the new iPad.  And 
that was not even out yet. We just had a picture of it in his classes.  And so, we 
funded that project.  And then that year we spent studying, just interacting with 
the teacher about what they were doing with the technology in the classroom.  
And so, we had some face time that, some during our Monday meetings within 
the back and ask questions and followed those projects.  And then at the same 
time, we were doing our bond election for a new middle school.  And so, by then I 
had become the superintendent in January of 2011, and we were planning to open 
that school in August of 2011 and I, we, decided to go for it, right.  So, we have a 
brand-new school, we can say it’s going to be a 1:1 initiative before any teacher 
ever gets there and, and then input it in and try it.  So, we just piloted the 
programs and learned from ourselves. 

 Being an early adopter of 1:1 technology also meant that they were going to be 

early adopters of LMS.  LMS was prevalent in higher education at this point in time; 

however, it was not cost effective or practical from many school districts.   

And then the learning management software.  So that was early in the LMS 
system, and I have forgotten the name of that first LMS system that we had.  We 
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selected that one based on what we thought we wanted, but when we decided on it 
we had only previewed programs.  And we picked our elements based on the one 
that we thought was the most robust at the time.  Obviously, we’ve since changed 
to a different system, but the goal was to have, be able to interact with students 
and push out information and integrate your grade book.  

 
The early versions of LMS paired with early on-line learning resources.  Much of what 

was available at the time was on the substitution level of technology integration.   

It was real early in the days of 1:1 and it was very much automated, you know, 
taking your automated automation of your worksheets basically and putting them 
on the computer.  I can remember that very well.  And the internet resources were 
just, weren’t there that are there today. 

 
Along with adding iPads as an instructional device, there was a certain level of 

excitement about learning using technology as well as a whole new opportunity to avoid 

instruction and escape to a digital world.  “So keeping kids on task was part of our new 

instructional model.”  Instruction on how to communicate through an iPad was also a 

shift in instruction.  Before this, teachers at the middle schools in her district were not 

teaching students how to write emails.  “Kids would send emails to each other and their 

teachers and it looked like text messages, they were texting over email.” 

 Ultimately, the lessons learned from piloting 1:1 and being an early adopter of 1:1 

technology was that instruction had to be flexible and teachers were going to have to trust 

and monitor their students.   

So, for the teachers it was about giving up some control and for us too.  So, you 
know, we, we tried to lock down too much stuff all at once, initially, and then 
realized that we had to teach family, teach parents to monitor their kids’ behavior. 
And even though we still had our internet filter, but we really had to spend some 
time not being so controlling because then it was limiting our access to things that 
we did want.  And the other problem we was pushing out apps and figuring out 
how to do that because it was, you know, we had to know where the, we had to do 
a little systems work around so that we could plug in all the iPads and push out 
the same app to every device.  Plus, just figuring out how to purchase apps was 
different than purchasing textbooks. 
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Impact on teachers–Student achievement.  When talking about student 

achievement, Superintendent F viewed technology as means to learning more than a 

method of improving student achievement.  “Obviously we would not have gone this 

route if we believed it would hurt student achievement.”  The learning she referred to was 

more applicable in her opinion than state test results.   

You could walk into our middle school and see kids out videoing or playing 
videos that they had produced on a certain topic for a certain class.  So, you, it 
was definitely tangible.  Could you measure it in terms of student achievement?  I 
think that’s been the debate, I don’t know what your research has shown, but that, 
that was the hardest part of it. 

 

Impact on teachers–Professional development.  Superintendent F gives a lot of 

credit to her board, the planning process she worked on with the board, and the 

professional development that followed as reasons that she was not only able to 

successfully implement 1:1 technology, but also as one of the reasons why she feels that 

the program has been successful.  “It was kind of a natural progression with the vision by 

the board.  And then a superintendent who is focused on instruction and had just come 

from the curriculum and instruction department.”  Prior to becoming the superintendent 

in the district, she was the assistant superintendent for curriculum and instruction.  While 

she was the assistant superintendent for curriculum and instruction she recalls, “I had a 

great relationship with several board members, and they were as excited as I was about 

the possibilities of 1:1.” 

She also had teachers on board with attempting to start a 1:1 program.  It was 

through those teachers that she was able to provide internal professional development.  

“That year we spent studying, just interacting with the teacher about what they were 

doing with the technology in the classroom.”  Through those experiences, they were able 
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to tailor professional development for the staff that would be opening the new middle 

school in a 1:1 format.  “So keeping kids on task, we had to learn how to teach teachers 

how to manage right.  The use of the devices, just like having them turn them over.  We, 

of course, launched student email at the time.”  Professional development in her district 

was led both internally as well as with support from Apple computers personnel.  “We 

did have Apple come in, and Apple came in and did a training for teachers before we 

rolled them out.  But you know, teachers had to learn that they weren’t the experts in 

technology.”  Through the first year of implementation, Superintendent F and her team 

learned that students with larger amounts of free time than adults were able to become 

super users with technology much faster.  “The kids could teach them too.  So, they’d 

given up some power and control.” 

Superintendent F was asked if there were any specific research articles or any 

professional development experiences that motivated her to take action towards 

implementing 1:1 technology.   

So, a specific research article or outside information that you consulted or 
referenced prior to making the decision to take action?  I don’t remember a 
specific article.  There were, of course, lots of presentations by Apple computer, 
the visits to other schools who were doing it.  The TASA visioning document 
talked about technology integration.  So, there was a lot of talk about 1:1 
initiatives at the time. 

 

Fiscal Responsibility 

In Superintendent F’s district they had spent a year piloting 1:1 technology in 

both a fifth-grade elementary classroom as well as a high school history classroom.  With 

the opening of a new middle school and new school of choice high school, there was an 

infusion of additional revenue above and beyond the standard maintenance and 
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operations funds that the state provides each school district.  “I think it would have been 

manageable for the district to do one or two schools perhaps, but without, without 

budgeting, without some of that bonds money and grant money initially, we might not 

have launched as quickly.”  For the middle school, the infrastructure was built into the 

school because the school was new construction.  The devices were funded differently in 

this case as compared to the other five cases in this study.  “It was part of FF&E 

[furniture, fixtures, and equipment] for the new middle school.  For the new high school, 

it was a grant.” 

Her school district also made an interesting decision to provide different devices 

to the two different schools that were starting as 1:1 campuses.  She credits that decision 

to be based not on the potential or value of the two different machines, but mostly on the 

cost difference between an iPad and a Macbook Pro.   

We can’t afford it.  We couldn’t afford Macbook Pro at all the schools.  So that 
was something that was special about new tech because new tech was clearly 
designed with a higher level of technology integration.  So cost was a barrier for 
putting that at our other schools.  Now, you know, I think the iPad probably still is 
the way to go.  But if I were doing that today, I’d probably go to a Chromebook 
because Apple continues to change their iOS systems and some of the apps don’t 
work on the devices when they upgrade.  Yeah. So, I think the district was on the 
path to move away from iPads. 
 

 The start of the 1:1 initiative for Superintendent F came during a time when 

funding levels from the state were being greatly reduced due to the fallout of the financial 

crisis that started in 2008 and continued on into 2011. 

Of course, you know, then in 2011 is when all of the budget cuts hit from the 
state.  We lost $5 million during that legislative session, but we still made it a 
priority and pushed forward.  We just budgeted for, you know, it was about half a 
million to upgrade campuses to support the technology and then you also had to 
buy the devices. 
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The devices and the technology infrastructure needed to utilize those devices were 

essential in providing students access to the digital resources that fueled the desire to 

move to a 1:1 format.  “Being able to use digital textbooks and resources that we wanted 

the kids to be able to have those open resources apps and so basically enhancing 

instruction, right?  New technology.  True integration.” 

 
Fiscal responsibility–Resources for student performance.  In her district the 

resources that were required up front were devices, apps and programs for the devices, 

and the manpower to support the devices. “iPad apps were a fairly new expense and 

figuring out how to pay for them and then how to get the app on every machine was quite 

a challenge.”  She described the challenges of starting 1:1 as, “part of the brand new.”  

Once the new schools were established and the growing pains were realized, “that led 

then to us, being able to start working on the infrastructure at all of the secondary 

schools.”  The vision was not only to have 1:1 technology in the new campuses for her 

district, but for all secondary students in her district.  “We phased it into the high school 

and the middle schools from there.”  Providing students with devices that support the 

learning they will need for tomorrow’s world goes back to what she said when asked why 

she wanted to move to 1:1 technology.  “Being able to use digital textbooks and resources 

that we wanted the kids to be able to have those open resources apps and so basically 

enhancing instruction, right?  New technology.  True integration.”   

She also talked about the planning part of the process to support the vision of 

having 1:1 technology in all of the secondary classrooms in her district.  Planning 

required finding alternate funding sources such as the FF&E funds from the construction 
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of the new middle school.  It was also in the form of a grant for the new high school.  

However, funding the remaining secondary schools in that same way was not an option.   

We were on that path already.  We had already planned for new tech high school. 
We’d written that grant, we had visited schools . . . we had those pilot projects . . . 
it was kind of a natural progression with the vision by the board. 

The planning and funding for the 1:1 initiative in Superintendent F’s school district was 

part of a long-range plan for where the district was going.   

When asked if she would start a 1:1 platform in her new district using the same 

policies and procedures as her former district, she noted seeing the value of the device in 

the classroom with a skilled teacher over everything else. “They belong in the classroom, 

but you just get on and log on to your account I think is the way to go.” 

 
Fiscal responsibility–Equity for students from poverty.  In the planning process 

for implementing a 1:1 iPad program, Superintendent F selected their new middle school 

which at the time had 89% of their students classified as low-SES students.  Both the 

other middle schools in the district had less than 50% of their students classified as low-

SES.  When asked if this was intentional, Superintendent F said, “it felt like it was the 

right thing to do.”  Eventually all the middle school students in the district were supplied 

with iPads and the boundary lines for each school were redrawn to create a more 

equitable distribution of students between the campuses.   

 
Summary 

As previously reported, superintendent F was a 45-years-old Caucasian female 

superintendent who successfully implemented a 1:1 technology initiative in a school 

district that had over 10,000 students.  Superintendent F has been a superintendent in two 

school districts over eight years and was in her first year as a superintendent in the school 
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district where she made the successful implementation.  In her own personal educational 

career, Superintendent F has earned an Ed.D. in Curriculum and Instruction. 

The initial recommendation made to her school board was to use FF&E funds 

from the construction of a new middle school to implement a 1:1 iPad initiative for all of 

the middle school students and teachers who were opening a new campus in 2011.  The 

second 1:1 implementation occurring at the same time was for a 1:1 Macbook Pro 

implementation for ninth grade students at a school of choice high school that was 

opening the same year.  The plan for the school of choice was to utilize $3 million in 

Texas Title 1 priority grant funds to supply Macbook Pros in a 1:1 format adding one 

grade level a year for 4 years (McCrea, 2011).  Once the 4-year implementation cycle is 

complete, then the school district will be in charge of funding the next classes with 

Macbooks if they choose to continue on this path.  At the time of the initial 

implementation, no operating budget funds were required for the purchase of devices or 

infrastructure.  The bond election that provided funds for the construction of the new 

middle school funded the 1:1 implementation at the middle school level and the school of 

choice devices were all paid for out of grant funding.  In order to support expanding the 

1:1 initiative to other campuses in the district, a TRE of $.14 was proposed and passed by 

the voters in Superintendent F’s school district the following year.  

 Prior to the board meeting where Superintendent F was successful in 

recommending a 1:1 technology initiative, she did not have prior experience in a school 

district implementing a 1:1 initiative.  She described the recommendation as a 

collaborative effort between her and the school board.  A decision that had been in the 

making for 11 years.   
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Even while I was the assistant superintendent for curriculum and instruction, the 
school board was interested in a 1:1 initiative.  Back then I went to Quantico, 
Virginia with Apple computer and went on a tour with some board members 
several years before we ever got to a 1:1 initiative.  The board and I had been to 
several Apple events, and the board had continued to talk about that. 

 
During the process of developing a 1:1 technology platform, the district technology 

director resigned, and a new director was hired so they were brought in knowing that this 

plan was in the works.  The original technology director provided input into the decision-

making process for implementing a 1:1 initiative.  Through her previous 11 years in the 

school district, Superintendent F developed a strong vision for where the school district 

was going and this vision aligned both with the 1:1 technology initiative and with the 

vision from the school board.  Table 12 provides a visual representation of the areas that 

Superintendent F reported through interviews and a questionnaire.   

Superintendent F provided a saturation of detail concerning her lived experiences 

as a superintendent who successfully implemented a 1:1 technology.  All of the data was 

organized into one of the three parts of the framework for this study and then further 

organized into the subcategories.   

 
Table 12 

Superintendent F: Data Supporting a Subcategory 

Impact on Students Impact on Teachers Fiscal Responsibility 

Learning Motivation Poverty Instruction Achievement PD Performance Poverty 

X X X X X X X X 

Note.  PD = professional development. 

 
Superintendent F provided data in all three of the subcategories for the impact on 

students, all three of the subcategories for the impact on teachers, and both of the two 
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subcategories in fiscal responsibility.  At the end of this chapter, Superintendent F’s data 

will be compared with the other five superintendents in this study and the overall findings 

will be reported.   

 
Analysis 

 All six of the superintendents in this study represented an individual case.  These 

six superintendents and their school districts represent Texas as typical cases.  Using 

constant-comparison, cross-case, and pattern-matching analysis, this researcher provides 

a detailed explanation in response to the research question—Why does a superintendent 

choose to move to a 1:1 technology platform in a school district?  A saturation of data for 

each case is presented from utilizing multiple data collection techniques including semi-

structured interviews, questionnaires, and artifacts.  The data for this study came out of 

the rich, lived experiences of six superintendents who successfully planned and 

implemented 1:1 technology in their school district.  After data were collected from the 

interviews, artifacts for each case were reviewed and labeled, and the questionnaires were 

reviewed, the saturation of data was sufficient for a triangulation of data.  The evidence 

from each case was analyzed and through cross-case analysis and constant-comparison 

analysis, similarities and differences between the cases appeared.  

 The first category in this study’s framework is the impact on students.  All six of 

the superintendents in this study provided evidence for the category of impact on students 

and in the subcategories of student learning and student motivation.  Four of the six 

superintendents provided evidence in the subcategory of impact on students from 

poverty.  The subcategories from the impact on student’s portion of the framework for 

this study emerged through a constant comparison of the different cases.  The 
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subcategories emerged through similarities in the data between the cases and are the basis 

for the themes that have emerged from this study.  Table 13 below summarizes the 

impact on students.   

 
Table 13 

Impact on Students 

Subcategory Supt. A Supt. B Supt. C Supt. D Supt. E Supt. F 

Learning X X X X X X 

Motivation X X X X X X 

Poverty X 
 

X X 
 

X 

 
 

All the participants in this study discussed the impact on students as well as the 

impact on teachers, which are the first two parts of the framework for this study.  

Consistent across all of the superintendents was the data on the impact to students for 

student learning and student motivation and the impact on teachers for instruction and 

professional development.  Table 14 displays the distribution of data for the impact on 

teachers and the subcategories that resulted from analysis of the data. 

The strength of conducting a multiple descriptive case study is evident in the data 

from the third part of the framework for this study.  In all the cases, the participants 

volunteered data concerning fiscal responsibility in the role as a superintendent.  The 

intricacies and specificity of all the different cases resulted in the common subcategories 

of fiscal responsibility to support student performance and to provide equity for students 

from poverty.   
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Table 14 

Impact on Teachers 

Subcategory Supt. A Supt. B Supt. C Supt. D Supt. E Supt. F 

Instruction X X X X X X 

Student 
Achievement X X  X X X 

Professional 
Development X X X X X X 

 
 

The modalities for each of the participants to achieve fiscal responsibility varied 

based on the needs and resources of their school district.  Table 15 displays the 

breakdown for the participants as it relates to the third part of the framework for this 

study. 

 
Table 15 

Fiscal Responsibility 

Sub-category Supt. A Supt. B Supt. C Supt. D Supt. E Supt. F 

Student Performance X X X X X X 

Equity for Students 
from Poverty X  X X  X 

 

 All six superintendents in this study contributed data on their lived experiences in 

planning and successfully implementing a 1:1 technology platform for their school 

district.  An overall summary of all of the areas that each superintendent covered as a 

case in this study is included in Chapter Five.   
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Themes 

After analyzing the data from the six cases using constant-comparison, cross-case, 

and pattern-matching analysis, this researcher provides a detailed explanation in response 

to the research question—Why does a superintendent choose to move to a 1:1 technology 

platform in a school district?  Multiple data collection techniques were used for the 

purpose of collecting a saturation of data.  These multiple data collection techniques also 

allowed for a triangulation for the data for each case.  The data and analysis from semi-

structured interviews, questionnaires, and artifacts were used to synthesize nine themes 

from this study. 

1. Students need to acquire 21st century knowledge and skills. 

2. Technology increases engagement and student motivation. 

3. Students from poverty learn more. 

4. 1:1 technology facilitates personalized instruction and learning. 

5. Assessment options are expanded and enhanced. 

6. Pre-deployment professional development will serve teachers who will in turn 

serve students. 

7. Use the resources that have been trusted to you to maximize the experience in 

your school district. 

8. 1:1 technology creates an equitable solution for students from all SES 

backgrounds.   

9. The device and infrastructure needed to support the device enable 

transformational learning.   
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Summary 
 

The literature review for this study was applied as an a priori theoretical 

framework that allowed for the development of a three-part conceptual framework and 

the resulting nine themes of this study.  After organizing the data from the participants in 

this study, nine themes emerged from the data analysis.  The nine themes offered in this 

study are examples of superintendents and school districts that represent Texas as typical 

cases.  The constructs of this multiple descriptive case study, the usage of typical cases, 

and the Yin (2014) case study tactics provide this study with transferability, 

dependability, and confirmability. This study may be replicated by additional researchers 

using the three-part framework. 

The data in this study were vast due to the multiple interviews, questionnaires, 

and artifacts from the multiple data collection techniques.  In Chapter Four of this study, 

the researcher reported the findings from each case, the results presented in Chapter Four 

are in more detail with added insight in the implications section of Chapter Five.  

Discussion of the findings, an analysis of the themes revealed, and the implications for 

this study are presented in Chapter Five. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

Discussion 
 
 

In this multiple descriptive case study, six superintendents from Texas who have 

recommended, implemented, and sustained a 1:1 technology initiative in their respective 

school district were selected to examine the research question—Why does a 

superintendent make the recommendation to move to a 1:1 technology platform?  The 

experiences of superintendents as they researched 1:1 technology, traveled through the 

process of deciding to make a recommendation to a school board, and implementation of 

1:1 technology are important aspects of education that are noticeably absent from the 

literature.  This study is significant because the majority of school districts in the state of 

Texas have not adopted a 1:1 technology platform and the recommendation to move to a 

1:1 platform traditionally comes through a superintendent to his or her school board.   

 Moore’s Law theorizes that technology will double in speed every 2 years and 

become less expensive every year (Tardi, 2019).  The cost of personal technology has 

been reduced to a level that school districts in Texas can now afford to purchase devices 

for all of their students if they make that choice.  The changes in legislation for school 

districts in the state of Texas facilitated a shift away from the traditional paper-based 

instructional materials that have been prominent in schools throughout the 20th century.  

The restrictions on how school districts could spend their instructional materials funding 

was lifted in the 81st Texas Legislative session.   
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The superintendents in this study provided the data for the investigation into why 

they decided to support a 1:1 platform.  The data from a deep multiple descriptive case 

study into the lived experiences of six Texas superintendents revealed nine themes.  The 

research design and methodology are grounded in Yin’s (2014) case study design so a 

saturation of data would be obtained.  Data for this study were collected using semi-

structured interviews, collecting archival data, and collecting questionnaires from each 

case.  A saturation of data occurred from the multiple data collection techniques.  The 

Glaser (1965) model of constant comparison along with axial coding and cross-case 

analysis were used on the data from the interviews, archival data, and questionnaires.  

Yin (2006) indicated that constant comparison is a desirable analysis method because 

often a researcher will find patterns while conducting an interview, thus the interview and 

analysis may occur simultaneously. 

Analysis from the data summarized in this table was utilized to synthesize the 

nine themes: 

1. Students need to acquire 21st century knowledge and skills. 

2. Technology increases engagement and student motivation. 

3. Students from poverty learn more. 

4. 1:1 technology facilitates personalized instruction and learning. 

5. Assessment options are expanded and enhanced. 

6. Pre-deployment professional development will serve teachers who will in turn 

serve students. 

7. Use the resources that have been trusted to you to maximize the experience in 

your school district. 
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8. 1:1 technology creates an equitable solution for students from all SES 

backgrounds.   

9. The device and infrastructure needed to support the device enable 

transformational learning.   

In Table 16, the researcher summarizes the data from Chapter Four for each 

superintendent and is organized using the framework for this study.   

 
Table 16 

Summary of Participants and Areas of the Framework 

Subcategory  Supt. A Supt. B Supt. C Supt. D Supt. E Supt. F 

Impact on Students 

Learning X X X X X X 

Motivation X X X X X X 

Poverty X 
 

X X 
 

X 

Impact on Teachers 

Instruction X X X X X X 

Student 
Achievement X X 

 
X X X 

Professional 
Development  X X X X X X 

Fiscal Responsibility 

Student 
Performance X X X X X X 

Equity for students 
from Poverty X X X 

  
X 

 
 

Discussion of Results 
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After constant comparison and cross-case analysis, the transcripts of the 

interviews and questionnaires were coded.  The coded data were used through the 

application of the three-part theoretical framework of this study: (a) impact on students, 

(b) impact on teachers, and (c) fiscal responsibility.  The analysis resulted in finding 

evidence for nine themes.  The literature review in this study was applied as an a priori 

theoretical framework that supported the development of the three-part framework that 

further focused the data and research to the specificity of the nine themes that have been 

developed in this study.  Each theme has basis in both current literature as well as the 

perceptions of the participants in this study and provides insight as to why a 

superintendent would make a recommendation to move to 1:1 technology.  The nine 

themes previously listed are explained in detail in the following sections.   

 
Students Need to Acquire 21st Century Knowledge and Skills  

 All the superintendents in the study brought evidence that 21st century knowledge 

and skills are an important reason to move to 1:1 technology.  Superintendents A, C, D, 

and F relayed that the acquisition of 21st century knowledge and skills was a primary 

force in deciding to move to a 1:1 platform.  Their belief that a 1:1 technology initiative 

would facilitate the growth of 21st century knowledge and skills is supported by research 

from Lowther et al. (2012).  In the study from Lowther et al., the researchers concluded a 

1:1 technology initiative is a vehicle that schools may use to support students learning 

21st century knowledge and skills.   

Students today need to be able to communicate, problem solve, collaborate, and 

create in order to be competitive in the future.  Superintendents C, D, and F were 

adamant about this.  According to Superintendent C, schools cannot prepare students for 
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exact jobs any longer because the workforce is changing.  Superintendent C also said 

educators need to teach students to be adaptable and that technology is a key in this 

endeavor.  Superintendent D wants students to be able to research a problem and present 

their research using technology instead of taking multiple-choice tests.  Superintendent D 

believes that this practice is more applicable to how one operates in the real world.  

Superintendent F echoed the statements of Superintendents C and D when she said, “The 

transferability of those technical skills to job, that was definitely something that we 

wanted kids to be able to use technology just like they would in the workplace.”  In 

agreement with Superintendents C, D, and F, research from Huang et al. (2017) and 

Farisi (2016) postulates that students need to do more than just acquire meaningful 

knowledge, they need to obtain problem-solving skills such as logic, collaboration skills, 

communication skills, and strong interpersonal relationship abilities.   

Jukes et al. (2015) tells us to be successful in the jobs that we are preparing 

students for in the future, they will need an entirely different set of knowledge and skills 

as compared to the students who our current education system was built to educate.  The 

era of memorizing facts and recalling information on tests has been replaced by students 

designing a project to answer a question they propose after being exposed to the content 

once taught for rote memorization.  Statements from Superintendents C, D, and F are 

aligned with this research.  Superintendent F commented that she would see students 

using iPads to access information and videos on YouTube to help them solve problems.  

She said she would also see students create content for YouTube and other video libraries 

to both demonstrate their knowledge and share their knowledge.  Computer-based skills 

including demonstrating knowledge through video, digital projects, and presentations 
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require knowledge and skills above and beyond the four core content areas of language 

arts, history, science, and mathematics.   

Technology Increases Engagement and Student Motivation 

Integrating 1:1 technology in a school is an instant pop of adrenaline for student 

engagement and motivation.  Students in the districts for Superintendents A and B 

responded so positively to 1:1 technology that they both accelerated their implementation 

faster than they originally planned.  According to Lowther et al. (2012), 1:1 technology 

programs increase student-centered teaching strategies, improve students overall attitudes 

about school, and increase student motivation levels to learn.   

Shapley et al. (2011) researched a cohort of students using a 1:1 laptop 

implementation and they determined that student engagement and learning increased 

during the 3 years of the study.  Students in their study showed improved school 

attendance and a lower frequency of disciplinary actions.  Students engagement levels 

increased, and students were motivated to learn more and in different ways.  

Superintendents D, E, and F all perceived increased engagement and motivation levels.  

After implementing a 1:1 iPad initiative, Superintendent D observed that students were 

more motivated and there was a sense of pride in his students that was not there before.  

Superintendent E perceived that student motivation levels to learning in his school district 

increased after implementing 1:1 Chromebooks in his high schools.  He credited the 

increase in motivation to what his teachers were doing with the computers in the 

classroom.  Superintendent F said, “engagement was the biggest reason” when asked why 

she wanted to implement 1:1 technology.  She believes that engagement and motivation 

to learn are increased when students were given access to digital resources.   
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Reluctant students who show signs of disengagement become active participants 

in classrooms.  One-to-one technology has changed the way students communicate and 

collaborate.  Collaborative learning builds affective qualities in students such as 

motivation and confidence (Darling-Hammond et al., 2008).  Introverted students who 

may be too shy or anxious to respond to a teacher or fellow student aloud are given a 

voice and become a more involved participant in school.  Superintendent D remarked, “I 

do think culturally it has really enhanced our academics for our kids.”  Superintendent A 

also believes that technology is a high yield tool for “quiet kids.” 

Technology allows students to communicate, collaborate, and learn from each 

other without needing to be in the same location.  “Motivation does increase when an 

instructor includes experiences with social media, podcasts, blogs, and other practices 

that require feedback and interaction with fellow students in a class” (Germaine et al., 

2016, p. 21).  All of the superintendents in this study mentioned increased student 

engagement and increased levels using digital resources such as social media, blogs, 

email, and goggle docs. 

 
Students from Poverty Learn More 

Superintendents A, D, and F disclosed they all work in school districts that 

needed to address student achievement levels for low-SES students.  The achievement 

gap that exists between students from privilege as compared to students from poverty is 

documented on the TAPR reports for their district (Texas Education Agency, 2020).  

One-to-one technology opens research-based interventions for students from poverty that 

support closing the achievement gap.  Research indicates that Superintendents A, D, and 

F are ahead of the curve when it comes to supplying students from poverty with devices 
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to stimulate higher levels of learning.  “An analysis of PISA data, tell us that, despite the 

pervasiveness of information and communication technologies (ICT) in our daily lives, 

these technologies have not yet been as widely adopted in formal education” 

(Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, 2015, p. 15). 

The difference in achievement levels is often referred to as the opportunity gap.  

Providing students from poverty with access to a device and the digital game-based 

learning platforms that school districts subscribe to are methods enabled through 1:1 

technology.  Corresponding with the continuing implementation of 1:1 technology in 

high poverty schools in the districts represented by Superintendents A, D, and F is 

research from Suhr et al. (2010) that indicated most substantial gains for students from 

poverty occur after the first year of implementation.  Superintendents A, D, and F all 

successfully implemented and sustained 1:1 technology initiatives in schools with high 

percentages of students from poverty. 

Technology implemented in a 1:1 format has the potential to exponentially impact 

student learning and growth for students from poverty.  Students from poverty with 

exceptional skills and abilities will reach higher levels of student achievement when 

paired with 1:1 technology.  Helping students reach their maximum potential is part of 

the answer to the research question of why superintendents choose to implement 1:1 

technology.  The populations for four of the six school districts where the superintendents 

in this study successfully implemented 1:1 technology include a population with the 

majority of the students coming from poverty.  The pride included in the many 

accomplishments mentioned by the superintendents in this study are a result of the impact 

on students that exists in school districts that consist of a majority of students from 
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poverty.  The students from poverty included in the school districts in this study bring 

immense value to the schools and the superintendents leading these school districts.  

Through the implementation of 1:1 technology, the creative assets of these students are 

accentuated, communication skills are highlighted, collaboration abilities are utilized, and 

their problem-solving skills are sharpened.  The implementation of 1:1 technology 

benefits all students; superintendents implementing 1:1 technology are ensuring that all 

students have access to these tools. 

Research-based interventions such as Study Island (2017), STAR Renaissance 

(Renaissance Learning, 2020), Prodigy (2020), and Think Thru Math (Imagine Learning, 

2020) are all web-based intuitive programs that support improving learning for students 

from poverty.  Superintendent A speaks to this theme when she describes the process that 

led to the decision to move to 1:1 technology: 

We knew that we needed to go more into an intuitive technology or an intuitive, 
intuitive education for kids.  It was multiple reasons at that point in time.  One 
was we had a very, very low-income population and we knew that they were 
going to be unable to keep up with their peers at private school because they 
didn’t have technology.  And there weren’t smart phones at that point in time so it 
wasn’t like you could hook into the internet 6 or 7 years ago. 
 
Through the research-based interventions that Superintendents A and F 

mentioned, game-based learning is established and proves to be a productive method to 

reduce the achievement gap for students from poverty.  Superintendent F imparted than in 

the game-based learning environment that was put into place at schools with the highest 

percentage of low-SES students that students would complete the online interventions to 

earn prizes such as t-shirts.  In Superintendent A’s school district, she said that students 

found accomplishment and a sense of pride in earning badges that indicated they had 

mastered a specific learning objective.  The interventions used by Superintendents A and 
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F were utilized both in school and at home which allowed students the opportunity to 

learn and explore more and supported closing the achievement gap.  According to 

Shapeley et al. (2011), the combination of using 1:1 technology at school and at home 

was the strongest positive predictor for student academic gains.  

 
1:1 Technology Facilitates Personalized Instruction and Learning 

Research published prior to all the superintendents in this study implementing 1:1 

technology indicated 1:1 technology enhances personalized learning and instruction.  The 

teacher is no longer the single source of reliable information on a given topic.  “With 

mobile technologies, one can truly create highly personalized, highly differentiated 

instruction” (Looi et al., 2009, p. 1131). 

Creating a differentiated classroom that meets the needs of students who are on 

pace, students who have mastered the content in a teacher’s objective, and struggling 

learners is facilitated through 1:1 technology.  Farisi (2016) concluded the incorporation 

of technology allows for flexibility in not only in time and place of instruction but also in 

the number of students that can benefit from one teacher.  Teachers in a 1:1 technology 

environment have the opportunity to act as facilitators to student learning.  

Superintendent F talked about this role for teachers when she discussed implementing 

problem-based learning.  She mentioned that students benefit from a problem-based 

learning instructional format because they are able to use 1:1 technology to research a 

problem associated with the theme they are learning about, collaborate with other 

students on projects in real time, and create presentations that demonstrate their learning.  

Chou et al. (2012) echoed what Superintendent F said when they concluded a 1:1 
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instructional platform is a beneficial tool in schools that employ project-based learning 

practices.   

Superintendents F and D talked about students using YouTube to expand on the 

lessons they received from their teachers.  Berger-Tikochinski et al. (2016) stated 

students reported they use their 1:1 technology to reach online resources that expand their 

learning.  Superintendent A echoed this point when she talked about the students and how 

they use 1:1 technology in their career and technical education courses.  The art of 

keeping 20 plus students on task and engaged in meaningful lessons requires lessons to 

have built-in supports and built-in extensions.  One-to-one technology and access to 

YouTube merges research and practice.  YouTube does offer support for personalized 

learning and access to entertainment.  Superintendent F talks about using YouTube and 

similar applications when she said, 

For the teachers it was about giving up some control and for us too.  So, you 
know, we, we tried to lock down too much stuff all at once, initially and then 
realized that we had to teach family, teach parents to monitor their kids’ behavior.  
And even though we still had our internet filter, we really had to spend some time 
not being so controlling because then it was limiting our access to things that we 
did want.  

 
Superintendent D made similar statements concerning YouTube and personalized 

learning as Superintendent F.  Superintendent D said, 

We block a lot of stuff.  Some of the things are like YouTube.  There’s an 
educational YouTube and then there’s just YouTube.  We really try to filter out 
anything that’s inappropriate . . . that was another thing we could do with the 
Chromebooks that was harder with the iPads.  With the Chromebooks, we could 
really lock down both at school and at home what is allowed on the machine.  We 
felt better about that. 
 

YouTube and similar web-based video libraries offer the advantage of being able to 

access information and to learn when students are at their highest point of engagement, 
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they offer instant gratification for curiosity.  Farisi (2016) and Jukes et al. (2015) 

conducted research that corresponds with statements from Superintendents B, E, and F.  

All five separate researchers and practitioners spoke about the speed at which students 

and teachers are able to access resources, and the ability for students to interact and 

collaborate with students in their classroom, across the school, or anywhere they were 

connected.  Personalized learning and instruction are enhanced through 1:1 technology 

because students and teachers can access information faster now than at any time in 

history   

One-to-one technology allows students to accelerate their high school credits 

through web-based curriculums, interact with distance learning dual-credit programs, and 

complete online credit recovery courses anywhere they can access the web with their 

device.  All six superintendents in this study described their students using 1:1 

technology for at least one of the functions.  Ifenthaler and Schweinbenz’s (2016) 

research parallels these practices. They concluded that technology-based instruction has 

the ability to provide students with instant diagnostic feedback which further supports the 

options for relevancy that 1:1 technology-based lessons supply for the students engaged 

in the learning.   

Students in special education classrooms with vastly different ability levels are 

able to receive ability appropriate instructions and lessons in a 1:1 technology classroom.  

According to Superintendent A, the range of students in her special education classrooms 

were from mild learning disabilities to intellectually disabled students and their lessons 

needed to be personalized for both growth and compliance with their individualized 

education plans.   
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Assessment Options are Expanded and Enhanced 

One-to-one technology facilitates demonstrations of knowledge, online testing 

formats, as well as ability-leveled assessments.  iPads combined with educational 

applications allow students to access online content, to create learning artifacts, and to 

participate in personalized learning experiences where the application tailors the lesson to 

meet the student at their current level of achievement (Mouza & Barrett-Greenly, 2015).  

Students in Superintendents A, B, E, and F’s school districts utilize apps and software 

that meet students where they are and assess their skills based on their current reading 

and math levels.  Superintendents B and E use MAP® (n.d.) assessment software to 

monitor student learning and growth.  Students take an online test three times a year and 

the software levels the question as students respond.  Students who answer questions 

correctly are given harder questions to answer and then once they reach questions that 

they are incorrect on, the test gives them easier questions to find the range of the 

students’ abilities.  These abilities are reported as a Rasch unIT (RIT) scale score. “ The 

RIT scale is an equal-interval scale much like inches on a yardstick.  It is used to chart a 

student’s academic growth from year to year” (MAP®, n.d., para. 9).  The RIT scores 

allow school leaders to compare the growth of each student against their previous RIT 

scores as well as compare students to each other based on their RIT scores.  In 

Superintendent A and F, their school districts both use their devices to access STAR 

Renaissance to measure students reading and math levels and then to provide them with 

appropriate skill-based lessons aligned to their assessment results.   

 Demonstrations of knowledge as a form of assessment are enhanced through 1:1 

technology.  Superintendent D said that he has always wanted students to use technology 
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to display and present what they have learned as opposed to having them write an essay 

or take a multiple-choice exam.  He acknowledged the past importance of traditional 

assessment and said that as the state transitions to online exams that having 1:1 

technology in place is going to help schools maintain their test scores.  He also had a 

sense of pride for the presentations that students have made over the years to demonstrate 

their knowledge.  Superintendent F had similar comments about assessing student 

knowledge and being able to evaluate their knowledge in different ways.  She said 

students in her 1:1 schools were often required to make a presentation to demonstrate 

their learning in a problem-based learning environment and they would often make 

movies to document their learning.  Movies and videos were presented in both school 

districts as a form of assessment.  Superintendent D said, “As far as the video component, 

the iPad was incredible . . . it has really opened up a lot of doors.”  McTighe and Seif 

(2015) observed significant achievement correlations in the eighth grade math between 

NAEP assessment results and the use of technology for math projects, demonstrations of 

knowledge, and simulations.  For English language arts and reading, 1:1 technology 

programs were implemented and achievement on assessments increased by .15 of a 

standard deviation on average” (Zheng et al., 2016).   

 One-to-one technology also facilitates enhancing traditional multiple-choice tests 

using the device and an online testing platform.  Superintendents D, E, and F all reported 

using the Eduphoria (2020) online testing platform to assess students, collect data on 

student performance, and monitor the question levels of the assessments.  Superintendent 

D indicated his assistant superintendent utilized Eduphoria heavily in another district and 
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brought it to his current district and in his first year in the district implemented online 

testing as a function of their 1:1 technology initiative.   

 
Professional Development Serves Teachers Who Serve Students 

All the superintendents in this study emphasized the importance of professional 

development for the staff, specifically teachers prior to embarking on a 1:1 initiative.  

Professional development of teachers is imperative to successfully implementing 1:1 

technology.  Blanchard et al. (2016) reported integration of technology is most 

comprehensive when individualized and engaging professional development helps 

teachers match technology usage with lesson objectives.  Superintendent A talked about 

the immense amount of pressure she and her district were under to start a 1:1 program 

and she held off starting for an entire school to guarantee her staff was trained.  She said, 

“I would not have done it if we did not have the training.”  Superintendent C said, “First 

and foremost, be sure that your staff is ready.”  In agreement with all of the 

superintendents who lived through planning and implementing 1:1 technology is research 

conducted by  Zheng et al. (2016).  The researchers concluded professional development 

is a vital factor to ensuring the success of a 1:1 technology program. 

 Professional development in the perspective of Superintendents B and D was 

most important for the veteran teachers who have the most experience in the classroom.  

When talking about professional development, Superintendent B remarked, 

The greatest challenge for us in this whole process has been teacher training, and 
motivating teachers, probably like me. . . .  If I had to go back to a classroom.  I 
had basically utilized a stand-and-deliver type instructional delivery system, and 
training them to utilize technology, and it still, 5 years later, it’s still a struggle.  
We have provided a ton of staff development, but sometimes changing old ways 
and old habits is very, very hard to do. 
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Superintendent D had a very similar experience with professional development as 

Superintendent B.  When talking about professional development with his veteran 

teachers, Superintendent D stated,  

One thing we went into that didn’t work out too well.  We tried to do things kind 
of one-size-fits-all instructionally with all the staff.  Looking back on that, there’s 
a veteran staff.  Our teachers like it here, most of them stay here a long time.  
Rather than trying to get a one-size-fits-all, leave it to the teachers. 
 

Their efforts were not in vain.  Chou et al. (2012) indicated in order to fully capitalize on 

the instructional benefits of iPads or other 1:1 devices, school leaders must provide 

ongoing professional development.  Diemer et al. (2013) also reported agreement with 

the superintendents in this study.  Teachers who are more comfortable with 1:1 

technology, such as iPads, are for more likely to utilize them in instruction (Diemer et al., 

2013).  The superintendents in this study recognized that if they were going to get buy-in 

and high levels of integration out of their veteran staffs then they were going to have to 

make sure the training component was intact.   

 
Use the Resources that Have Been Trusted to You to Maximize the Experience in Your 
School District 

Taxpayer dollars are a limited resource that superintendents are charged with 

using for the maximum benefit of students in their school district.  The business and 

finance part of the 1:1 technology initiative was one of the most detailed and thoroughly 

discussed sections of the interviews for all six superintendents in this study.  The 

perceptions of the six superintendents in this study indicate 1:1 technology increased 

student motivation and improved student engagement.  In accord with their perceptions 

was research from Cheong et al. (2014) and Reynolds and Caperton (2011).  Cheong et 

al. (2014) indicated using 1:1 technology will make classes more interesting for students 
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and improve the overall learning environment.  Reynolds and Caperton (2011) reported 

technology improves student’s motivation to learn.   

The superintendents in this study were all pioneers ahead of the curve on 1:1 

technology integration in not only their district, but for several in their county and region 

as well.  Berger-Tikochinski et al. (2016) explained some of the risks that the 

superintendents took when they lined out the reasons why many school districts still have 

not adopted 1:1 technology:   

One reason for this scarcity is that the operation of 1:1 programs carries high 
costs, which include acquisition of computer devices, establishing the necessary 
technology infrastructure, and teacher training.  Due to these high costs and the 
effort required from all parties, it is necessary to have in-depth understanding of 
the educational value of 1:1 programs and the contribution they make to students. 

 
Superintendent A summarized the task of the superintendents best when she said, 

There wasn’t a pot of gold sitting there to use.  Listen, 1:1’s an expensive 
initiative.  It’s not just expensive on the hardware side but the maintenance and 
the upkeep and the training and the FTE’s to run it on the hardware side, the 
teaching side, and the instructional side.  It’s not something you go into lightly 
and you better have a plan of action on how you’re going to keep that baby going 
cause there’s a whole lot of school districts out that went into it too fast.  After 2 
years they’ve thought, I don’t have any more money.  
 

Superintendents B, C, and F all indicated they were cautious with making such a large 

financial investment into 1:1 technology.  Prior to a full-blown plan for integration, each 

of these superintendents conducted pilot programs.  This practice aligns with research 

from Hoffman (2013) who reported to identify the pros, cons, and best practices of a 1:1 

technology implementation that there needs to be consistent dialogue with students and 

teachers concerning their experiences with 1:1 technology and the impact it makes on 

learning.  Table 17 is a collection of organized data from each superintendent in this 

study.  Information in the table is important in understanding the different sizes, 
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demographics, and funding sources used to fund their respective 1:1 technology 

initiatives.   

 
Table 17 

School District Demographics and Funding Data 

Participant 
School District 

Size 

Chapter 
41/42 

District 

Funding Source for 
1:1 

% of students 
with free or 

reduced lunch 

Supt. A ~8,400 students 42 TRE 78 

Supt. B ~3,400 students 42 IMA 64 

Supt. C ~7,800 students 41 School Bond Election 35 

Supt. D ~1,400 students 42 IMA/Fund Balance 67 

Supt. E ~1,500 students 42 TRE 39 

Supt. F ~10,300 students 42 FF&E/Grant 51 

 
 
1:1 Technology Creates an Equitable Solution for Students from all Socioeconomic 
Backgrounds.   

Superintendents that invest in a 1:1 technology initiative level the playing field for 

students from poverty by reducing the digital divide.  The digital divide exists when there 

is a social inequity between affluent students and students from poverty.  This divide is 

visible in three interrelated levels: access, usage, and empowerment (Mouza & Barrett-

Greenly, 2015).   

All six superintendents mentioned at one point in the process of implementing and 

sustaining a 1:1 protocol that they have supported students using their devices away from 

school with the use of an internet hot spot device.  Research from Shapley et al. (2011) 

and Hoffman (2013) back the practice of providing low-SES students a portable hot spot.  
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Both Shapley et al. (2011 and Hoffman (2013) extolled the virtues of students using the 

devices away from school.  Mouza and Barrett-Greenly (2015) also pointed out students 

from poverty are less likely to have a home computer and high-speed internet access.  In 

all three studies, students had higher levels of achievement in the classroom when their 

school district policies allowed them to take home their 1:1 devices. 

Superintendents A, C, and D all spoke about their desire to make sure students 

from poverty had the same learning opportunities as their affluent peers.  Superintendent 

C divulged he was concerned about the disparity of technology kids from poverty had 

access to as compared to students from privilege.  He said, “we were worried, of course, 

some kids would have some really great things in the classroom and others wouldn’t, 

because we’re over about 35% free and reduced lunch in the district.”  In his district, 

Superintendent C set the goal for technology integration to be, “ubiquitous,” where all 

students can access information and learn through technology at all times.  

Superintendent A said in her district 78% of the students were on free and reduced lunch 

and that they did not have the same levels of access to technology as their affluent 

classmates and thus do not have the same learning opportunities.  Superintendent D had a 

feeling inside of himself that they needed to do more for students from poverty.  In the 

process of deciding on implementing 1:1 technology, Superintendent D describes 

becoming enamored with forward thinking about the possibilities of opening up digital 

resources to the 67% of his students that were economically disadvantaged.  Hostetter et 

al. (2015) published research documenting that devices such as iPads and Chromebooks 

leads to greater peer acceptance and an overall higher state of happiness.  Superintendents 
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A, C, and D created an equitable learning opportunity for students from poverty through 

their intentional actions. 

 
The Device and Infrastructure Needed to Support the Device Enable Transformational 
Learning 

All six superintendents invested significant amounts of their school district funds 

to purchase devices and the infrastructure needed to support the devices.  Superintendents 

C and F utilized significant district funds to implement 1:1 iPad initiatives.  

Superintendents A and E used their district funds for Chromebook implementations.  

Superintendents B and D invested and implemented both iPad and Chromebook 1:1 

programs.  Chou et al. (2012) conducted research that supports the actions of these 

superintendents.  Their research indicates that a viable curriculum coupled with 

technology will enhance engagement levels, encourage innovation, promote 

collaboration, increase critical thinking skills, and improve overall technology 

competency.   

In the same manner that all three used different financing options to fund the 1:1 

technology, all six used their best judgement on which devices would meet the needs of 

their students.  Superintendent C decided on iPads because they were affordable, 

powerful, dynamic, and could be supported by their network.  He was also able to plan 

for the cost of professional development to support iPad integration as well as sustaining 

the program in the long run.  Superintendent A talked about the importance of budgeting 

for the cost, the sustainability of the program, upgrading the infrastructure, and the 

alignment of the device to the industries in her district.  Superintendent A choose a 1:1 

Chromebook deployment to meet those needs and desires after a significant amount of 

research into the virtues of both iPads and Chromebooks.  Supporting all of these 
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superintendents is research from Li et al. (2018) and Germaine et al. (2016) who reported 

1:1 platforms are better than traditional learning models because of the learning 

management software, presentation applications, word processing, digital spreadsheets, 

and the creativity that these digital options elicit.  Transformational learning is facilitated 

through the implementation of 1:1 technology and what the students are able to learn and 

do on the devices.  Table 18 lists the population of students who were targeted to be 

served under the initial 1:1 technology deployment for each participant, the device 

selected, the LMS used by teachers and students on the devices, and the technology fees 

that were put in place by each district. 

 
Table 18 

1:1 Technology Platform Selections 

Participant Grades Served Device(s) 
Learning 

Management 
Software 

Usage Fee for 
Technology 

Supt. A. 9-12 Chromebook Schoology $20 

Supt. B. K-12 Chromebook/ 
iPad 

Google class $35 

Supt. C. 7-12 iPad Schoology $0 

Supt. D. 6-12 Chromebook/ 
iPad 

Google class $50 

Supt. E. 9-12 Chromebook Google class $20 

Supt. F. 6-12 iPad Echo/Homeroom $30 

 
 
 Superintendent F stated the functionality of the iPad supported students creating 

videos that demonstrated skills and knowledge were very important to her.  During the 
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planning and implementation phases of 1:1 technology in her district, the iPad stood out 

for the ability to access educational apps and its ability to connect students and teachers 

through LMS.  Superintendents B and D both value the iPad for the impact it can have on 

younger students.  Superintendents A and E valued the Chromebook for its business 

application ability.  Being able to use a keyboard to type and fill our spreadsheets was 

vital for Superintendent A.  Superintendents B and C were both early adopters of the iPad 

and they were sold on the user friendliness of the setup for both students and staff 

members who supported the machines.  Superintendent B is the only superintendent in 

this study that has a 1:1 model for all the students in his district.  His district leaders 

chose iPads for the students in Kinder through fourth and Chromebooks for the students 

in fifth through 12th because they believe those devices match the developmental needs 

of students at each of the corresponding grades.  Younger students in their district use the 

iPads as reading devices, older students need the keyboard and research capabilities that 

are facilitated on a Chromebook. 

Maximizing the utility of the devices requires the infrastructure to support the 

devices.  Superintendent D and E both spoke about the need for a robust infrastructure.  

According to Superintendent D, a “robust infrastructure is the key.” 

 
Summary 

A multiple descriptive case study of six superintendents who have successfully 

implemented a 1:1 technology was conducted using the Yin (2014) case study 

methodology.  This case study was conducted to answer the research question—Why 

does a superintendent choose to move to a 1:1 technology program.  After reviewing 

existing literature, collecting data from the six superintendents participating in this study, 
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and using content comparison and cross case analysis, the researcher was able to 

synthesize the following nine themes out of the evidence in this study.   

1. Students need to acquire 21st century knowledge and skills. 

2. Technology increases engagement and student motivation. 

3. Students from poverty learn more. 

4. 1:1 technology facilitates personalized instruction and learning. 

5. Assessment options are expanded and enhanced. 

6. Pre-deployment professional development will serve teachers who will in turn 

serve students. 

7. Use the resources that have been trusted to you to maximize the experience in 

your school district. 

8. 1:1 technology creates an equitable solution for students from all SES 

backgrounds.   

9. The device and infrastructure needed to support the device enable 

transformational learning.   

 These nine themes came out of the three-part theoretical framework of (a) impact 

on students, (b) impact on teachers, and (c) fiscal responsibility.  Each of the nine themes 

may be tied back to all three parts of the framework; however, the themes are each most 

heavily aligned with one part of the framework.  Table 19 shows the parts of the 

theoretical framework and the themes that correspond to each.  The results of this study 

are from the case study of the rich, lived experiences of six superintendents who 

successfully implemented 1:1 technology. 
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Table 19 

Theoretical Framework and Themes that Correspond 

Framework Component Theme that Most Closely Corresponds 

Impact on Students 1. Students need to acquire 21st century 
knowledge and skills. 

 2. Technology increases engagement and 
student motivation. 

 3. Students from poverty learn more. 

Impact on Teachers 4. 1:1 technology facilitates personalized 
instruction and learning. 

 5. Assessment options are expanded and 
enhanced. 

 6. Pre-deployment professional 
development will serve teachers who 
will in turn serve students. 

Fiscal Responsibility 7. Use the resources that have been 
trusted to you to maximize the 
experience in your school district. 

 8. 1:1 technology creates an equitable 
solution for students from all SES 
backgrounds. 

 9. The device and infrastructure needed 
to support the device enable 
transformational learning. 

 

Implications 

 This research fills a gap in existing literature and offers insight to superintendents 

who are seeking to implement a 1:1 technology platform in their school district.  The 

themes that have come out of this study provide guidance to both superintendents and 

school boards that are wrestling with their current instructional setting, whether that is a 
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traditional model or a 1:1 setting.  This research is not just limited to school districts 

evaluating whether to move to a 1:1 setting.  The themes that resulted from the analysis 

of the six successful superintendents in this study could also be guidelines for school 

districts that have already implemented 1:1 technology and for school districts that want 

to provide high-quality students’ experiences in a traditional instructional model.   

 There are implications for future studies that have come out of this research.  

Results from the research in this study show property-rich affluent school districts 

providing students with 1:1 technology without charging the students a usage fee.  

Property-poor school districts that receive less per pupil funding than the property-rich 

school districts are charging their students a usage fee to check out the device purchased 

by the school district.  Further study into the amount of damage and loss incurred by 

school districts has the potential to show results similar to the feedback provided by the 

superintendents in this study.  The superintendents in this study all indicated that theft, 

loss, and damage were minimal for each of their respective school districts.  Future 

studies on this topic could use the data from this study to show usage fees are creating an 

equity issue for students and families from school districts that have to raise taxes at a 

much higher rate than property-rich school districts to raise the funds necessary for 1:1 

implementation.  Superintendent C and his school district do not charge a usage fee, this 

school district has the highest property values per pupil of the six school districts in this 

study as well as it has the lowest percentage of students from poverty.  These facts open 

the door to explore if the equity issue is further compounded when students from poverty 

are paying usage fees and students from affluent homes are provided with the same 

device without having to pay usage fees. 
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 For policymakers, this study has implications on deciding if usage fees are part of 

free and appropriate education.  All of the superintendents in this study gave 1:1 

technology a favorable response and all indicated that students obtain more 21st century 

knowledge and skills when utilizing 1:1 technology.  Policymakers are then tasked with 

deciding if the same level of learning can take place without the technology and the 

resounding answer from the superintendents in this study is “no,” the learning cannot be 

mimicked without the support of 1:1 technology. 

 Technology companies will look at the implications from this study to learn how 

to best market their products to superintendents and the school boards they serve.  Once 

technology companies are able to identify the positive impact on students and teachers, 

while providing sound fiscal parameters, then they can use this information to 

demonstrate why their product is part of the solution to a problem that a school district 

and superintendent may not yet have identified. 

 Textbook companies like companies who sell hardware are all competing for a 

limited market.  Information in this study shows textbook publishers why a 

superintendent would choose to move to a 1:1 platform.  They could then in turn use 

these results to market their products based on the perceived needs of the school district.   

 The literature review in this survey provides researchers and practicing educators 

with a thorough review of existing literature concerning the implications of moving to a 

1:1 technology platform.  School leaders looking for support to improve attendance and 

student behavior will find the research from Shapley et al. (2011) is supported through 

the second theme that emerged from this study, student motivation and engagement is 

increased in a 1:1 setting.  The three major themes related to student learning from 
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Harper and Milman (2016) were also present in the evidence from the experiences of the 

six superintendents in this study.  Student motivation, changes to instruction, and student 

achievement were all areas reported by Harper and Milman as well as the participants in 

this study.   

 The nine themes in this study came out of a literature review from an a priori 

theoretical framework.  This investigator developed the combination of the research base 

from the literature review and the data from the participants in this study.  As mentioned 

in each of the case profiles in Chapter Four, the answer to the research question—Why 

would a superintendent choose to move to a 1:1 technology platform?—has been 

thoroughly answered.  Because of the vast amount of data collected in this study, 

additional questions have been posed and answered through data collection and analysis.  

These additional questions are posed in the implications and future research 

recommendations.   

The three-part framework for this study can be used as a baseline for all initiatives 

that a superintendent, school board, or campus principal is looking to implement.  By 

looking at the (a) impact on students, (b) impact on teachers, and (c) fiscal responsibility, 

leaders in a school district can effectively evaluate the success of any program they are 

implementing.  Schools are consistently embarking on change and this framework not 

only focuses the lens for a superintendent looking to move to a 1:1 technology platform, 

this framework can focus the lens when evaluating policy changes, instructional 

programs such as AVID (Advancement Via Individual Determination, 2020), or even 

student management training such as Safe and Civil Schools (2019). 
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 This study and the results of the study may support changing educator preparation 

programs.  If more superintendents adopt 1:1 technology initiatives then a response from 

educator preparation programs to instruct pre-service teachers on the use of technology in 

the classroom would be warranted.  This research raises questions about teacher 

preparation programs and whether or not pre-service teachers are preparing for students 

who are fundamentally different than in previous generations.  Today’s students have 

been exposed to screens and a bombardment of high-quality visual stimulation.  Teachers 

need to be prepared to use this phenomenon as an advantage and not a hindrance to 

learning.  Universities should in turn be prepared to add a component of instructional 

technology in all levels of their programs: undergraduate, masters, and doctoral.   

 For teachers already employed in a school district, does their school district have 

the resources and expertise in their district to train teachers prior to expecting them to 

utilize devices and software to support student learning.  One-to-one technology provides 

teachers with an additional tool to support differentiation; however, this tool has a limited 

capacity until the teacher is trained, comfortable, and has efficacy in using the device.  

This style of instruction also affects the scope and sequence for course work.  Students 

are able to accelerate and remediate independently with a device.   

This research could also contain implications for education service centers that 

provide professional development to school districts.  Smaller school districts are heavily 

dependent on education service centers because of the affordability factor when sending 

teachers to offsite professional development.  One-to-one technology may enable teacher 

professional development to take place away from the service center.  This notion of 

distance learning with teachers also brings up implications surrounding whether or not 
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students need to be in a brick school house for 8 hours a day or if they can achieve the 

same learning results from home.    

 For students who will leave high school and go to college, 1:1 technology has 

utility for them.  In college, most students will be expected to use some form of LMS and 

superintendents who adopt a 1:1 model of technology integration in their schools are 

providing schools with the tools necessary to prepare students for what they will be 

expected to accomplish in college.  Many students have different access points and 

pathways to college, using LMS in high school may better prepare these students to 

perform at a higher level in their first semester of college. 

The data collected from the interviews give the lived experiences of the 

superintendents a voice.  This study could benefit any school district and superintendent 

deciding on whether or not to move to a 1:1 technology initiative as well as add to the 

body of research for anyone in the education research community.   

 
Recommendations for Future Research 

This study stemmed from an a priori review of literature that allowed the 

researcher to develop nine themes that answered the research question—Why does a 

superintendent choose to move to a 1:1 technology platform?  Due to the richness of the 

data collected in this study, many additional questions were posed and data to support 

answers to these how and what questions is present.  This data supports implications from 

this study as well as ideas for future research. 

In future research studies, this researcher recommends that the investigator 

conduct interviews with superintendents who were unsuccessful in gaining board support 

for a 1:1 technology initiative as well as investigate school districts and superintendents 
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who started a 1:1 technology initiative that was not sustained.  This would allow a 

researcher to see the converse of this research study.  I would also recommend including 

the technology director or chief technology officer from each of the school districts that 

successfully implemented a 1:1 program.  Many of the superintendents in this study cited 

working closely with their technology director throughout the process.  

Additional case study research is needed to further explore the lived experiences 

of the principals who were on the campuses where 1:1 technology was implemented.  

Their perspective on what was successful and the best practices for a school or district 

looking to invest in a 1:1 technology platform would also add to the body of existing 

literature.  A potential research question for that study could be—What are the best 

practices for schools that are implementing 1:1 technology.  A case study would be 

appropriate for that study because the researcher is seeking the how and why 

explanations from principals that have experienced at least one 1:1 technology 

implementation.  

Based on the data uncovered during this research, a study of the impact of school 

districts that are property poor implementing 1:1 technology versus school districts that 

are property rich could offer further insight into the funding options utilized by 

superintendents from school districts in both categories.  Specifically, the user fees and 

the variance between wealthy school districts and school districts with low percentages of 

students from poverty not charging a usage fee for technology as compared to school 

districts that are either poorly funded or constituted by a high population of students from 

poverty charging user fees.  This category of future research could explore the State’s 

responsibility to provide a free and appropriate public-school education.  Based on the 
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results of this study, 1:1 technology could be included in an appropriate education model 

and the requirement of a school district to pay a usage fee may affect some student’s 

ability to access technology. 

Additional research stemming from this study could include using the profiles of 

the superintendents included in this study to develop a diagnostic tool that could be 

applied to school districts across the state of Texas to explore if the district and its leader 

match the characteristics that would support implementing 1:1 technology.  This study 

could utilize the nine themes presented in the results of this study that stemmed from an a 

priori literature review.  The results of the application of this diagnostic tool in a 

favorable decision to implement 1:1 technology could then lead to further studies where 

superintendents implemented 1:1 technology, applied the technology to resolve a need 

indicated on a school district’s needs assessment, and then applied to their district 

improvement plan.  The results of this study and ongoing utilization of the diagnostic tool 

developed in this future research study could further support the transferability of this 

study.   

Further research on superintendents who have implemented 1:1 technology could 

include questionnaire data on what the superintendent was reading prior to concluding 

that 1:1 technology was a preferred method of instructional delivery as opposed to a 

traditional instructional delivery.  They could also be studied to find out if there are 

categories of advisors that supported them along the path to 1:1.  Did these advisors 

include technology directors, technology vendors, school board members, or parents.  

In the 2019 legislative session for the state of Texas, the legislature increased 

school funding to support increased teacher salaries.  The goal of the legislature was to 
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increase retention rates by providing salaries that are more competitive for teachers.  Part 

of the salary structure that was put into place included monetary bonuses based on the 

proficiency level of the teacher.  A further research topic could include a comparative 

case study where two cases of teachers in 1:1 classrooms are studied.  One case being 

teachers that are labeled a master teacher and a second case of teachers who have not 

earned a proficiency level.  

One final area of research that I can recommend based on this would be to study 

the acquisition of 21st century skills of the students in school districts being led by the 

superintendents in this study.  Similar to the study of Huang et al. (2017), this study 

would combine the learning gained from studying superintendents and look at the 

outcomes in terms of student performance and achievement from the perspective of the 

superintendent as well as the student.  This research could highlight the discussion of 

whether or not technology improves communication or if technology is a negative 

reinforcer to social interactions thus diminishing communication skills.   
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APPENDIX B 

Consent Form 

Baylor University 
Curriculum and Instruction 

 
Consent Form for Research 

 
PROTOCOL TITLE:       The Superintendent’s Perception on the Effect of 
One- 
     to-One Technology on a Student’s Engagement 
and  
     Motivation: A Case Study. 
 
PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR:      Ted Smith 
 
SUPPORTED BY:   Baylor University 
 
Purpose of the research: The purpose of this study is to examine the perceptions of 
superintendents who have successfully implemented a 1:1 technology platform in their 
school district.  We are asking you to take part in this study because you are a 
superintendent who successfully implemented a 1:1 technology platform.    
 
Study activities: If you choose to be in this study, you will be interviewed and asked to 
complete a brief questionnaire.   
 
Risks and Benefits: To the best of our knowledge, there are no risks to you for taking 
part in this study.  There are no benefits to you from taking part in this research. 
 
Confidentiality:  A risk of taking part in this study is the possibility of a loss of 
confidentiality. Loss of confidentiality includes having your personal information shared 
with someone who is not on the study team and was not supposed to see or know 
about your information. The researcher plans to protect your confidentiality.  
 
Authorized staff of Baylor University may review the study records for purposes such as 
quality control or safety. 
 
Compensation: You will not be paid for taking part in this study. 
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Questions or concerns about this research study: You can call the researcher with any 
concerns or questions about the research.  

 
Ted Smith (Researcher and Doctoral Candidate) 
254‐913‐6623  
 
Dr. Tony Talbert (Supervising Professor at Baylor University) 

  254-710-7417 
 
If you want to speak with someone not directly involved in this research study, you may 
contact the Baylor University IRB through the Office of the Vice Provost for Research at 
254‐710‐1438. You can talk to them about: 

 Your rights as a research subject 

 Your concerns about the research 

 A complaint about the research 
 
Taking part in this study is your choice.  You are free not to take part or to stop at any 
time for any reason.  No matter what you decide, there will be no penalty or loss of 
benefit to which you are entitled.  If you decide to withdraw from this study, the 
information that you have already provided will be kept confidential. Information 
already collected about you cannot be deleted.  
 
By continuing with the research and completing the study activities, you are providing 
your consent. 
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APPENDIX C 

Semi-Structured Interview Questions 

Smith, Ted Baylor University Participant:_____________ 
 

Describe your experiences and observations of 1:1 technology prior to your 
recommendation to your school board. 
 
 
Why did you recommend a 1:1 technology platform? 
 
 
What outcomes were you seeking to achieve that led you to deciding on a 1:1 initiative? 
 
 
How did you decide on the specific model/device/learning management software? 
 
 
Was there a specific research article or outside information that you consulted or 
referenced prior to making a decision to take action? 
 
 
What was your perception of the student motivation levels before your 1:1 initiative? 
After? 
 
 
Do you believe the change in instructional programming has been fully implemented?  
What do you believe is the result? 
 
 
What was your perception of the student engagement levels before your 1:1 initiative and 
after? 
 
 
How have student engagement levels in on task and off task activities changed since the 
inception of your 1:1 program. 
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APPENDIX D 

Questionnaire 

Questionnaire for The Superintendent’s Perception on the Effect of One-to-One 

Technology on a Student’s Engagement and Motivation: A Case Study. 

1.  Prior to making a recommendation to your school board, you had experience on a 
1:1 technology campus? 
 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

 
2. Prior to making a recommendation to your school board, you had experience in a 

1:1 technology district? 
 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

 
3. The decision to make the recommendation to move to a 1:1 platform was based 

on your vision for the school district? 
 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

 
4.  The decision to make the recommendation to the school board was an individual 

decision? 
 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

 
5.  The technology director in your school district directly and substantially 

influenced the decision on which device your school district adopted? 
 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

 
6.  Providing students from poverty access to devices influenced your decision to 

move to a 1:1 platform? 
 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 
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7.  Student motivation levels changed from before the integration of a 1:1 platform 
as compared to after? 
 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

 
8.  Student engagement levels changed from before the integration of a 1:1 platform 

as compared to after? 
 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

 
9.  The focus of the professional development for teachers changed after 

implementing a 1:1 platform? 
 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

 
10.  1:1 technology changes the on-task time for student learning?   

 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

 
11.  Name:_______________________ 

12. Gender:______________________ 

13. Highest degree:_______________ 

14. Size of ISD where you made the recommendation: 0-1,000, 1,000-3,000, 3,000–

10,000, 10,000+ 

15. Age when making the recommendation: 35-45; 46-55, 56-65, 65+ 

16. Years of experience as a superintendent when you recommended a 1:1 technology 

platform:  

0-1, 2-5, 6-10, 10+ 
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