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As other commentators have mentioned, leadership in K-12 technology is severely lacking. This is due to several contributing factors, including:

· a generation of current K-12 school leaders who are nearing retirement and who did not grow up with the omnipresence of information and communication technologies (ICTs);
· faculty in educational leadership preparation programs who (for many of the same generational reasons noted above) are not proficient technology users, do not appreciate the transformative and disruptive aspects of ICTs in K-12 schools, and do not incorporate technology issues in meaningful ways into new administrator preparation;

· shameful underinvestment at the regional and district levels in the staffing, support, and training aspects of K-12 technology; and

· markedly poor responses at both the national and state levels to the technology needs of practicing school administrators and/or the university programs that prepare them.

These factors and others lead to:

· a lack of adequate technology staffing and support throughout K-12 education compared to corporate and industry norms, even though K-12 schools often (typically?) support a greater number of operating system environments and end-user software applications;

· a lack of understanding, and thus leadership and vision, about the potentials of ICTs to individualize and improve student learning and to facilitate the more efficient and effective management of K-12 schools;

· a pipeline of new school administrators who continue to emerge from their university preparation programs woefully unprepared to be effective school technology leaders; and
· a marginalization of technology, and school technology personnel, from the core educational enterprise.
State and national initiatives have a significant role to play in the training and development of effective school technology leaders, yet to date we have had only one major initiative in this area, the State Leadership Challenge Grants by the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation. Although the Gates Foundation deserves credit for at least trying to address the leadership problem, the end result of the $125 million initiative was a three-year program in which most participants only spent three to six days total clock time learning about technology issues and for which a significant majority of participants likely will retire in the next five years due to the massive generational overturn of administrators that is currently occurring in almost every state. Future leadership was not addressed by the program because assistant principals, preservice administrators, and other potential leadership pipelines were excluded from participation in most states. Other initiatives, such as the Technology Information Center for Administrative Leadership (TICAL) in California; our own School Technology Leadership Initiative here in Minnesota; and national, regional, or local staff development programs (such as those by NSBA, ISTE, CoSN, etc.); may be of high quality but impact relatively few administrators because of their limited budgets and/or geographic scope.
As we know from countless thousands of research studies, leadership is the key ingredient to any successful school reform or change initiative. Our historical approach to educational technology, where we have focused first on students, then on teachers, and just now are turning to the school leaders, has led to the continued underinvestment in, and underutilization of, ICTs in our nation’s schools. It is no wonder that corporate and industry leaders decry the (non-)usage of ICTs in K-12 education; we have systematically failed to invest in the leadership necessary to facilitate better technology implementation.

It is my sincerest hope that the next iteration of the national educational technology plan puts leadership training and development at the forefront of its list of priorities and that appropriate funding mechanisms are put in place to support the development of better school technology leadership.

Most sincerely,
Scott McLeod, J.D., Ph.D.

Assistant Professor, Educational Policy and Administration
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Coordinator, Greater Minnesota Data Institutes

Affiliate Faculty, Law School

Attorney at Law
[image: image2.png]



1
PAGE  

2

