
 

 

 

 

 

NAVIGATING 1:1 PERSONALIZED TECHNOLOGY INITIATIVES IN INDIANA K-12 

PUBLIC SCHOOLS: TECHNOLOGY DIRECTORS’ PERSPECTIVES ON TECHNOLOGY 

USAGE POLICIES IN RURAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS 

 

 

 

Keshia M. Seitz 

 

 

 

Submitted to the faculty of the School of Education 
in partial fulfillment of the requirements 

for the degree 
Doctor of Education in the Department of Educational Leadership 

Indiana University 
May 2019 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

ii 
 

Accepted by the School of Education Faculty, Indiana University, in partial fulfillment of the re-
quirements for the degree of Doctor of Education. 

 

Doctoral Committee  

_____________________________  

Suzanne E. Eckes, Ph.D., J.D.  

 

_____________________________ 

Janet R. Decker, Ph.D., J.D.  

 

_____________________________  

Anne T. Ottenbreit-Leftwich, Ph.D.  

 

Date of Defense: April 12, 2019 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

iii 
 

Acknowledgements 
 

There are several people who I would like to acknowledge for their support of me, both 

professionally and personally.  I am deeply grateful for their love, dedication, on-going support, 

and encouragement.  I am humbled by their selflessness in supporting me as I pursued my life-

long dream to earn this degree.   

First and foremost, I would like to thank God for giving me this opportunity.  I would 

like to give credit to God first because I firmly believe that “with God, all things are possible” 

(Matthew 19:26).  I am thankful for His faithfulness (Lamentations 3:22-23), strength to con-

tinue pressing on (Philippians 4:13), and encouragement from His Word (Isaiah 41:10).   

Second, I would like to thank my Dissertation Committee Chair, Dr. Suzanne Eckes.  Dr. 

Eckes spent countless hours encouraging, supporting, and guiding me through this entire process 

via email and numerous phone calls.  I learned so much from working with her under her men-

torship.  I would also like to recognize and express my appreciation for the other two members of 

my Dissertation Committee, Dr. Janet Decker and Dr. Anne Leftwich.  Both Dr. Decker and Dr. 

Leftwich offered very insightful feedback and suggestions for how to make this dissertation even 

more meaningful.  Furthermore, all three of my committee members invested several years into 

supporting and guiding me throughout this process. 

Third, I would like to thank my family.  More specifically, my mom and stepdad, Pamela 

and Thomas Dayberry, who made this opportunity possible for me by providing financial support 

to me throughout this entire process.  I would like to acknowledge the tremendous sacrifice that 

my two children, Emma and Mattthan, made to allow me to complete my education.  There were 



 

iv 
 

many weekends, evenings, and special events that I had to miss in order to work on this disserta-

tion.  Often, I could be spotted working on my research in gyms or at ballfields, splitting my time 

between my children and my studies.   

Next, I would like to thank my church family at Eastside Christian Church for their con-

tinuous love and support (#eccfamilystrong).  I am truly blessed to be a part of a second family 

that prays for me and supports me like these individuals do.  The leadership team at my church 

was constantly praying for me and checking on me to ask if I needed anything at all throughout 

this journey.  I would especially like to recognize Kelly Bottorff for transcribing the interviews 

in this study and for being one of my biggest cheerleaders.  I would also like to specifically like 

to thank Jon Talbott for always checking in on me and Justin Reinhardt for giving me the nick-

name of “Dr. K” long before I finished this dissertation.   

Another group that I would like to acknowledge are my mentors who have helped en-

courage me and push me to keep working towards the completion of this dissertation.  I would 

like to thank Dr. Jason Roseberry for his guidance and advice throughout this process.  Jason 

served as my peer editor, a thought partner, and an inspiration to me.  Another individual who I 

would like to thank is Dr. Louis Jensen.  Over the past three years, Louis has constantly checked 

in on me, offered me advice, and encouraged me to keep working.  I would also like to thank the 

entire 2011 Ed.D. Cohort at Indiana University of which I was a part.  I definitely benefitted 

from getting to know and learn from each and every member of that group.   

Yet another group that I would like to acknowledge are my co-workers at Five-Star Tech-

nology Solutions.  More specifically, Charles Beasley, Dustin Harrig, and Nathan Park were in-

strumental in helping support me with resolving all of my technology and formatting issues as I 

completed this dissertation.  Likewise, I would like to thank all of the students, parents, teachers, 



 

v 
 

administrators, technology directors, and school board members that I work with on a daily basis 

through my job as the Director of Innovative Learning because they have continually allowed me 

to learn from their experiences and they were the inspiration for the design of this study.   

I would also like to thank all of the participants in this study for their time and insight.  It 

is only because of their willingness to participate in this study that I was able to contribute to the 

existing body of literature in such a meaningful way.   

Last, but not least, I would like to thank my grandfather, Jack Roach, for inspiring me to 

get my doctorate in the first place.  Ever since I was a small child, my grandfather instilled a love 

of learning in me.  He loved history and was fascinated by technology – the two career fields that 

I chose to explore.  I attribute my interest in both of these areas to his influence in my life.  It was 

always his dream for me to earn my doctorate.  He was so proud of me for enrolling in this pro-

gram and he would always tell everyone that he met about how proud he was of his “Sunshine”. 

Sadly, my grandfather passed away four years ago – while I was still at the beginning stages of 

this dissertation.  Although I wish he could have seen this come to completion, it makes me 

smile to know just how proud of me he would have been.  I am forever grateful for his love, sup-

port, and inspiration.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

vi 
 

Keshia Seitz 

 

NAVIGATING 1:1 PERSONALIZED TECHNOLOGY INITIATIVES IN INDIANA K-12 

PUBLIC SCHOOLS: TECHNOLOGY DIRECTORS’ PERSPECTIVES ON TECHNOLOGY 

USAGE POLICIES IN RURAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS 

 

The purpose of this study was to research and analyze the policy trends that exist in K-12, 

Indiana school districts with a personalized technology initiative in place. Because technology 

leaders in K-12 schools are generally responsible for all facets of technology initiatives within 

their district, this study further explored technology directors’ perceptions about these policies 

and their rationale for choosing one policy over another.   More specifically, this study addressed 

the following research questions: (1) How did technology directors choose their type of technol-

ogy usage policy and what was their purpose for selecting that type of policy?; (2) What are 

some of the essential conditions to support technology usage policies in schools and what are 

some of the constraints of those policies?; and (3) What are the perceptions that technology di-

rectors have about the ethical and legal implications of their technology usage policies within the 

context of implementing a personalized 1:1 technology initiative in their district?  To best ad-

dress the ethical, policy, and legal concerns surrounding the adoption of technology usage poli-

cies in rural, K-12 public school districts with a 1:1 technology initiative in Indiana, a qualitative 

study consisting of interviews of technology directors and content analyses of technology usage 

policies was selected.  Key findings indicated that acceptable use policies (AUPs) were the most 

common type of technology usage policies among participants in this study.  While technology 

usage polices were present in all school districts in this study, technology directors believed their 
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Chapter One: Research Overview 

1.1: Introduction  

 In today’s era of competition for funding, resources, students, and higher academic per-

formance, schools across the United States have been forced to explore ways to make their 

school districts more marketable.  One such way that schools might accomplish this is through 

the offering of advanced access to technology in the classroom.  In support of this, Project To-

morrow’s annual Speak Up Survey in 2017 found that “two-thirds of parents in all types of com-

munities (urban, rural, and suburban) say that effective use of technology within the classroom 

provides a significant way for their child to develop college and career ready skills” (Project To-

morrow, 2017, p.1).  School officials might also seek out increased technology in their class-

rooms to create more engaging curriculums (Rao, 2013) or to help equal the playing field in un-

der resourced school districts (American Libraries Association, 2011).  Additionally, as new 

learning models, such as blended or flipped learning, continue to become increasingly popular in 

K-12 schools, school district leaders are looking to digital, personalized technology initiatives to 

support these kinds of curricular methods (Blackboard, 2018).  Some popular examples of tech-

nology initiatives that have been implemented in K-12 educational environments are: BYOD 

(Bring Your Own Device), 1:1 implementation (each student has a school-issued device) or 

classroom sets of technology (i.e. iPad, Laptop, or Tablet carts in each classroom for shared use).   

 According to a survey conducted by the Indiana Department of Education’s (IDOE) De-

partment of eLearning during the 2014-2015 school year, 151 school districts self-reported that 

they already had a 1:1 technology initiative in place across at least one grade level (Indiana De-

partment of Education, 2015).  A review of the Indiana School Technology Plans for 2018 re-

vealed the following data about school districts across the state: 41% of all school districts (up 
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from 35% in 2017) are 1:1 at all grade levels, 26% of all school districts (same as in 2017) are 

1:1 at most grade levels, 13% of all school districts (down from 15% in 2017) are 1:1 in some 

grade levels, 6% of all school districts (same as in 2017) are planning to launch a 1:1 initiative 

during the next school year, 6% of all school districts (down from 10% in 2017) are studying or 

considering implementing a 1:1 initiative, and 7% of all school districts (down from 8% in 2017) 

have no current plans to go 1:1 (Indiana Department of Education, 2017 and Indiana Department 

of Education, 2018).   

Of the school corporations who submitted technology plans in 2018, 14.4% were from 

large cities, 2.3% were from mid-size cities, 7.8% were from small cities, 23.7% were from dis-

tant rural areas, 14.6% were from fringe rural areas, 1.0% were from remote rural areas, 13.6% 

were from large suburban areas, 1.0% were from mid-size suburban areas, 1.26% were from 

small suburban areas, 12.1% were from distant town areas, 3.8% were from fringe town areas, 

0.5% were from remote town areas, and 4% did not indicate what kind of areas they were from 

(Indiana Department of Education, 2018).  Figure 1.1 and Figure 1.2 below show a summary of 

districts’ 1:1 status and compare their status over the past three years from 2016-2018 (Indiana 

Department of Education, 2017 and Indiana Department of Education, 2018).  While the types of 

devices vary widely across the state, IDOE reports that most 1:1 schools across Indiana have se-

lected one of the following devices: iPads, Chromebooks, Netbooks, Laptops, or Tablets (Indiana 

Department of Education, 2015).  As a viable alternative to school-issued devices, a few school 

districts across Indiana have opted to achieve a 1:1 technology distribution by implementing a 

BYOD initiative (Indiana Department of Education, 2017).  In other words, it is important to 

note that the types of technology used and the way in which the technology is integrated into the 

learning environment varies widely from school district to school district.   
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Figure 1.1: 2018 District 1:1 Status (Indiana Department of Education, 2018) 

 

Figure 1.2: Three-Year Comparison of Districts’ 1:1 Status (Indiana Department of Education, 

2018) 

 

 There is a wealth of research that suggests that regular access to technology in learning 

environments is important for equipping students with essential Information and Communication 

Technology (ICT) skills that will be central to their success after graduating from secondary edu-

cational institutions (Lawson & Comber, 2000).  In particular, this dissertation focuses on rural 

schools because they generally report increased difficulty with providing such access to technol-

ogy for their students due to a myriad of factors, including location, socioeconomic status, and 
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size (Bouck, 2004; Howley, Wood, & Hough, 2011).  Although technology use is important, 

merely providing access to technology for students and teachers will not improve the quality of 

the teaching and learning that occurs within a school or classroom (O’Brien et. al., 2006).  In 

fact, Collins (2001) clearly articulates this in his book, Good to Great, where he writes that 

“technology alone never holds the key to success.  When used right, technology is an essential 

driver in accelerating forward momentum” (p. 159).  Teachers and administrators must also work 

to empower students to engage in meaningful and authentic learning opportunities, while simul-

taneously allowing them to learn and refine their ICT skills.   

A significant difference exists between merely using technology in classrooms and teach-

ing effectively with technology in the classroom to enhance learning.  When integrated effec-

tively, technology has the potential to become an essential part of the learning process (Rao, 

2013).  When technology becomes a routine and seamless part of the classroom environment, 

students have the opportunity to engage in learning activities that would otherwise be impossible 

(Rao, 2013).  Now more than ever, teachers have access to technology tools to engage students, 

facilitate collaboration inside and outside of the classroom, encourage higher order thinking, cre-

ate and develop new thinking processes, and demonstrate creativity (Rao, 2013).  Despite greater 

access to technology, “a large gap remains between the relatively modest impact that technology 

has had on education, particularly in grades K-12, and the transformative impact that technology 

has had on other parts of our lives” (Mesecar, 2015, p. 6).  Recognizing this gap, many schools 

are now using federal legislation such as the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) to create such 

innovative and transformative educational experiences for their students through personalized 

1:1 initiatives (ESSA, 2018; Mesecar, 2015). 
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Recognizing that the goal of 1:1 technology initiatives is to create this kind of rich learn-

ing experience for all children by harnessing the power of technology to engage learners and dif-

ferentiate instruction, this dissertation is focused around one foundational piece that all schools 

put in place when implementing a 1:1 technology initiative: technology usage policies (e.g., Re-

sponsible Use Policy, Acceptable Use Policy, or Empowered Use Policy).   Although technology 

usage policies address a wide variety of issues for school districts, below are the three most com-

mon functions of technology usage policies (to be discussed in detail in Chapter 2): 

● Technology policies and procedures help schools navigate the deployment, usage, 

and management of devices and allow school leaders to provide a framework for 

establishing a positive school culture that is conducive to learning with technol-

ogy (Flowers & Rakes, 2000).    

● Safety is a primary concern for educational leaders and the personalized technol-

ogy movement in schools has necessitated the inclusion of technology usage poli-

cies and procedures, aimed at keeping students safe online while also giving them 

greater access to the internet (Murphy, 2012).   

● These policies offer school districts that are applying for federal e-rate funding an 

option for complying with the requirements set forth in the Children and Internet 

Privacy Act (CIPA) (Common Sense Media, 2014).   

 

1.2: Statement of the Issues 

 This study examines technology directors’ perspectives about technology usage policies 

and the policy trends that are occurring throughout the state of Indiana in rural, K-12 public 

school districts that have adopted personalized technology initiatives.  With these policies, there 

are many concerns that might surface as technology directors select and implement a technology 
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usage policy.  In order to set the context, the following issues will be briefly discussed below: (1) 

understanding the differences between an Acceptable Use Policy (AUP), a Responsible Use Pol-

icy (RUP), and an Empowered Use Policy (EUP); (2) aligning the selected policy to the overall 

vision of the school district; (3) understanding the constraints of technology usage policies; and 

(4) balancing competing values.   

Understanding the differences. Before delving into a discussion of some of the major 

issues, it is imperative that the distinctions between the three main types of technology usage 

policies are defined: AUP, RUP, and EUP.   

● AUP:  A school district’s Acceptable Use Policy (AUP) can be defined as “a collection of 

rules established by the owner or manager of a network, website, or computer system to 

restrict the ways in which it is accessed and used” (Murphy, 2012, p. 1).  Instead of 

teaching users how to use technology effectively, safely, and efficiently, AUPs are often 

written to restrict usage and serve as a list of actions that are allowed and disallowed.  In 

fact, AUPs are characterized by their autocratic demand for compliance and their contrac-

tually binding language (Murphy, 2012).   It is important to note that AUPs focus both on 

prohibiting certain behaviors and promoting other ways to use technology throughout the 

school day (Common Sense Media, 2014).   

● RUP:  A school district’s Responsible Use Policy (RUP) is similar in purpose to an AUP 

in that it attempts to establish guidelines for users’ technology usage.  In contrast to an 

AUP, a RUP sets a more positive tone for technology usage within a school district by 

focusing on learning activities with technology, and teaching students how to be good 

digital citizens (Murphy, 2012).  Also distinct from AUPs, RUPs focus more on teaching 
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meaningful, responsible, and safe usage of technology by all members of the school com-

munity (Murphy, 2012).  It is also important to note that most RUPs are developed out of 

an already existing AUP. 

● EUP: Empowered Use Policies (EUPs) are the newest educational technology policies to 

be implemented by K-12 school districts.  Like RUPs, EUPs are often developed out of 

an existing RUP or AUP.  EUPs most significantly differ from RUPs in terms of defining 

how users should interact with technology.  While RUPs are focusing on educating users 

about how to use technology responsibly, EUPs offer more freedom to the user, suggest-

ing that the user should be empowered to use technology creatively to engage in the 

learning process (McLeod, 2014).  With RUPs, there is still some element of trying to de-

fine how users should interact educationally with technology.  EUPs abandon that con-

cept altogether, acknowledging that the user should be equipped with the skills necessary 

to feel empowered to use the technology as they deem necessary for educational purposes 

(McLeod, 2014).  Like RUPs, EUPs also provide for teaching responsible and safe be-

havior while online.   

Alignment to vision.  One possible issue that district technology leaders might consider in 

adopting an AUP, RUP, or EUP is determining how that policy will align with the overall vision 

of the school district.  With any personalized technology initiative, it is imperative to identify the 

goals and purpose of the initiative prior to implementation.  When these goals are clearly estab-

lished, it makes sense to align the policies and procedures to the overall vision of the school dis-

trict (Murphy, 2012).  The type of technology usage policy that is adopted will likely reflect the 

vision that the district has for teaching and learning with technology (Murphy, 2012).  Conflicts 
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may occur when a technology usage policy does not align to the overall vision of the school dis-

trict.   

Constraints of policies.  Although AUPs, RUPs, and EUPs provide different approaches 

to controlling technology usage in K-12 learning environments, such policies are inherently lim-

ited by how they are practically enforced (Common Sense Media, 2014).  As with any policy, a 

district’s technology usage policy is useless without strict enforcement and education about its 

applications to the end user (Flowers & Rakes, 2000).  Furthermore, technology leaders must be 

careful to select clear, appropriate language in the creation of their technology usage policies so 

that their policies enhance the teaching and learning in classrooms instead of impeding it (Flow-

ers & Rakes, 2000).    

Competing values.  Another major issue for technology directors is how to provide stu-

dents with a greater level of access to meaningful learning opportunities afforded through tech-

nology while simultaneously protecting them from harmful content or loss of instructional time 

(Bosco, 2013).   Riker Danzig (2000) discussed the challenges associated with taking precautions 

to protect students without inadvertently and simultaneously infringing on students’ privacy and 

free speech protections that are afforded by the First Amendment.  In an effort to protect students 

from inappropriate content, school districts often use software that uses set words and phrases to 

block out content that is not appropriate for educational purposes;  however, in doing so, school 

districts might unintentionally deny students access to educationally relevant information and 

ideas simply because it is unpopular or associated with one of the set words or phrases that 

would trigger software to censor the material, thereby limiting the educational resources availa-

ble to students (Riker Danzig, 2000).   
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Furthermore, Lawson and Comber (2000) identified this phenomenon of competing val-

ues by describing the “moral panic” of the 1990s – the decade within which the Internet was first 

introduced (p. 274).  Citing Kenway (1996), Lawson and Comber note that approaches to the In-

ternet are either framed as utopian by “seeing the information superhighway as a potentially lib-

erating medium in which ‘information wants to be free’”, or dystopian by “focusing on the po-

tential for control and surveillance represented by a global network” (p. 274).  Although this di-

lemma between protection and open access originated in the 1990s, it is still a primary concern 

for educational institutions across the world (Lawson & Comber, 2000).  With so many im-

portant considerations and values held simultaneously, the decision to select one policy type over 

another undoubtedly is reflective of the values and ranking of priorities within each school dis-

trict.  Certainly, it seems as though the decision-making process of crafting technology usage 

policies is more complex than a simple weighing of pros and cons.   

 

1.3: Purpose of the Study 

 The overarching goal of this study was to research and analyze the different types of 

technology usage policies that are currently in place in rural, Indiana K-12 school districts with a 

personalized technology initiative in place. Because technology directors in K-12 schools are 

generally responsible for all facets of technology initiatives within their district, this study was 

designed to further explore technology directors’ perceptions about these policies and their pur-

pose for choosing one policy over another.  Additionally, I conducted this study to learn more 

about the moral, ethical and legal challenges that technology directors are concerned with regard-

ing technology usage policies.   
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 The findings from this study were intended to help inform other technology leaders who 

are considering implementing a new technology usage policy in their districts, or who plan to re-

vise their existing policies in the future.  With the information from this study, technology lead-

ers can learn from the experiences, attitudes, and insights of other technology directors in rural, 

K-12 school districts who have implemented technology usage policies for their 1:1 technology 

initiatives.  Furthermore, this study’s findings were identified to help educational technology 

leaders decide whether an Acceptable Use Policy (AUP), Responsible Use Policy (RUP), or Em-

powered Use Policy (EUP) is most appropriate for their specific school districts.   

 

1.4: Research Questions 

In order to further understand the importance of policies in establishing a successful 1:1 learning 

environment, the current study focused on the following research questions: 

1. How did technology directors choose their type of technology usage policy and what was 

their purpose for selecting that type of policy? 

2. What are some of the essential conditions to support technology usage policies in schools 

and what are some of the constraints of those policies? 

3. What are the perceptions that technology directors have about the ethical and legal impli-

cations of their technology usage policies within the context of implementing a personal-

ized 1:1 technology initiative in their districts?    

 

1.5: Significance of the Study 

Due to the rapidly changing nature of technology and innovation and the increasing num-

ber of students with access to a mobile device, schools are increasingly being expected to keep 

pace with current trends in teaching and learning through instructional technology (Bosco, 2013).  
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As such, policies such as AUP’s, RUP’s, and EUP’s play a critical role in providing a framework 

of expectations, procedures, and attitudes that are central to supporting the kind of 21st Century 

teaching and learning that is being demanded by stakeholders (Bosco, 2013).  Due to the im-

portant role that such policies play in organizing technology initiatives, this study is both timely 

and pertinent to K-12 educational practitioners who are considering the implementation of a new 

personalized technology initiative or expanding an existing technology initiative.     

There is an abundance of research dedicated to examining the importance of reforming 

our systems of education to meet the needs of all students through 21st century skills, differentia-

tion, and increased student engagement - with and without technology (Partnership for 21st Cen-

tury Skills, 2011).  The vast majority of this research is centered on theory or professional devel-

opment efforts of educators, most of which is not peer-reviewed.  Additionally, there are a hand-

ful of studies that have been done to identify elements of technology usage policies.  Of these 

aforementioned studies, most of the research is within the international context, and only one 

study focused on analyzing acceptable use policies in the United States (Flowers & Rakes, 

2000).  By reading the existing studies, I identified a significant gap in the body of research with 

regards to examining the different technology policies themselves.  Furthermore, there is also a 

lack of research that represents technology leaders’ perspectives on technology integration and 

1:1 initiative implementations in K-12 schools.  As such, the current study was designed to pro-

vide insight into both of these gaps in the literature. 

Throughout the existing body of literature, rural schools are underrepresented in studies 

focused on technology in general (Barter, 2013; Blackboard, 2018; Bouck, 2004).  As such, the 

current study was designed to address this gap in the literature.  According to the National Center 
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for Education Statistics (NCES)’s urban-centric classification system (2006), a rural school dis-

trict is a school district that does not lie inside an urbanized area (50,000+ people) or urban clus-

ter (2,500-50,000 people) (National Center for Education Statistics, 2006).  More specifically, 

rural areas can be classified in one of the following ways: 

• Fringe - “census-defined rural territory that is less than or equal to 5 miles from an ur-

banized area, as well as rural territory that is less than or equal to 2.5 miles from an urban clus-

ter” (Office of Management and Budget, 2000).   

• Distant - “census-defined rural territory that is more than 5 miles but less than or equal 

to 25 miles from an urbanized area, as well as rural territory that is more than 2.5 miles but less 

than or equal to 10 miles from an urban cluster” (Office of Management and Budget, 2000). 

• Remote - “census-defined rural territory that is more than 25 miles from an urbanized 

area and is also more than 10 miles from an urban cluster” (Office of Management and Budget, 

2000).   

In light of decreased funding and increased demand for accountability from stakeholders 

in the community, school districts no longer simply invest in initiatives without studying the ex-

pected/potential return on investment (ROI) from these new initiatives.  Thus, the current study 

explored some of the current trends in establishing policies for technology initiatives, while also 

providing guidance to decision-makers in districts that are considering implementing a technol-

ogy usage policy in their 1:1 initiative.  Because these initiatives are extremely costly, this study 

is adding to the body of existing literature to help school districts rationalize their decision to 

move forward with such an initiative to their stakeholders.   
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Furthermore, policymakers, researchers, educators, students, and other stakeholders 

should be interested in learning more about the different kinds of policy options that are availa-

ble to best support their vision and mission for their technology initiatives.  This study was de-

signed to provide a unique perspective on the potential advantages and disadvantages of select-

ing an AUP, RUP, or EUP, as identified by the technology leaders themselves.  The discussion 

that is generated by this study will help to reframe conversations at the district-level around the 

goals of teaching and learning with technology and how technology usage policies can support 

the achievement of these goals.  This dissertation was created to also help inform the current 

body of literature by identifying technology directors’ perspectives related to ethical and legal 

issues that may arise as a result of these technology usage policies in schools.   

As mentioned, this study is focused around technology directors’ perceptions of their 

technology usage policies (AUP, RUP, EUP) within their districts.  It is important to note that 

the scope of this study is limited to examining the technology usage policies of school districts 

with a current personalized technology initiative in place and was done through the lens of the 

technology director’s perspective on those policies.  Although other personalized technology ini-

tiatives are popular, this study was focused on examining those usage policies within the context 

of 1:1 initiatives.  In general, students with individual school-issued devices spend more time 

with their technology and therefore have greater access to the Internet and other resources.  As 

such, I believe that these learning environments provided the greatest insights in informing the 

current study.  While this study is focused on the perspectives of technology directors, it is im-

portant to note that the specific role and job responsibilities of each technology director varies 

greatly based on the values and needs of their unique school community.  This is especially true 
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in rural communities, where technology directors are often responsible for other roles outside the 

scope of managing a school district’s access to technology.   

The focus was exclusively on rural, public, K-12 schools within the State of Indiana.  It is 

limited to public, rural schools because of the unique financial, logistical, and legal constraints 

faced by schools in rural areas (to be discussed in more detail in Chapter 2: Literature Review).  

Taking this into consideration, I intentionally designed the current study for the purpose of iden-

tifying technology policy trends and technology directors’ perspectives within the State of Indi-

ana.  By narrowing the scope in this way, this study provides relevant, contextual, and timely in-

formation for technology leaders across the state.  It is especially informative for those districts 

exploring 1:1 implementation.  However, narrowing the scope of this study also created limita-

tions, namely in terms of generalizability (to be addressed in Chapter 3: Methodology).   

This study rests on the assumption that technology integration into the learning environ-

ment is, and will continue to remain, desirable.  While there are some groups within education 

that would prefer to maintain the status quo sans student devices, it seems likely that the way stu-

dents participate in the educational process will only continue to change (Project Tomorrow, 

2017).  With the fast pace of evolving educational technologies, it also seems likely that students 

in the next generation will learn in ways that we cannot even fathom now.  Regardless of 

whether or not the trend towards 1:1 technology initiatives continue to grow in popularity, it does 

seem probable that schools will continue to look for innovative policies and ways to organize 

and manage future initiatives, on which this study can inform.   

This dissertation is also personally significant to me because I work in the education field 

with technology integration on a daily basis due to my current professional role.  For the past 
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three and a half years, I have worked as the Director of Innovative Learning for Five-Star Tech-

nology Solutions in Southeastern Indiana.  In this role, I regularly consult with school districts to 

help them create a vision for learning with technology, plan for and implement various technol-

ogy integration models (most commonly 1:1), set policies/procedures, equip administrators with 

the skills and strategies necessary to lead change, and provide training/support to teachers who 

are using technology in their classrooms.  Our mission as a company is to “create awesome 

learning experiences for kids.”  As an expert in the field, I know firsthand how essential technol-

ogy usage policies are for schools who are implementing a 1:1 personalized technology initiative 

in their schools.  Furthermore, I decided to examine rural schools in this dissertation because 

most of the clients that I directly work with are located in rural areas.  I often hear from technol-

ogy directors in these rural areas that they face unique challenges (e.g. less funding, fewer human 

resources, less access to professional development) than other larger, more urban districts do not 

share with me.  In fact, it is because of my experiences in working with these school districts that 

I was driven to research this topic in this problem of practice within the context of rural schools.   

 
Chapter Two: Literature Review 

 As mentioned in Chapter One, this study focused on three main research questions. First, 

how did technology directors choose their type of technology usage policy and what was their 

purpose for selecting that type of policy?  Second, what are some of the essential conditions to 

support technology usage policies in schools and what are some of the constraints of these poli-

cies?  Third, what are the perceptions that technology directors have about the ethical and legal 

implications of their technology usage policies within the context of implementing a personal-

ized 1:1 technology initiative in their district? Prior to analyzing these questions, it is important 
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to review the existing research relevant to technology in rural schools and technology usage poli-

cies.   

 Therefore, this chapter provides an overview of the literature relevant to this study.  It not 

only provides a background to the present study, but it also helps to identify gaps in the existing 

literature that the current study will address.  Section 2.1 examines the existing literature related 

to the unique strengths and challenges of using technology in rural schools.  Section 2.2 then an-

alyzes the literature addressing technology usage policies and how AUPs, RUPs, and EUPs are 

different from each other.  Section 2.3 describes the four key essential conditions that should be 

met in schools in order for technology usage policies to be most effective.  Section 2.4 identifies 

the most common purposes of technology usage policies and outlines the constraints of these 

technology usage policies. Section 2.5 identifies potential ethical, moral, and legal concerns with 

implementing technology usage policies in schools.  Finally, Section 2.6 wraps up with an analy-

sis of the existing body of literature to identify current gaps in research on this topic. 

 

2.1: Technology in Rural Schools 

 In this section, I will review the literature related to technology in rural schools.  As men-

tioned in Chapter 1, I chose to study rural schools specifically because they have many unique 

strengths and challenges due to their location and definition.  When reading through the body of 

literature, four studies discussed these unique strengths and challenges, which are relevant to the 

current study.  All four of these studies were empirical in design; in other words, they were based 

on actual, replicable research studies instead of just on scholars’ ideas, theories, or beliefs.  

These studies are reviewed in more detail in this section.   
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Definition.  Mathis (2003) defines a rural school as “a school in a community whose 

population is less than 25,000 people” (as cited in Cullen, et. al, 2006, p. 10).  According to the 

U.S. Department of Education (2002), rural schools account for almost 42 percent of all schools 

in the United States (Cullen et. al, 2006).  It is important to note that a school’s remote location 

does not necessarily correlate with a lower socioeconomic status (Howley, Wood, & Hough, 

2011).  Rather, socioeconomic status is more closely related to poverty statistics of a school, 

largely determined by the number of students at a school who receive free and reduced lunch 

(Bouck, 2004).   

Strengths.  By their nature, rural schools have several unique strengths that urban and 

suburban schools do not enjoy with regards to technology.  One such strength pertains to teacher 

attitudes and beliefs about using technology in the classroom.  In general, Howley, Wood, and 

Hough (2011) found that teachers from rural schools had more positive attitudes toward technol-

ogy integration than teachers from urban or suburban schools.  Additionally, these rural teachers 

were generally well-prepared for using technology in their classrooms because these schools rec-

ognized the value of it for their students (Howley, Wood, & Hough, 2011).  Some of the most 

valued uses for integrating technology in rural schools are to: (1) meet the needs of non-tradi-

tional students (Barter, 2013), (2) develop independent learners (Barter, 2013), (3) expand stu-

dents’ awareness of their world (Howley, Wood, & Hough, 2011), (4) personalize and enhance 

learning (Barter, 2013), (5) increase courses available to students through distance education 

(Howley, Wood, & Hough, 2011), and (6) improve “educational equity for impoverished rural 

families” (Howley, Wood, & Hough, 2011, p. 3).   

Challenges.  Just as rural schools have unique strengths tied to their identity as remote, 

small schools, they are also faced with several unique challenges when integrating technology 
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into their classrooms.  While “there is a growing expectation that the educational system should 

be equipping students for life in what has been termed the knowledge society”, rural schools 

have limited resources in order to fulfill these expectations for all students (Barter, 2013, p. 42).  

While not specifically about rural schools, Blackboard’s 2018 Project Tomorrow Speak Up Sur-

vey found that “larger school districts often have a greater human capacity than smaller districts 

for providing hands-on support within schools as they implement digital initiatives, including 

new learning models” (Blackboard, 2018, p.14).  In general, Bouck (2004) points out that rural 

schools often offer fewer curriculum options and are influenced by communities who have lower 

expectations for students, especially related to using technology.  For many rural schools, finding 

funding is the most difficult challenge when trying to purchase and maintain technology for in-

struction (Cullen et. al, 2006).  This is largely because state funding formulas are usually distrib-

uted on a per-pupil basis - thereby placing rural schools at a disadvantage (Cullen et. al, 2006).  

Because technology is constantly changing and funding is hard to obtain, schools struggle to up-

date their systems as frequently as change occurs (Barter, 2013).  Also, in some rural school dis-

tricts, a lack of funding creates environments in which teachers are not well supported through 

maintenance and professional development related to using technology for instruction (Howley, 

Wood, & Hough, 2011).  In addition to struggling to provide technology-rich learning experi-

ences within their buildings, rural schools are also faced with a student population that may not 

have regular access to technology and information at home, thereby reducing the potential im-

pact of using technology for learning outside of the school day (e.g. homework) (Bouck, 2004).  

It is precisely because of challenges like these that the National Education Policy Center has ad-

vised states to create legislation that ensures that “a student’s access to educational access should 
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not be limited by where the student lives or by the socioeconomic resources available to the stu-

dent” (Bathon, 2011, p. 3). 

 

2.2: Overview of Technology Usage Policies 

 Now that the unique challenges and strengths of rural schools with regards to technology 

access and integration have been discussed, a review of the literature about technology usage 

policies is examined.  In analyzing the current body of literature, thirteen studies were deter-

mined to be relevant to the current study because they discussed one of the three main types of 

technology usage policies: Acceptable Use Policies (AUPs), Responsible Use Policies (RUPs), 

or Empowered Use Policies (EUPs) and their relationship to personalized, 1:1 technology initia-

tives in K-12 schools.  Of these thirteen studies that discussed technology usage policies in gen-

eral, seven of them specifically mentioned AUPs by name, zero specifically mentioned RUPs, 

and four specifically mentioned EUPs.  An introduction to the emergence of technology usage 

policies is included below, followed by a more detailed analysis of the literature related to each 

of these technology usage policies in the subsequent subsections. 

Overview of technology usage policies.  In recent years, students have been introduced 

to an overwhelming amount of new technologies in their personal lives and the “unprecedented 

ability to send text messages and instant messages, create websites, post blogs, construct Internet 

profiles, and post messages on burgeoning social Networking sites, most notably Facebook” (Os-

borne & Russo, 2012, p.1).  As a direct result of these advances in technology, many educational 

professionals have recognized the need to integrate technology into their classrooms to both en-

gage and equip all students with the skills necessary for personal communication, work, and edu-
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cation (Chapman, Loveless, & Roberts, 2000).  Simply put, there is a shift that is actively occur-

ring in the discussion around where learning is “housed”, with a dramatic shift in support toward 

1:1 technology initiatives and online and blended learning opportunities for students (Salsberry, 

2010, p.14).  In fact, in 2017, Project Tomorrow’s Speak Up Survey found that 68% of teachers 

report that they are now able to use technology and blended learning methods to differentiate and 

better meet the needs of their students as a result of this pedagogical shift (Project Tomorrow, 

2017).  Looking ahead, this shift in mindset is predicted to continue, and schools should prepare 

to offer a more individualized, collaborative, online learning experience for students (Kong, et. 

al, 2014).   

 In addition to 1:1 personalized technology initiatives, in which the school provides every 

student with a device for learning, many schools have started to offer online learning opportuni-

ties in which students receive some or all of their instruction over the Internet (Burdette, Greer, 

& Woods, 2013).  In their study, Burdette, Greer, and Woods (2013) found that online learning is 

offered as an alternative to traditional education in every U.S. state, with a dramatic increase in 

full-time enrollments (four times more than they were a decade ago).  Despite this increase in 

popularity, online learning is not likely to be a replacement for traditional schools; however, it 

does pressure traditional schools to meet these demands for online learning opportunities through 

personalized learning initiatives such as 1:1 programs (Burdette, Greer, & Woods, 2013; Paska, 

2012).   

 When schools choose to provide learners with personal computing devices and access to 

digital learning platforms and Internet-based resources, it is imperative that they also consider 

how they are going to set expectations for responsible use, while also teaching 21st Century 



 

21 
 

Skills (Kong, et. al, 2014).  One such way that schools can accomplish this is through clear tech-

nology usage policies and digital citizenship education (Burdette, Greer, & Woods, 2013).  In the 

following section, a review of the literature related to the specific types of technology usage poli-

cies will be discussed in detail.  

Acceptable Use Policies (AUP).  Simply put, an acceptable use policy can be defined as 

a legally binding document that describes what users are permitted to do and forbidden from do-

ing (ex. using chat rooms) while using the Internet or school-issued devices (Crane, 2004).  

These policies can cover Internet usage at the district, school, or even classroom level (Crane, 

2004).  Rafael (2014) asserts that the overall purpose of these types of policies is “to provide safe 

parameters for exploring digital resources and using school-issued devices properly” while also 

making sure “that schools do their very best to block out the darkest corners of the web” (p. 2).  

In most schools, district officials require a signature by students and parents, acknowledging the 

terms of the written agreement and the “conditions of Internet use and rules of online behavior 

and access privileges” (Crane, 2004, p. 13).  By signing these acceptable use policies, students 

are saying that they understand what is expected of them and they are agreeing to abide by the 

terms of the AUP in order to access the Internet (Crane, 2004).  Similarly, parent signatures indi-

cate that the parent/guardian has read, understood, and accepted responsibility for their child’s 

internet use outside of school (Crane, 2004).  Some school districts even require teachers (and 

other staff members) to sign these acceptable use policies, stating that they will guide, supervise, 

and instruct students in how to use the internet properly (Crane, 2004).   

 A significant amount of the existing body of literature regarding acceptable use policies 

seeks to justify the need for such a technology usage policy in schools.  One rationale for an ac-
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ceptable use policy is that they help schools address the practical and logistical challenges of in-

troducing technology by holding students, parents, and teachers accountable for proper usage 

(Gable, 1998).   Furthermore, Futoran, Schofield, and Eurich-Fulcer (1995) advocate for AUPs 

because they allow schools to increase clear communication with parents about this accountabil-

ity by outlining acceptable behaviors, possible dangers of accessing the Internet, and conse-

quences for infractions.  Overwhelmingly, the most common justification cited by researchers is 

the pedagogical idea that “there is a compelling need for schools to adequately respond to 

changes in society so that students will be prepared to be successful in today’s and tomorrow’s 

world” (Flowers & Rakes, 200, p. 352).  In other words, the literature indicates that schools rec-

ognize the need to teach students about acceptable behavior when using technology, while also 

equipping them with the skills that they will need after graduation (Futoran, Schofield, & Eurich-

Fulcer, 1995).  In addition to the practical and pedagogical reasons cited above, Crane (2004) 

points out that many schools are required to have acceptable use policies through state legislation 

or in order to be eligible to receive federal funding such as e-rate.   

 Another common theme in the current body of literature is focused on identifying the key 

components of a typical acceptable use policy.  Crane (2004) suggested that all AUPs contain at 

least the following four parts: (1) introduction, (2) purpose and educational goals, (3) conditions 

of internet use/list of inappropriate behaviors (e.g. violation of copyright laws, transmission of 

inappropriate content), and (4) agreements or contracts signature page.  In addition to the sec-

tions, Flowers and Rake (2000) identified six additional components: (1) disclaimer statements 

(e.g. district reserves the right to monitor user activities); (2) netiquette (e.g. generally accepted 

rules for polite behavior on the Internet); (3) consequences for inappropriate behavior statements 

(e.g. loss of Internet access); (4) liability concerns (e.g. damages and costs incurred by users, 
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content quality and accuracy, and services liability); (5) network security statements (e.g. vi-

ruses, vandalism, storage limitations, damaging the network); and (6) orientation requirement 

statements.  In addition to all of the components listed in this section, Riker Danzig (2000) urges 

school districts to include a statement that makes “a violation of the AUP a violation of the code 

of conduct” of the school district (p. 2).   

Furthermore, the existing body of literature indicated that many AUPs “might include 

statements reminding users that Internet access and the use of computer networks is a privilege” 

(Crane, 2004, p.15).  It is this last component that influenced the direction of the current study 

toward legal, moral, and ethical implications of treating Internet access as a privilege (as opposed 

to a right).  Futoran, Schofield, and Eurich-Fulcer (1995) acknowledged this in their findings: 

“although most AUPs state that students access privileges will be lost with infractions, in reality, 

educators must grapple with the consequences of implementing such policies” (p. 234).  These 

“consequences” will be discussed further in Section 2.5 of this literature review, focused on ethi-

cal, moral, and legal concerns of implementing technology usage policies.   

 Although small, there is a portion of the existing body of literature that is focused on a 

comprehensive, overall study of AUPs.  Flowers and Rakes (2000) suggest that this is because 

AUPs have not been implemented for a long enough period of time for the literature to be truly 

research-based (as opposed to prescriptive or experience based).  Despite only being researched 

by a handful of scholars, there are several key findings from the existing body of literature that 

can be used to inform the current study.  One such finding was that most AUPs “specify the con-

sequences of inappropriate on-line behaviors (inflammatory e-mail, bad language, downloading 

obscene images, etc.), but most avoid going into great detail and instead point to existing student 

conduct policies” (Futoran, Schofield, & Eurich-Fulcer, 1995, p. 234).  In their study of AUPs, 
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Flowers and Rakes (2000) identified six other key findings: (1) few AUPs have been challenged, 

(2) most AUP administrators are school-level personnel, (3) supervision of students while they 

accessed the Internet was largely the responsibility of the classroom teachers, (4) e-mail was the 

application students used most, (5) loss of Internet access was the usual consequence for inap-

propriate behavior, and (6) orientation about Internet access and use was required for both stu-

dents and teachers in more than half of the schools surveyed (p. 362).   

 A review of the existing body of literature about AUPs pinpointed several positive and 

negative aspects of using these technology usage policies in schools.  First, AUPs have the po-

tential to be utilized by schools as instructional tools to teach students how to use the Internet in 

positive ways, while also educating them about the potential dangers and hazards of inappropri-

ate online behavior (e.g. giving out personally identifiable information to strangers) (Osborne & 

Russo, 2012).  This focus on the opportunity to use AUPs as opportunities to teach users how to 

use technology responsibly is also extremely positive for school leaders because it helps to bal-

ance competing values such as safety concerns and First Amendment rights (e.g. freedom of 

speech, press, and religion) (Crane, 2004).  Despite the potential for positive impact of using 

AUPs to teach students about responsible behavior online, Gable (1998) found that (a) most 

schools used the AUPs as “disclaimers of liability” instead of teaching tools and (b) when 

schools did use the AUPs to instruct students, it had “little effect in stopping children from ex-

ploring Internet sites from which they should stay away” (p. 4).  In other words, although schools 

are well-intentioned in implementing AUPs, the training that many provide is ineffective at 

changing student behavior (Gable, 1998).   
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 Another significant finding from the body of literature about AUPs focused on the tone 

and wording of these policies.  McLeod (2014) contends that many AUPs were worded nega-

tively as a list of prohibited behaviors rather than a guide for appropriate use.  Furthermore, 

many scholars found that the language contained in most AUPs was too legalistic or complicated 

for students and parents to completely read and understand (Futoran, Schofield, & Eurich-Fulcer, 

1995).  Similarly, Rafael (2014) asserted that AUPs are written more as legal documents to pro-

tect schools rather than educational documents that students can understand and abide by.  While 

there seems to be consensus that AUPs are legal documents, some innovative researchers suggest 

that school leaders should take students’ age and maturity into consideration when writing these 

policies and look into creating differentiated policies for each level (Osborne & Russo, 2012).  

Below are examples of common phrases from AUPs (McLeod, 2014): 

1. “Students shall not use technology unless authorized by appropriate school personnel.” 

2. “The use of the Internet is a privilege, not a right, and inappropriate use will result in can-

cellation of those privileges.” 

3. “Users have no right to privacy while using the district’s Internet systems.  The district 

monitors users’ online activities and reserves the right to access, review, copy, store, or 

delete any electronic communications or files.  This includes any items stored on district-

provided devices, such as files, e-mails, cookies, and Internet history.” 

4. “Students will not access or modify other accounts, data, files, and/or passwords without 

authorization.” 

5. “You will be held responsible at all times for the proper use of district technology re-

sources, and the district may suspend or revoke your access if you violate the rules.” 
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Responsible Use Policies (RUP).  A school district’s Responsible Use Policy (RUP) is simi-

lar in purpose to an AUP in that it attempts to establish guidelines for users’ technology usage.  

In contrast to an AUP, a RUP sets a more positive tone for technology usage within a school dis-

trict by focusing on learning activities with technology, and teaching students how to be good 

digital citizens (Murphy, 2012).  Also distinct from AUPs, RUPs focus more on teaching mean-

ingful, responsible, and safe usage of technology by all members of the school community (Mur-

phy, 2012).  It is also important to note that most RUPs are developed out of an already existing 

AUP. 

Interestingly, in my review of the literature, I was unable to locate any articles that spe-

cifically used the term “responsible use policy.”  Rather, some researchers chose to use the more 

generic term of “acceptable use policy” to be more inclusive of policies that took a specific focus 

on teaching responsible use.  Despite the apparent lack of literature about this type of technology 

usage policy, almost every article that I perused noted the critical importance of teaching stu-

dents what responsible behavior online looks like.   

Empowered Use Policies (EUP).  While some scholars have stressed the need for em-

powered use policies, few schools have actually implemented such policies in their districts.  As 

a result, there were zero studies in the current body of literature that focused on empowered use 

policies.  As a result of the infrequent implementation of these policies, the majority of the litera-

ture about EUPs is not specific to the policies themselves, but rather describes the need for ele-

ments of empowered use policies, as defined by McLeod (2014).   

In today’s global society, our students are expected to leave our K-12 educational institu-

tions, equipped with many essential skills, including inquiry, critical thinking, evaluating infor-

mation, communication, and collaboration (Kong et. al, 2014).  Throughout the literature, it is 
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clear that schools can no longer define literacy as being able to read and write - they must also 

teach their students to be technologically literate as well (Baum, 2005).  Cordes (2004) describes 

it this way:  

The goal of technology literacy is to enable young people to develop their own creative 

and critical capacities in relating to technology, not to train them to be machine operators.  

Then they will clearly see that their own choices are not limited to adjusting themselves 

to a 21st Century determined by technology.  Instead, this new generation will have the 

awareness, the moral and ethical sensibilities, and the will to adjust technology to fit their 

21st Century. (as qtd. in Baum, 2005, p. 55) 

 
In other words, many researchers like Cordes recognize that our students are often limited by 

what they do with their technology for learning because we place so many restrictions on them 

via technology usage policies like AUPs.  Recognizing the disconnect between the “lofty and le-

galistic” verbiage in Acceptable Use Policies (described in the sections above) and the urgent 

need for student empowerment and voice/choice, some schools have started to adopt Empowered 

Use Policies instead (Rafael, 2014).   

EUPs most significantly differ from RUPs in terms of defining how users should interact 

with technology.  While RUPs are focusing on educating users about how to use technology re-

sponsibly, EUPs offer more freedom to the user, suggesting that the user should be empowered 

to use technology creatively to engage in the learning process (McLeod, 2014).  With RUPs, 

there is still some element of trying to define how users should interact educationally with tech-

nology.  EUPs abandon that concept altogether, acknowledging that the user should be equipped 
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with the skills necessary to feel empowered to use the technology as they deem necessary for ed-

ucational purposes (McLeod, 2014).  Like RUPs, EUPs also provide for teaching responsible and 

safe behavior while online.   

Below are two common examples of such Empowered Use Policies.   

Example 1.1: Empowered Use Policy (McLeod, 2014) 

When it comes to digital technologies in our [school/district], please… 

1.  Be Empowered.  Do awesome things.  Share with us your ideas and what you can 

do.  Amaze us. 

2. Be Nice.  Help foster a school community that is respectful and kind. 

3. Be Smart and Be Safe.  If you are uncertain, talk with us. 

4. Be Careful and Gentle.  Our resources are limited.  Help us take care of our de-

vices and networks. 

 

Example 1.2: Empowered Use Policy (CIPA and COPPA compliant) (Rafael, 2014) 

I understand that using digital devices (whether personal or school owned) and the 

GDRSD network is a privilege, and when I use them according to the responsible use 

guidelines I will keep that privilege.  I will: 

● Use digital devices, networks, and software in school for educational purposes 

and activities. 

● Keep my personal information (including home/mobile phone number, mailing 

address, and username/password) and that of others private. 

● Show respect for myself and others when using technology, including social me-

dia. 
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● Give acknowledgement to others for their ideas and work. 

● Report inappropriate use of technology immediately. 

 

2.3: Essential Conditions to Support Policies 

 In studying personalized technology initiatives across the United States, researchers have 

repeatedly concluded that merely providing access to technology is not sufficient to ensure that it 

is being used to positively impact teaching and learning (Hudson, 2004).  Although scholars have 

different opinions about exactly how to achieve the best results, most agree that school districts 

should have a technology plan in place to guide the implementation of their personalized 1:1 

technology initiatives (Hudson, 2004).  By reviewing the current body of literature, the following 

four ideas were identified as essential conditions to supporting a school district’s technology plan 

and implementing a successful 1:1 technology initiative in one or more of the thirteen studies re-

viewed for this section: (1) alignment of technology vision to the overall district vision (noted in 

seven studies), (2) development of a positive school culture (noted in two studies), (3) availabil-

ity of teacher training for teachers (noted in six studies), and (4) integration of digital citizenship 

and leadership into the curriculum for all students (noted in four studies).  Each of these will be 

discussed in more detail in the subsections to follow.   

Essential condition #1: alignment of vision.  The most commonly cited essential condi-

tion for supporting a school district’s technology plan and implementing a successful 1:1 tech-

nology initiative was that of an alignment of the district’s vision for teaching and learning with 

technology and the overall vision of the school district (Paska, 2012).  Several accreditation and 

school improvement research models such as AdvancED have long since identified that having a 

vision and purpose in general as one of the seven standards that have been linked to research-
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based strategies for improving student achievement in schools is necessary (Salsberry, 2010).  

Building on these models, the body of research identifies several reasons why it is essential for 

school districts that are implementing a personalized, 1:1 technology learning initiative to also 

develop a specific, targeted vision for what teaching and learning looks like with technology.  

Citing the International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE) Standards, the New York’s 

State Board of Regents for Education has identified a specific need for an instructional and cur-

ricular focus across the state and a specific action plan for how technology (specifically issues 

related to Internet use and safety) can be integrated across “all courses and subjects” (Paska, 

2012, pp. 6-7).  For schools in New York, this focus is provided through a statewide technology 

plan, centered around a common vision for teaching and learning with technology (Paska, 2012).   

 In addition to helping provide a focus, a vision for teaching and learning with technology 

plays a critical role in helping school leaders identify, set, and achieve their goals as a school dis-

trict and is essential for creating and sustaining a culture of personalized learning within their 

schools (Blackboard, 2018).  Kong et al. (2014) describe why a focused, aligned vision for teach-

ing and learning with technology is necessary for all stakeholders to set and achieve goals to-

gether by asserting that:  

School leaders need to steer goals and directions of e-learning programs; teachers need to 

develop and implement sound e-learning pedagogical practice; parents need to acquire 

digital services and e-learning resources for learners’ seamless learning after class; learn-

ers need to learn with diverse subject-related digital resources that encourage active en-

gagement in constructive learning and peer interaction for developing domain knowledge 

and 21st Century Skills. (p. 76)  
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The 2010 U.S. Federal Technology Plan’s vision identifies several broad areas of focus for set-

ting and achieving goals in a technology-rich learning environment such as: learning, assess-

ment, teaching, infrastructure, and productivity (Paska, 2012).   

 Most relevant to the current study is the potential for an aligned vision to help school 

leaders develop, implement, and enforce policies for technology usage.  Osborne and Russo 

(2012) describe the many challenges that school leaders and school boards encounter when asked 

to “face the new challenges posed by evolving technology” and explain how technology usage 

policies can help (pp. 11-12).  The biggest challenge cited was that of “maintaining a safe, or-

derly, and well-disciplined environment for learning” (Osborne & Russo, 2012, pp. 11-12).  

Likewise, Futoran, Schofield, and Eurich-Fulcer (1995) urged school district leaders to use such 

policies to develop structures to proactively address issues that accompany changes in technol-

ogy in order to try to think through potential problems before they occur.  Osborne and Russo 

(2012) take this a step further by identifying the need for these policies to address both proper 

technology and Internet usage and corresponding disciplinary sanctions for inappropriate actions 

that can easily be communicated to parents and students before an issue arises.  Donlevy (2007) 

adds that these technology usage policies are pivotal in helping school leaders actively model 

their vision for teaching and learning with technology, as well as expected behaviors.   

 A significant section of the body of research on this topic is devoted to describing what 

such a vision for teaching and learning with technology should look like.  First and foremost, a 

school district’s vision for teaching and learning with technology must align with and support the 

school’s mission; in other words, the purpose of integrating technology (and the importance of 

doing so) must be clearly tied to the things a school district is already trying to achieve (Farmer, 

2002).  Second, a vision should be inspiring - it should be “enough to make even the most jaded 
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educator draw in a breath in wonder” (Futoran, Schofield, & Eurich-Fulcer, 1995, p. 229).  If the 

vision is truly inspiring, it should serve as a vehicle for gaining buy-in from key stakeholders by 

uniting and engaging the larger community (Paska, 2012).  Third, a strong vision for teaching 

and learning with technology will be innovative and focused on the future as well as the present 

(Donlevy, 2007).  Fourth, a strong vision for teaching and learning with technology must be fo-

cused on the skills and activities that students need to be successful in today’s world (ex. 21st 

Century Skills) (Kong et al, 2014).  Finally, a strong vision for teaching and learning with tech-

nology must be shared by school leaders with the entire school community, especially involving 

parents (Blackboard, 2018).   

Essential condition #2: positive school culture.  A second essential condition for sup-

porting a school district’s technology plan and implementing a successful 1:1 technology initia-

tive is that of developing a positive school culture that is conducive to teaching and learning with 

technology.  Creating technology usage policies that will stand the test of time, through con-

stantly evolving changes in technology can be extremely challenging; therefore, establishing a 

school culture and climate that encourages technology usage, provides support and resources, 

and focuses on the effectiveness of teaching with technology is essential for any school district 

with a 1:1 technology initiative (Paska, 2012).  Paska (2012) concluded that “a building that is 

focused on frequent use of technology for teaching and learning - with clear guidelines for all 

who use technology in the school district - will promote a healthy climate in which expectations 

for active participation in the digital world are understood and properly managed by all” (p. 2).  

In order to adequately support teaching and learning with technology, school leaders need to fo-

cus on removing barriers to using technology in their buildings while simultaneously focusing on 

meeting the needs of their students and teachers (Rice, 2009).  Furthermore, a positive school 
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culture of respect and trust is needed in order to respond proactively to inappropriate online be-

haviors that might otherwise impact students’ academic and emotional well-being, most notably 

cyberbullying.  In fact, Paska (2012) asserted that “a school’s culture may be the single most im-

portant factor in preventing, limiting, and/or dealing with bullying and cyberbullying incidents” 

(p. 7).  The task of creating and maintaining a positive school culture has been made more com-

plex with the introduction of technology; as such, Paska (2012) offered that educational leaders 

employ these five strategies: (1) continual outreach to and inclusion of families and the surround-

ing community, (2) attention to school climate and relationships between adults and students, (3) 

age-appropriate skills acquisition through character education, social-emotional learning, and 

standards based instruction, (4) after school, out-of-school, extracurricular, service learning pro-

grams and mentoring, and (5) alignment of district and school support personnel, policies, and 

practices (p. 8).   

Essential condition #3: availability of teacher training.  A third essential condition for 

supporting a school district’s technology plan and implementing a successful 1:1 technology ini-

tiative is that of ensuring that all teachers have access to adequate training and professional de-

velopment.  In 2017, 67% of technology leaders. Identified “motivating teachers to change their 

traditional instructional practices to use technology more meaningfully with students” as their 

biggest challenge (Project Tomorrow, 2017, p. 1).  The need for this essential condition is identi-

fied in President Clinton’s Educational Technology Initiative, which suggests that “all teachers 

in the nation will have the training and support they need to help students learn using computers 

and the information superhighway” (Chapman, Loveless, & Roberts, 2000, p. 319).  In fact, 

Chapman, Loveless, and Roberts (2000) assert that lack of adequate teacher training is the “big-
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gest deficit” currently in schools who are integrating technology due to a sheer lack of experi-

ence with using technology for teaching and learning (p. 314).  In his research, Prensky (2001) 

supports this claim by finding that most teachers are digital immigrants, meaning that they have 

had to learn how to adapt to teaching with technology because they did not grow up using tech-

nology for learning; in contrast today’s students are digital natives, meaning that they have 

grown up in learning environments that are immersed in technology (as cited in Howard, 2013).  

Interestingly, 43% of high school students in 2018 reported that their “primary obstacle to using 

technology at school is that their teacher limits that usage in the classroom” (Blackboard, 2018, 

p. 11).  Along the same lines, research seems to indicate that many educators find themselves 

“relegated to bystanders as their students acquire online habits and practices that might not be in 

their best interests” largely because these educators were “introduced to technology in a different 

fashion than the current generation of students” (Howard, 2013, p. 41).   

Throughout the existing body of literature, researchers have made it clear the acquisition 

of technology devices or provision of access to the Internet is not enough to ensure a successful 

technology initiative in schools (Hudson, 2004).  Rather, “the ability to use digital resources to 

provide every child with a highly personalized learning experience is greatly diminished if the 

usage is not effective or if it is only sporadic” (Blackboard, 2018, p. 11).  Hudson (2004) sug-

gests that school leaders can better ensure that the technology that they choose to integrate will 

be used effectively for teaching and learning by training teachers, developing content for various 

subject areas and grade levels, and testing teacher competency at using these tools.  Others, like 

Paska (2012), argue that school leaders must look beyond selecting devices as resources and start 

seriously considering how these technology tools will “meaningfully impact teaching and learn-

ing” (p. 4).   
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Overall, the existing body of literature identified four key areas of focus for teacher train-

ing.  First, teachers must be taught to embrace a growth mindset and a willingness to take risks 

(Howard, 2013).  For instance, Ottenbreit-Leftwich (2007) found that teachers who are expert 

technology users “represented themselves as being open, flexible, and willing to change” and 

were able to “constantly seek new ways to change, challenge, their pedagogical approaches, take 

pedagogical risks, and learn from successes and failures” (pp. 112-113).  Second, in order to es-

tablish buy-in, teachers must be exposed to training that allow them to see the true value and po-

tential of integrating technology into their classrooms (Ribble, as cited in Howard, 2013).  In 

other words, teachers must be provided with experiences that show them the “value of meaning-

ful technology integration that focuses on using technology for a specific instructional purpose” 

(Ottenbreit-Leftwich, 2007, pp. 171-172).  One such example of relevant professional develop-

ment that teachers are asking for is related to how to “differentiate and personalize learning” in 

their classroom with technology (Blackboard, 2018, p. 12).  Third, teachers must realize the vi-

sion for integrating technology into their classroom and be equipped with the skills and lesson 

design strategies that will help them in “facilitating active, constructive, and interactive learning 

processes among learners” while also helping teachers feel comfortable finding and using digital 

resources into their curriculum (Kong et al., 2014, pp. 72-73).  For example, expert technology-

using teachers can use the positive external reinforcement that they receive from students, other 

teachers, and administrators when they are integrating technology into the classroom in meaning-

ful ways to further motivate them to try new things and achieve this shared vision for teaching 

and learning in their classrooms (Ottenbreit-Leftwich, 2007).  Finally, if digital citizenship is im-

portant for students to learn, then teachers need training to know how to teach these skills and 
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model school-wide expectations for students as well (Paska, 2012).   By actively involving teach-

ers in such leadership activities and school-wide initiatives (like digital citizenship), these teach-

ers can become even more proficient at using technology effectively in their own classrooms 

(Ottenbreit-Leftwich, 2007).   

Essential condition #4: digital citizenship and leadership training for students.  The 

fourth essential condition for supporting a school district’s technology plan and implementing a 

successful 1:1 technology initiative is the need for training for all students that is focused on dig-

ital citizenship and leadership skills.  First and foremost, school districts are responsible for 

keeping their students safe by implementing appropriate policies and procedures and a signifi-

cant part of this process is to teach students how to use technology effectively, efficiently, and 

safely (Paska, 2012).  Gable (1998) and many others note the limitations of technology usage 

policies and strongly urge educators to be a part of a meaningful solution to keeping kids safe 

online by actively teaching them these skills.  Howard (2013) goes a step further in his research, 

suggesting that educators have the potential to not only help keep safe while using technology, 

but also to prepare students for their futures by equipping them with the communication and pro-

fessional learning skills necessary for success in “the technological workplace” (p. 42).  Further-

more, teaching students how to be good digital citizens and how to use the Internet safely and re-

sponsibly actively contributes to the creating of a positive school culture, as discussed in Essen-

tial Condition #2 (Paska, 2012).   

Specifically, the body of literature has identified several key digital citizenship and lead-

ership skills that students need.  For example, the National Education Technology Plan “urges a 

school’s instructional program to focus on Internet safety, cyberbullying, and related negative 
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online practices” (Paska, 2012, p. 4).  Futoran, Schofield, and Eurich-Fulcer (1995) add a sug-

gested focus on evaluating online resources, critical thinking, and desirable behaviors in contrib-

uting to an online community.  Finally, Paska (2012) argues that students must be taught respon-

sibility in the following areas: (1) acceptable use and effective use, (2) netiquette, (3) 

cyberethics, and (4) protecting personal information.  A more detailed discussion of the need for 

digital citizenship training will be discussed in Section 2.4: Purpose of Technology Usage Poli-

cies and the Constraints of Such Policies.   

 

2.4: Purpose of Technology Usage Policies and the Constraints of Such Policies 

 As mentioned in Section 2.3: Essential Conditions, technology usage policies can be lim-

ited if they lack a clear purpose of if they are not properly implemented and supported.  As such, 

I reviewed the existing body of literature to learn about what other schools had experienced.  In 

doing so, I found four relevant studies about the purpose of technology usage policies, and five 

relevant studies about some of the inherent constraints of implementing these policies.  These 

studies are reviewed in the subsections below.   

Purpose.  School leaders are often faced with the difficult task of limiting access of stu-

dents and teachers to technology and the Internet in a way that keeps them safe during (and even 

outside of) the school day.  However, in limiting access, schools often inadvertently “weaken the 

Internet as a resource for students” (Futoran, Schofield, & Eurich-Fulcer, 1995, p. 231).  Futoran, 

Schofield, and Eurich-Fulcer (1995) suggest that schools have choices beyond blocking/limiting 

access altogether.  Examples of such choices are (1) limiting student access to the Internet by 

time limits; (2) limiting student access to the Internet to times when they are supervised by a 
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teacher; (3) using a content filter to block access to harmful sites; (4) opening access to the Inter-

net while also teaching students about appropriate behaviors online; and (5) implementing an 

AUP that parents and students sign to help reduce inappropriate behavior with technology, re-

gardless of access (Futoran, Schofield, & Eurich-Fulcer, 1995, pp. 230-232).   

 Of the options presented to schools for limiting access, most scholars advocate for an atti-

tude of teaching acceptable online practices as opposed to seeking to eliminate all potentially 

questionable content from students (Futoran, Schofield, & Eurich-Fulcer, 1995).  Paska (2012) 

suggests that schools can do this by having students “adhere to the standards within the AUP and 

code of conduct” while also having teachers who are “modeling safe, efficient, effective, inter-

connected technology use” (pp. 5 & 10).  Scholars warn that content filters are not perfect; in 

other words, it is impossible to eliminate all potentially questionable or objectionable content 

without unnecessarily blocking sites with legitimate academic value (ex. Blogs, wikis, and social 

networks) (Paska, 2012).  Furthermore, Futoran, Schofield, and Eurich-Fulcer (1995) suggest 

that if students really want to access inappropriate content that is blocked by content filters, they 

can easily do so by using a proxy to get around the limitations established by schools.  The 

strongest argument against outright blocking or limiting Internet access comes in the form of a 

question: “If a student is denied access for inappropriate on-line behaviors, what is an acceptable 

educational substitute for Internet access that has been fully integrated into the curriculum?” (Fu-

toran, Schofield, & Eurich-Fulcer, 1995, p. 230).   Instead of blocking altogether, many experts 

suggest taking a case-by-case approach to limiting access and only resorting to drastic blocking 

measures after repeated attempts to work with and educate students about responsible and ac-

ceptable technology usage (Futoran, Schofield, & Eurich-Fulcer, 1995).  Furthermore, it is 

widely accepted that students need a variety of technology-related skills for success in today’s 
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world.  Many argue that schools should be providing opportunities for students to gain skills 

such as evaluating the quality of content, identifying reliable information, protecting themselves 

(and their information) online, academic integrity, and a variety of issues (legal, social, ethical, 

and human) that accompany technology use (Paska, 2012).   

 Another reason for limiting students’ access to the Internet and technology is the concern 

that students are too distracted by the technology to use it effectively.  Garcia (2012) writes 

about the shift of power in the classroom that occurs when technology is introduced.  Specifi-

cally, Garcia (2012) argues that the “always on” nature of our society has led to more mobile de-

vices in students’ hands and with this shift, it has become more challenging for teachers to man-

age the use of these devices in their classrooms (pp. 430-431).  Becker (2011) also identifies this 

dilemma that school leaders face between providing opportunities for students and teachers to be 

creative without also causing distractions for students.  Interestingly, the body of literature sug-

gested that the reason for this shift in power, tension, and conflict around mobile technology de-

vices is a result of two groups who view technology in “diametrically opposing ways” (Garcia, 

2012, p. 432).  While teachers often see the distractions that technology can cause in their class-

rooms, students see social time and learning activities as interconnected and “occurring concur-

rently” (Garcia, 2012, p. 432).  Furthermore, students also shared that they do not intentionally 

want to waste class time on their devices, but rather, they turn to the devices when they are not 

being appropriately or sufficiently engaged in the learning in the classroom.  One student said it 

this way: “it’s just that when we’re in class, we’ve got nothing else to do” (Garcia, 2012, p. 431).   

 While some educational leaders feel strongly that students’ personal mobile devices do 

not belong in the educational environment at all, others are making an effort to learn about how 

students use these technologies for learning (Becker, 2011).  One thing that educational leaders 
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have learned is that drastic double-standards for students and teachers creates a feeling of a lack 

of trust, understanding, and respect.  Garcia (2012) posits that students are not generally allowed 

to use their personal devices during class time, while teachers are indeed using their personal de-

vices during the same time (or during times when they are supposed to focused on another learn-

ing task, e.g. staff meetings).  Educational leaders also know, however, that “if students do not 

feel that their teachers trust them, as reflected in classroom structure and pedagogy, mobile use 

will often be in opposition to teacher goals” (Garcia, 2012, p. 432).    

Constraints of policies.  Technology usage policies are useful to school districts by al-

lowing them to act proactively in establishing expectations before behavior issues arise when 

technology is integrated into the classroom (Newman, 2012).  Furthermore, when designed cor-

rectly, these policies can provide numerous benefits for the larger community as well by collect-

ing evidence of improvement, building awareness of initiatives, balancing collaborative and indi-

vidual learning opportunities, and bridging the gap between school curriculum and societal ex-

pectations (Kong, et. al, 2014).  While acknowledging the potential benefits of technology usage 

policies, a significant portion of the existing body of literature acknowledges the constraints and 

limitations of such policies (Baum, 2005). 

One such constraint comes from the fact that most technology usage policies are devel-

oped by a committee of representatives from the school district (Crane, 2004).  While it is posi-

tive that committee members have an opportunity to have input into developing a policy that will 

meet the unique needs of their school community, many of these policies are not based on re-

search and best practices.  Kong et. al (2014) argue that all policies should be tied to research-

based findings in order to truly allow the policies to help schools achieve their goals and allow 

students to reap the benefits of valuable learning environments.  Furthermore, the policies that 
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the committee develops often lack legal authority when schools fail to have their attorney review 

the policy for potential legal issues before presenting it to the school board or implementing it in 

their buildings (Crane, 2004).  On the other hand, if schools opt not to adopt a technology usage 

policy because they are concerned with the legal authority of the policy (ex. asking parents to 

sign to give them permission to use technology or access the Internet in a learning environment 

that is dependent on such access), they run the risk of creating a learning environment that lacks 

standards, expectations, and best practices in place (Flowers & Rakes, 2000).  Potential legal 

concerns of implementing such technology usage policies will be discussed in more detail in 

Section 2.5: Ethical, Moral, and Legal Concerns. 

Another major constraint of technology usage policies has to do with the ever-changing 

nature of technology itself (Burdette, Greer, & Woods, 2013).  Chapman, Loveless, and Roberts 

(2000) point out that “keeping up with the technology is (also) a formidable challenge, given the 

pace of change in the industry and other demands on teachers’ time” (p. 314).  Many other re-

searchers echo this sentiment by describing educators who are overwhelmed by feeling as though 

a new technology emerges just as they have really gotten a handle on the last ‘new’ technology 

(Rafael, 2014).  Futuran, Schofield, and Eurich-Fulcer (1995) explain the challenge that school 

leaders face in implementing technology usage policies by recognizing that constantly changing 

technology makes it impossible “to know in advance all the ways that students might get into 

trouble on the Internet or be harmed by others” (p. 235).  As a result, many technology usage 

policies are limited because they are not updated as often as the technology evolves (Howard, 

2013).   Despite this constraint, Howard (2013) and Newman (2012) suggest that school leaders 

can counteract this constraint by seeking to craft a technology usage policy that is flexible and 

that acts as a helpful set of guidelines and rules, rather than an absolute document that must be 
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followed to the letter.  Of course, school leaders can always update their technology usage poli-

cies as necessary (Crane, 2004).   

Yet another constraint of technology usage policies is that a policy alone is not enough to 

change behavior.  For example, without proper enforcement, a technology usage policy is not ef-

fective (Deseret News, 2009).  Ford (2009) writes that technology usage policies “only work if 

schools decide to employ them” (p. 4).  Also, a document that outlines behaviors is not sufficient 

to teach proper behavior; good, positive choices in the digital world must be explicitly taught to 

students and teachers (Rafael, 2014).   School districts must go beyond implementing a dialogue 

box or simple piece of paper for students to sign if they really want these policies to be effective 

(Becker, 2011).  Teaching good judgement is more involved than just a one or two-day lesson; 

rather, it must be a “theme we address throughout the course” (Baum, 2005, p. 55).  Furthermore, 

without a transparent, positive school culture with trust (discussed more in Section 2.3: Essential 

Conditions to Support Policies), such technology usage policies come up short of their intended 

goals (Rafael, 2014).   

In most technology usage policies, the focus is on blocking content or prohibiting inap-

propriate behavior; however, doing so limits their effectiveness.  In general, scholars agree that 

schools should seek to shift the focus to a positive connotation around technology use (Rafael, 

2014).  Paska (2012) argues that merely blocking inappropriate content is not the solution; in-

stead, students should be presented with an opportunity to actively use the technology and simul-

taneously understand “the privileges and responsibilities of using technology for learning” (p. 2).  

Because inappropriate material is easy to access, even with filters in place, it is critical that we 

teach our children what to do when faced with objectionable material (Gable, 1998).  Instead of 
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just restricting what our students are doing, clearly-written technology usage policies, give edu-

cators an opportunity to empower students to use technology properly (Rafael, 2014).  Likewise, 

when schools resort to blocking without teaching proper behavior, they are unnecessarily punish-

ing all students for the actions of a few students (Howard, 2013).  According to Garcia (2012), 

“many policies in place to keep students from ‘being distracted’ are much more about conform-

ing to past cultural practices” (p. 432).  In other words, technology usage policies are often con-

strained because we use discipline or rules or policies to focus on what teachers want/need in-

stead of what problems truly exist for students (Garcia, 2012).  Perhaps instead of negative word-

ing and connotations included in a technology usage policy, schools might find it more useful to 

support their technology initiatives with increased efforts at teacher training and supervision of 

students while using technology (Deseret News, 2009).   

Another constraint of technology usage policies is the fact that the task of ensuring stu-

dent safety online while also providing a rich, collaborative digital learning environment is an 

overwhelming one to undertake alone (Futoran, Schofield, & Eurich-Fulcer, 1995).  As such, 

Kong, et. al. (2014) urges governments to support schools with policy examples, skills training, 

technical support, and curriculum-planning tools.  Finally, many scholars urge school districts to 

involve parents and community members into many aspects of implementing a personalized 1:1 

technology initiative, including teaching and modeling responsible technology use and good dig-

ital citizenship skills through parent nights and other community events (Rafael, 2014).   

A final constraint of technology usage policies is derived from the fact that these policies 

are extremely difficult to write in such a way that mediates competing values from different 

stakeholders.  In Section 1.2: Statement of the Issues, the idea of competing values was intro-
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duced.  As technology is increasingly integrated into classrooms, schools are faced with the chal-

lenge of balancing the responsibility to prepare students to use current technology for learning 

and simultaneously keeping them safe from potential harm (Howard, 2013). 

 

2.5: Ethical, Moral, and Legal Concerns 

 While many researchers have written about the benefits of integrating technology into the 

classroom for teaching and learning, other scholars have identified several potential moral, ethi-

cal, and legal concerns that have resulted from the surge in popularity of personalized 1:1 tech-

nology initiatives in K-12 schools (Baum, 2005).  When creating technology usage policies to 

support the implementation of personalized 1:1 technology initiatives in K-12 schools, technol-

ogy directors must be aware of these potential concerns.  In the following subsections, a review 

of these scholars’ findings as well as relevant case law will be discussed.    

Ethical and moral issues.  Throughout the literature, two ethical and moral issues were 

identified and discussed at length: (1) Who should be responsible for protecting students from 

inappropriate content and for teaching students proper use of technology?; and (2) Do all stu-

dents have equal opportunity to learn and access technology resources? (Farmer, 2002; Howard, 

2013).  As schools evaluate the success of their current 1:1 technology initiatives or plan for fu-

ture projects, they have a responsibility to consider how these issues might impact their students 

and the larger community and develop a plan to respond appropriately.  In the following para-

graphs, each of these moral and ethical issues will be discussed in more detail.   

Who should be responsible for protecting students from inappropriate content and 

for teaching students proper use of technology?.  Scholars agree that the school has the ethical 

responsibility to ensure that students are safe while physically in their care.  This same argument 
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has been extended by many to also include the responsibility to keep kids safe in online environ-

ments as well (Howard, 2013).  Specifically, school districts have an ethical obligation to control 

both who has access to the Internet (when used for classroom instruction) and which sites are ac-

cessible by students through content filtering (Howard, 2013).   

While Crane (2004) notes that Acceptable Use Policies (AUPs) outline the need for ethi-

cal behavior by users in exchange for access to the Internet, it is important to recognize that the 

policy is only one part of teaching students proper use of technology.  There is consensus among 

researchers that there is still a need to explicitly teach K-12 students about the ethical and legal 

use of educational technology and how to make decisions about what is right and wrong in 

online environments (Baum, 2005).  Despite growing up in the digital age, many students are not 

proficient in using technology for learning.  For example, young users of technology may not 

fully understand the implications of sharing images and information online, despite being fre-

quent users of cell phones, e-mail, and social media (Deseret News, 2009).  In fact, Baum (2005) 

found that “many computer-savvy kids as well as educators, administrators, and parents are un-

clear about what is and what is not ethical when dealing with the World Wide Web” (p. 54).  As 

a result, Howard (2013) asserts that teachers have a responsibility to help students learn about 

how to navigate online environments.   

Despite a widespread recognition that proper use of technology needs to be taught to all 

students, schools face several challenges in integrating this instruction in the curriculum.  First, 

many schools struggle with deciding how, when, and where this instruction should be integrated 

into the curriculum (Baum, 2005).  In today’s educational climate of standardized testing, in-

creased rigor, and standards-based instruction, educators often struggle to find time to teach any-

thing additional.  Second, teaching proper use to students will require that the teachers learn 



 

46 
 

these 21st Century classroom and workplace skills themselves (Howard, 2013).  Thus, schools 

will need to consider how they provide professional development opportunities for their teachers 

(Howard, 2013).  A third problem that schools commonly face is a laser-focus on cheating and 

plagiarism as the only ethical issue related to using technology in the classroom.  While this is 

certainly an important topic, there is debate as to whether or not technology is even contributing 

to cheating.  In other words, some scholars argue that this problem is not unique to technology 

and students who would have cheated in traditional classrooms are now simply finding it easier 

to do so in technology-rich classrooms (Baum 2005).  Other scholars suggest the idea that the In-

ternet has “brought about a change in core values regarding cheating” and some students might 

not even consider their plagiaristic actions (ex. Copying and pasting without a citation) as cheat-

ing (Baum, 2005, p. 54).   

Do all students have equal opportunity to learn and access technology resources?. 

Howard (2013) argues that “all students have the right to become proficient in online communi-

cation platforms, not just those who can afford access to them in their homes” (p. 42).  Along the 

same lines, the argument has been made that schools that cannot afford access or that choose to 

block access to these online learning opportunities are preventing their students from developing 

these proficiencies, thereby “leaving an element of the digital divide intact” (Howard, 2013, p. 

42).  Much of the research related to this issue has been focused around disadvantaged schools 

that are more likely to struggle with providing access to the effective use of technology in their 

schools (Hudson, 2004).  According to an Urban Institute Study, poor rural districts face a vari-

ety of issues, including limited access to the Internet, technology, technical support, and student 

technology skills (Hudson, 2004).  Similarly, the same study found that poor urban districts are 



 

47 
 

faced with problems such as inadequate teacher skills, building infrastructure to support access, 

and electrical systems (Puma, et. al, 2002, as cited in Hudson, 2004).   

 In an attempt to provide universal service in the networked environment, e-rate funding is 

awarded to schools with the highest needs (Bertot, 2000).  Although e-rate was designed to ad-

dress some of these inequities, studies have revealed that major disparities still exist and re-

searchers have suggested that this is an ethical issue that still needs to be considered (Hudson, 

2004).  Jayakar and Park (2009) suggest that “procedural and resource constraints” such as a 

“complex, multi-stage application process” prevent schools with a lack of technical expertise and 

support from receiving this funding (pp. 54-55).   

 As schools and other businesses increasingly started utilizing technology, a significant 

problem surfaced: equitable, reliable, and affordable access to the Internet and other technology 

services.  Recognizing this inequality, the Telecommunications Act of 1996 was created to “set 

forth principles of equity and access to networked services for the nation, in general, and legis-

lated a discounted telecommunications services mechanism for libraries, schools, and rural 

health care institutions, in particular” (Bertot, 2000, p. 45).  In response, the Federal Communi-

cations Commission (FCC) established what is commonly known as the federal e-rate (education 

rate) program in 1997 (American Library Association, 2011).   

 For schools and other institutions such as public libraries, e-rate is critical in helping 

them respond to the needs of their communities in “innovative and meaningful ways” by ensur-

ing access to advanced telecommunications and information services that are necessary for 21st 

Century teaching and learning (American Libraries Association, 2011, p. 23).  Specifically, the 

e-rate program offers heavy discounts to eligible schools and libraries for telecommunications 

services and Internet access (Ramaswami, 2008).  Additionally, schools can apply for discounts 
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for telephone services, wireless connections, email services, and internal networking equipment 

(Hudson, 2004).  The amount of discount that each entity receives can range from 20% to 90%, 

depending on the percentage of students and families from low-income families and the location 

of the school (urban v. rural) (Panagopoulos, 2005).  It is important to note that these discounts 

cannot be used for the purchase of computers (with the exception of for network services), soft-

ware programs, or training for teachers (Hudson, 2004).   

 In order to apply for e-rate, schools and libraries must submit a technology plan along 

with their application (Panagopoulos, 2005).  This technology plan must outline how the technol-

ogy will improve education and must include the following components: “clear goals and strate-

gies for implementation, an assessment of necessary services, software, and hardware, a budget, 

and an evaluation mechanism that enables schools to measure progress” (Panagopoulos, 2005, p. 

503).  The purpose of this technology plan is to make sure that applicants have considered all of 

the other relevant issues that are necessary to successfully implement their plan, if approved to 

receive e-rate funding (Hudson, 2004).  Examples of issues that must be considered are: sources 

of funding for other equipment and maintenance, training for teachers and students, strategies for 

integrating technology into the curriculum, and sustainable school facilities (Hudson, 2004).  

Once submitted, these technology plans are evaluated and approved by an independent state 

agency (Panagopoulos, 2005).  Priority for funding is given to schools and other eligible entities 

with the greatest need (Hudson, 2004).  In a 2005 study, Panagopoulos found that 90% of e-rate 

funds are awarded to public schools, with 70% of rural schools across the United States partici-

pating in the federal e-rate program.  Because rural schools make up a majority of the schools be-
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ing funded by e-rate, I chose to focus the current study exclusively on rural schools.  Further-

more, the same study revealed that 95% of libraries that applied for discounts through e-rate 

were funded (Panagopoulos, 2005).   

  

 Another attempt at providing access to high-quality, technology-rich instruction in all 

schools was the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) (ESSA, 2018; Mesecar, 2015).  Signed into 

law in 2015, the ESSA reauthorized the 1965 Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) 

(Indiana Department of Education, 2016).  While Indiana is still in the process of making deci-

sions about how to best implement the ESSA statewide, every ESSA plan must include the fol-

lowing four components: (1) challenging academic standards, (2) academic assessments, (3) 

statewide accountability systems, and (4) school support and improvement activities (Indiana 

Department of Education, 2016).  Through the ESSA, states and school districts are having more 

control over how they measure academic achievement (Mesecar, 2015).  The ESSA is relevant to 

the current study because it provides an opportunity for states and schools to leverage educa-

tional technology (edtech) to transform teaching and learning in meaningful, engaging ways, as 

noted in Title IV of the law (Mesecar, 2015).  The ESSA provides financial support through the 

student support through the Student Support and Academic Enrichment Grant Program, which 

could allow schools to use edtech more readily (Mesecar, 2015).  Mesecar (2015) points out the 

“ESSA strongly encourages personalizing education, including through blended learning, as well 

as attempting to ensure more equitable access to technology and digital learning experiences” (p. 

4).  Furthermore, the ESSA strongly suggests and has provisions for supporting the extensive 

professional development necessary for school staff to institute such sweeping changes in their 

classrooms (Mesecar, 2015).  In sum, the ESSA is focused on providing flexibility and funding 
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that can make it possible for all students in all schools to have an equal opportunity to learn and 

access technology devices and solid edtech instructional strategies (Mesecar, 2015).    

Legal concerns.  In addition to identifying potential moral and ethical issues that may 

arise in implementing personalized 1:1 technology initiatives, many scholars have noted the im-

portance of identifying potential legal issues with these initiatives as well (Paska, 2012).   In re-

cent years, the courts have handed down a wide variety of rulings that have made it difficult to 

understand exactly what schools should be doing and not doing with regards to technology use 

and Internet access to their students (Howard, 2013).  Fearing litigation, many school districts 

simply choose to “steer clear of anything that presents risks to student safety, or that may prove 

damaging to teacher reputations and livelihood,” including providing access to the Internet or 1:1 

school-issued devices (Howard, 2013, p. 41).  However, this lack of specificity in the law can 

also be viewed positively in that it does allow school districts to be flexible in their implementa-

tion and creates an opportunity for each school district to meet their own unique local needs and 

interests as well (Paska, 2012).  Therefore, it is critical to understand that the law is limited and 

is only the first step; in fact, what is more telling is how a school chooses to implement the law 

through policies and procedures that has more of an impact on the 1:1 initiative’s success (Paska, 

2012). Throughout this section, each of these potential legal issues will be identified, explored, 

and explained, along with reviews of case law that is relevant to each of these potential legal is-

sues.   

 CIPA.  As noted earlier, one of the most important pieces of legislation that educational 

leaders who are considering using technology in their schools need to be aware of with regards to 

restricting harmful content is the Children’s Internet Protection Act (CIPA) (Gable, 1998).  CIPA 

is a Federal Law that “mandates that school districts which provide access to the Internet develop 
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pupil access policies” (Gable, 1998, p. 3).   CIPA was enacted by Congress to address concerns 

about the potential for children to access inappropriate content via the Internet (Federal Commu-

nications Commission, 2017).  As a result, schools and libraries who receive discounts for Inter-

net access through e-rate must comply with CIPA (Federal Communications Commission, 2017).  

In order to be in compliance, participating schools and libraries must create an Internet Safety 

Policy that includes technology protection measures (Federal Communications Commission, 

2017).  More specifically, this Internet Safety Policy must address the following: “(1) access by 

minors to inappropriate matter on the internet; (2) the safety and security of minors when using 

electronic mail, chat rooms, and other forms of direct electronic communications; (3) unauthor-

ized access, including so-called ‘hacking’ and other unlawful activities by minors online; (4) un-

authorized disclosure, use, and dissemination of personal information regarding minors; and (5) 

measures restricting minors’ access to materials that are harmful to them” (Federal Communica-

tions Commission, 2017; Howard, 2013, pp. 44-45).  Most school districts meet this requirement 

by adopting the kinds of technology usage policies that were described earlier in this chapter.  

Furthermore, CIPA also requires school districts to communicate with parents about the policies 

(via at least one public hearing) that they put into place to comply with the aforementioned man-

date (FCC, 2017; Gable, 1998).  In addition to creating student access policies, schools are also 

required to comply with CIPA and restrict student access to harmful content through filtering so-

lutions in order to be eligible for e-rate discounts (Bertot, 2000).   

 Obscene Material.  Obscene material, as outlined by Miller v. California (1973), can be 

defined as meeting one of these criteria: “(A) whether the average person, applying contempo-

rary community standards would find that the work, taken as a whole, appeals to the prurient in-
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terest; (B) whether the work depicts or describes, in a way patently offensive way, sexual con-

duct specifically defined by the applicable state law; and (C) whether the work, taken as a whole, 

lacks serious literary, artistic, or scientific value” (pp. 24-25).  Although transmitting obscene 

material is already illegal under federal law, filtering is still necessary because it can help restrict 

access to indecent material that is merely offensive, and not illegal to transmit (Gable, 1998).  

Although they are not legally obligated to do so, Paska (2012) suggests that schools supplement 

their policies with teaching students how to safely and properly use the Internet.   

 COPPA and privacy rights of students.  Using technology in the classroom also creates 

legal concerns about protecting the privacy rights of students (Kong, et. al., 2014, p. 76).  As stu-

dents learn and interact with others online, they are also unknowingly sharing information about 

themselves and their learning process (Kong, et. al., 2014).  These learning processes are “rec-

orded and retrievable on those digital learning platforms over a long period of time on a cross-

platform and cross-country basis” (Kong, et. al., 2014, p. 76).  As such, schools are faced with a 

difficult task – to allow all students access to information online while also keeping their per-

sonal information private and safe (Ramaswami, 2008).  Similar to hospitals, schools are re-

quired to strictly follow local, state, and federal privacy and family protection laws (Ramaswami, 

2008).  To further help address some of these student privacy concerns, the Children’s Online 

Privacy Protection Act (COPPA) was passed as a Federal Law in 2000 (Howard, 2013, p. 48).  

Designed to protect the privacy of children under the age of thirteen, COPPA is enforced by the 

Federal Trade Commission (Federal Trade Commission, 2017).  While COPPA mainly applies to 

businesses that collect information from students online while using their products and services, 

schools have a responsibility to make sure that the companies with whom they interact are 

COPPA Compliant (Federal Trade Commission, 2017;  Howard, 2013).  In providing guidance 
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to these businesses, the Federal Trade Commission has outlined six steps with which they must 

comply: (1) determine if their websites are collecting personal information for students under age 

thirteen; (2) post their privacy policy; (3) notify parents directly before collecting personal infor-

mation from their kids; (4) get parents’ verifiable consent to collect information; (5) honor par-

ents’ rights with respect to their children’s personal information; and (6) implement reasonable 

procedures to protect the security of children’s personal information (Federal Trade Commission, 

2017).  For schools, this means that they also are required to obtain “verifiable parental consent” 

prior to “the collection of personal data from children under the age of 13” (Howard, 2013, p. 

48).   

 On a related note, Danzig (2000) suggested that student privacy rights with regards to 

students’ access to and use of the school district network was important for school districts to 

consider due to the sheer complexity of the issue.  For example, whether or not students have an 

expectation of privacy while using the school network is dependent on the following factors: “(a) 

how the district structures Internet services; (b) what the district tells students about their rights 

to privacy; and (c) the expectations of privacy that relate to specific uses of the Internet” (Riker 

Danzig, 2000, p. 6).  In considering whether or not a school district is legally permitted to search 

students’ online files, Riker Danzig (2000) referenced New Jersey v. T.L.O. (1985) to remind 

schools that a search of this kind must be “justified at its inception” and must be “reasonably re-

lated in scope to the circumstances which justified the interference in the first place” (p. 341).   

 Equal access.  The topic of equal access was introduced in the previous section about 

ethical and moral issues; however, equal access also presents potential legal concerns about 

which educational leaders should be considering (Futoran, Schofield, & Eurich-Fulcer, 1995).  
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The Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment mandates that states (and their agen-

cies) treat similarly situated individuals similarly (Const. Amend. XIV, 1868; Cornell University 

Law School, 2010).  Many legal scholars have implied that the Equal Protection Clause should 

also be applied when deciding whether or not all students have equal access to the Internet and 

technology while at school (Farmer, 2002).  Most commonly, this topic arises within student dis-

ciplinary matters and the administrator’s decision to lose access to technology as part of a pun-

ishment or consequence for unacceptable behavior. However, the problem is that it can be ex-

tremely difficult or impossible to provide a reasonable substitute for access to technology, espe-

cially in classrooms where teachers are using technology in “transformative” ways (Futoran, 

Schofield, & Eurich-Fulcer, 1995, p. 235).  As our society and educational systems move in-

creasingly toward teaching, learning, and working with technology, leaders must consider 

whether or not there is truly an educational substitute for using the Internet and technology in 

school (Futoran, Schofield, & Eurich-Fulcer, 1995).   

 Special Education.  Although school officials are generally already well-versed in the 

basic tenets of federal special education legislation such as Individuals with Disabilities in Edu-

cation Act (IDEA) and the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), many scholars are advising 

schools to develop specific policies and procedures to safeguard themselves and to ensure that 

students with disabilities are receiving all of the appropriate modifications, accommodations, and 

related services when participating in online learning opportunities that they would normally re-

ceive in a traditional classroom (Burdette, Greer, & Woods, 2013).  Indeed, scholars have 

stressed the need for school personnel to become legally literate on basic special education legal 

matters (Umpstead et al., 2015).  Gronseth et. Al (2010) remind schools that under the Individu-

als with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004 (IDEIA), they are required to ensure 
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that students with disabilities are provided with all necessary assistive technology and accommo-

dations, as determined by a child’s Individualized Education Program (IEP) Team.  The major 

legal concern is that of making sure that students with disabilities “receive all the educational 

benefits afforded by the technology in an equally effective and equally integrated manner” (Bur-

dette, Greer, & Woods, 2013, p. 66).  Related to special education services, Burdette, Greer, and 

Woods (2013) listed four legal issues that have already emerged from moving towards learning 

in online environments: (1) the quality of the special education services is often lower than that 

received in traditional classrooms; (2) many schools are not following students’ IEPs in the 

online setting; (3) schools are having a hard time defining a Least Restrictive Environment 

(LRE) in an online environment; and (4) some schools have been illegally asking students’ par-

ents to revoke their special education services in order to gain access to online learning environ-

ments (Burdette, Greer, & Woods, 2013).  Furthermore, Gronseth et. Al (2010) also raises a con-

cern that the lack of teacher training and experience with using technology with students with 

disabilities is prevalent and might impact the quality of instruction that students with disabilities 

receive, as compared to their peers without disabilities.   

 Criminal Acts.  Another potential legal issue for schools to consider is how they will 

deal with students who not only violate their usage policies, but who also commit criminal acts, 

sometimes unintentionally (Deseret News, 2009).  While schools are limited by their policies, it 

is important for schools to be aware of the potential legal consequences for students who commit 

crimes online so that they can help to educate them (Deseret News, 2009). By far, the most com-

monly discussed criminal activity by minors using technology throughout the literature is that of 

students sharing pornographic material, such as nude or lewd photos of themselves and other mi-

nors, with each other (Deseret News, 2009). Known as “sexting”, this consensual practice has 
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become a common way for teens to flirt with each other (Oluwole & Green, 2013, pp. 2-4).  Alt-

hough psychologists recognize sexting as a typical behavior for hormonal teenagers, the conse-

quence of participating in these behaviors can be extreme, resulting in possible felony records 

and sex offender registrations (Oluwole & Green, 2013).  Society must consider the implications 

of the laws that are currently in place because they are designed to punish adults who are com-

mitting these crimes, not minors who may or may not even recognize that their actions are crimi-

nal (Deseret News, 2009).  Furthermore, Oluwole and Green (2013) argue that adults would be 

outraged if they were prosecuted for sending consensual nude photos to other adults, citing their 

First Amendment right to freedom of speech; in contrast, minors who participate in this same be-

havior with their peers are prosecuted with child pornography charges, without considering their 

same First Amendment rights.  For example, a teenage boy who sends a nude photo to his teen-

age girlfriend could face felony charges and could be required by law to register as a sexual 

predator for the rest of his life (Deseret News, 2009).  In realization of this, some states like Ver-

mont have started discussing the idea of special exemptions for 13-18 year olds who are con-

victed of such crimes (Deseret News, 2009).  Because of the potential serious legal, academic, 

and disciplinary consequences of sexting, McEachern et. Al (2012) offered the following advice 

to school leaders and counselors about how to prevent and respond to incidents of sexting in their 

schools: (1) provide interventions, (2) develop school district internet use policies, and (3) edu-

cate parents, teachers, and students on the dangers of sexting (pp. 1-2).   

 Student speech.  Yet another frequently cited legal issue related to students using tech-

nology was that of balancing students’ free speech rights under the First Amendment and the 

need for censorship for safety and security (Crane, 2004).  Osborne and Russo (2012) described 
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the challenges that schools face in having to make decisions that the law has not adequately ad-

dressed.  Without legal precedents or clear guidance for how they should act, many school lead-

ers struggle with how to regulate student speech using technology (Osborne & Russo, 2012).  

While students do have a right to freedom of speech and expression, their First Amendment 

rights are given special context and consideration in school settings (McCarthy, 2014).    

Much of the litigation on student cyberspeech issues is brought forth when school leaders 

“discipline students for derogatory, defamatory, lewd, and threatening items students have posted 

about teachers, administrators, and classmates on social networking sites such as MySpace and 

Facebook” (Osborne & Russo, 2012, pp. 1-2).  Gable (1998) points out that “broad prescription” 

would violate the First Amendment rights of students and in fact, some indecent speech may ac-

tually have value in certain classes and research-based learning experiences (p. 3).  Although 

there is no Supreme Court guidance on this matter, several courts have sided with students in 

cases where school administrators could not prove that the offensive student speech, including 

on-campus and off-campus cyberspeech, caused “a disruption to the educational process” (Os-

borne & Russo, 2012, p. 5), but school districts have certainly prevailed when disruption is pre-

sent (see Bell v. Itawamba County School Board, 2015).  In Bell v. Itawamba County School 

Board (2015), a student in Mississippi, was suspended for creating and posting a recording of a 

rap on his publicly accessible Facebook and Youtube Accounts because it contained what the 

school board described as harassing, intimidating, and threatening statements against two teach-

ers in the district.  In this case, the Fifth Circuit ruled that school officials can restrict student off-

campus speech without infringing on students’ First Amendment right to Freedom of Speech in 

cases where the speech contained threatening, intimidating, and harassing statements against 

school staff that could reasonably lead to a substantial disruption to the school environment (Bell 
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v. Itawamba County School Board, 2015).   Furthermore, courts have also ruled in favor of stu-

dents when they determine that policies or handbooks are “unconstitutionally overbroad and 

vague” (Osborne & Russo, 2012, p. 6). 

 Off-Campus behavior.  Due to the lack of a Supreme Court case that addresses student 

internet speech, Tinker v. Des Moines Independent Community School District (1969) is fre-

quently relied upon when determining if school officials can curtail off-campus speech.  This Su-

preme Court case was influential for establishing the following precedents: (1) Students are per-

sons under the US Constitution and have rights under the First Amendment to Freedom of 

Speech; (2) Teachers and students do not give up their rights to freedom of expression or speech 

at the schoolhouse gate; and (3) In order to discipline students for speech, they must be able to 

show that a “material or substantial disruption occurred or that the potential for disruption was 

reasonably foreseeable” (Tinker v. Des Moines Independent Community School District, 1969, 

p. 505).   

 A case that applied Tinker and addressed the issue of discipline for off-campus behaviors 

of students was Layshock v. Hermitage School District (2011).  In this pivotal case, a student in 

Pennsylvania used his grandmother’s computer during non-school hours to create a fake profile 

for the principal on a social network site (Osborne & Russo, 2012).   The profile was unflattering 

in nature and the student who created the site decided to share the site with other students at the 

school and even used a school computer to show other students (Layshock v. Hermitage School 

District, 2011).   In response, the school suspended the student for ten days.  Ultimately, the 

Third Circuit Court of Appeals held that the student’s free speech rights were violated since there 

was not a “foreseeable or substantial disruption of the school” (Layshock v. Hermitage School 

District, 2011, p. 36).  The biggest takeaway from Layshock v. Hermitage School District (2011) 
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is that the courts are not comfortable with allowing schools to discipline students for their behav-

iors in the home unless such a disruption occurs.  While this standard seems straightforward, 

Howard (2013) points out that “cyberspace is not really a ‘place’, [so] it is not always clear 

where, exactly, the infraction occurred” (p. 47).   

Cyberbullying.  Although bullying has been an issue for years, schools have experienced 

an increase in incidents of cyberbullying, largely due to advancements of technology and devices 

(Herrera, Kupczynski, & Mundy, 2015).  As such, schools are now having to both learn how to 

use technology for teaching and learning, while also focusing on developing policies to help pro-

tect their students from harm (Broderick, 2016; Ford, 2009).  One such example from case law is 

that of Kowalski v. Berkeley County Schools (2011), in which a student from West Virginia was 

suspended for 10 days for harassing another student online.  In this specific case, the student 

used MySpace to create a discussion group in which she ridiculed a classmate and invited 100 of 

her peers to join (Kowalski v. Berkeley County Schools, 2011).  The Fourth Circuit ruled in fa-

vor of the school and upheld the suspension, observing that the school’s administrators needed to 

be able to prevent and punish incidents of harassment that are directed at other students “inside 

the schoolhouse gate” (Kowalski v. Berkeley County Schools, 2011, p. 21).  Kowalski also high-

lighted that student speech could also be limited under Tinker’s second prong, which prohibits 

speech that interferes with the rights of others.   

Applying the standard set forth in Bethel School District No. 403 v. Fraser (1986), school 

boards can regulate speech that is considered “lewd, vulgar, indecent, and plainly offensive 

speech in school.”  Thus, it could be argued that the school might have greater responsibility and 

oversight into student speech directly related to learning activities online that involves lewd and 



 

60 
 

vulgar speech.   Also, Fraser’s applicability to off-campus speech remains in flux (McCarthy, 

2014). 

Student work as a representation of the school.  Yet another potential legal issue re-

lated to student speech pertains to classroom work that students publish online.  In Hazelwood 

School District v. Kuhlmeier (1988), the Supreme Court held that schools were permitted to 

choose not to promote certain speech in school-sponsored activities and publications.  However, 

Futoran, Schofield, and Eurich-Fulcer (1995) also discuss the idea of responsibility for student-

authored work online that reflects poorly on the school district, such as a work that is deemed in-

appropriate; in other words, they question whether or not schools are liable for these student pub-

lications that are not formally school-sponsored, but that are written for assignments or other 

learning activities while at school.  

 Filtering.  A final potential legal issue related to student speech using technology is fo-

cused on the idea of filtering (Flowers & Rakes, 2000).  Flowers and Rakes (2000) argue that 

schools should be careful in filtering and restricting students’ access to information via the Inter-

net because they need to balance considerations about safety with those of students’ rights to 

freedom of speech and information.  In addition to First Amendment concerns, schools that filter 

and restrict content should be careful not to violate students’ rights to equal access in a society 

that is starting to view the Internet as a right instead of a privilege (Flowers & Rakes, 2000).   

 In 2010, New York State passed the Dignity Act to “provide the state’s public elementary 

and secondary school students with a safe and appropriate environment free from discrimination, 

intimidation, taunting, harassment, and bullying on school property, a school bus, and/or at a 

school function” (Paska, 2012, p. 8).  While many states have similar legislation in place to gen-
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erally address bullying, New York’s Dignity Act also specifically requires schools to (A) re-

spond to cyberbullying when it occurs, (B) create and implement protocols to deal with cyber-

bullying, and (C) ensure that teachers and other school employees are trained on how to handle 

issues related to cyberbullying (Paska, 2012).  Unfortunately, many schools are not implement-

ing such a comprehensive program and are instead choosing to respond to this increase in cyber-

bullying by merely adopting technology usage contracts that shift the blame away from the 

school and directly onto the parents or students (Ford, 2009).  Of course these cyberbullying pol-

icies do not always seem to align with some of the current court opinions that generally require 

that a substantial disruption at the school occurs before a student can be disciplined for online 

speech (see McCarthy, 2014). 

 Legal challenges of using technology usage policies.  In response to the potential legal 

issues and responsibilities that schools are confronted with when introducing technology into 

their classrooms, many school leaders have opted to adopt and implement technology usage poli-

cies to help them outline appropriate behaviors (Ford, 2009).  Despite good intentions, many 

scholars have expressed concern about the legality of such internet and technology usage con-

tracts, raising questions about who is really responsible when students violate these policies 

(Ford, 2009).  Several contract law arguments related to technology usage contracts between stu-

dents, parents, and the schools themselves are outlined in this section. 

 One major argument against the legality of technology usage contracts is the idea that the 

children that are being required to sign these documents are not of “the age of majority” and 

therefore, some legal scholars argue that these contracts are thus “voidable” (Ford, 2009, p. 2).  

By their nature, minors are I, and these internet usage contracts can present “an unequal bargain-
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ing power” in favor of school officials (Ford, 2009, p. 2).  The primary purpose of student tech-

nology usage contracts is to get the students to accept responsibility for their actions online and 

to release the school from liability (Ford, 2009).  Often in the form of pop-up windows or poli-

cies in student handbooks, technology usage policies are frequently not read or understood fully 

by students (Ford, 2009).  While schools can enforce these contracts, Ford (2009) argues that the 

contract is no longer valid if the contract is “prejudicial against the minor, repudiated by the mi-

nor, or not beneficial to the minor” (p. 2).  If a student decides not to agree to the terms of the us-

age contract, they are denied access to the Internet and technology that is essential for learning in 

today’s society, thereby raising questions about equal access to educational opportunities (Ford, 

2009).   

 A second major argument against the legality of technology usage contracts is the idea 

that parents generally cannot legally “contract away the rights of their children” (Ford, 2009, p. 

3).  Students are individuals and as such, they should have some say in what happens with their 

rights and the things that they consent to (Ford, 2009).  Schools often require parents to sign 

these Internet and technology usage contracts, thereby agreeing to not hold the school liable for 

their students’ activities online (Ford, 2009).  If a parent does not sign the contract, many schools 

will not allow the student to access the Internet or use electronic devices for learning at school 

(Bellamy, 2009).  Ford (2009) makes a comparison between technology usage contracts and in-

terscholastic sports agreements in schools, arguing that parents are unknowingly signing these 

agreements without questioning their legality because they want their child to be able to partici-

pate.   

Yet another major legal argument is the idea that technology usage contracts violate a 

school’s “fiduciary duty” to its students by shifting the liability to parents and students (Ford, 
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2009).  Since schools chose to introduce the technology into their schools, it is reasonable to as-

sume that the schools themselves “could have reasonably foreseen” possible risks, and as such, 

the school could be held liable for what students do at school (Ford, 2009, p. 3).  Since courts 

have “traditionally disfavored contractual exclusions of negligence liability”, schools are urged 

to consider addressing the true underlying problems that necessitate these contracts in the first 

place through programs such as cyberbullying prevention, teacher training, digital citizenship for 

students (Ford, 2009, p. 3).  However, if technology usage contracts are merely used to keep 

schools from being held liable, there is no real incentive for schools to implement these kinds of 

programs, which can be costly (Ford, 2009, p. 3).   

 

2.6: Identifying Gaps in the Existing Body of Literature 

 To add to the existing body of research on 1:1 personalized technology initiatives in Indi-

ana, K-12 public rural school districts, more research needs to be done to better understand how 

technology directors organized and manage such initiatives through technology usage policies.  

The existing body of literature consists primarily of studies from 5-10 years ago.  This study will 

provide a much-needed update to the current body of literature while also describing the larger 

context of the current educational climate in Indiana.  There has been a great deal of research 

about technology usage policies in general; however, these policies have not yet been studied 

from the perspective of the technology directors who write, implement, and enforce these poli-

cies.  The current body of research also lacks a focus on examining why such technology usage 

policies are implemented in school districts, aside from being compliant with legal mandates in 

federal legislation such as CIPA.   
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As mentioned in the previous paragraph, much of the existing literature focuses on the 

need for having general technology usage policies in place in schools.  The vast majority of the 

research related to technology usage policies in schools emphasizes the need to protect students 

from harmful content online.  Furthermore, the existing literature provides ample information 

about potential legal, moral, and ethical issues around technology usage policies, but this is 

largely based off of theory and the opinions of scholars rather than on empirical studies.  Alt-

hough a few researchers have studied acceptable use policies (AUPs) and described policies that 

resemble responsible use policies (RUPs), the current study was designed to fill gaps in the exist-

ing literature by explicitly studying empowered use policies (EUPs) as well.  Of the research that 

has been conducted on technology usage policies, very little importance or focus is placed on an-

alyzing the actual text of the policies themselves.  This study will help to fill this gap in the liter-

ature because it employs the research strategies of content analyses and emergent coding to iden-

tify key words, phrases, and ideas that are common in such technology usage policies.    

Likewise, there is very little research that compares the three main types of technology 

usage policies and almost none of these studies examine this issue from the perspective of the 

technology director in school districts, who are pivotal in applying for e-rate, complying with 

CIPA, and developing/implementing such technology usage policies.  Through semi-structured 

interviews with technology directors, this study will contribute to the larger body of research by 

using technology directors’ perspectives to identify and explain policy trends that are occurring 

throughout the state of Indiana in K-12, rural, public school districts that have adopted personal-

ized 1:1 technology initiatives.   
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 Finally, most of the research that has been conducted on this topic has been non-empiri-

cal (with the exception of the studies in Section 2.1 about rural schools, which were mostly quan-

titative in nature, with data primarily being collected through surveys).  In other words, the vast 

majority of the body of existing literature was contributed by scholars and experts in the field 

who based their research and publications on theory and beliefs rather than on data collected 

through empirical research methods.  The current study will address these large gaps in the body 

of literature by contributing empirical data, collected through the qualitative methods described 

in the next chapter.   

 

Chapter Three: Methodology 

3.1: Introduction and Research Questions 

As discussed in Chapter 1, public K-12 school districts in Indiana are increasingly mov-

ing toward implementing 1:1 technology initiatives (Indiana Department of Education, 2015).  

Although the reasons for such initiatives vary widely (e.g. competing for student enrollment, 

raising test scores, increasing student achievement, or equipping students with the ICT skills they 

need after high school), one thing that most school districts with a 1:1 program have in common 

are technology usage policies that outline how students should interact with school-issued de-

vices.  Keeping this in mind, I designed this study to identify policy trends and other legal and 

ethical issues that are associated with designing, implementing, and supporting a 1:1 personal-

ized technology initiative with technology usage policies in rural, K-12, public schools in Indi-

ana.   

The purpose of this study is to research and analyze the policy trends that currently exist 

in K-12 Indiana school districts with a personalized technology initiative and technology usage 
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policy in place. Because technology leaders in K-12 schools are generally responsible for all fac-

ets of technology initiatives within their district, this study was designed to further explore tech-

nology directors’ perceptions about these policies and their purpose in choosing one policy over 

another.  This study was also designed to identify technology directors’ perspectives about the 

essential conditions to support polices and the constraints of those policies.  Finally, the current 

study identified the potential ethical, moral, and legal challenges that technology directors were 

most concerned about. 

More specifically, the current study addressed the following research questions: 

1.  How did technology directors choose their type of technology usage policy and what 

was their purpose for selecting that type of policy? 

2. What are some of the essential conditions to support technology usage policies in schools 

and what are some of the constraints of those policies? 

3. What are the perceptions that technology directors have about the ethical and legal impli-

cations of their technology usage policies within the context of implementing a personal-

ized 1:1 technology initiative in their districts?  

In order to best address the ethical, policy, and legal concerns surrounding the adoption 

of technology usage policies in rural, K-12 public school districts with a 1:1 technology initiative 

in Indiana, I conducted a qualitative study consisting of interviews of technology directors and 

content analyses of technology usage policies.  This chapter provides an explanation about why 

this particular research approach was selected.  Section 3.2 provides an explanation of the quali-

tative design of this study.  Section 3.3 further describes the data collection process and data 

analysis protocol employed.  Section 3.4 identifies the limitations and strengths of the current 
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study’s methodological design.  Finally, Section 3.5 provides an overview of the timeline for this 

research study.  

 

3.2: Qualitative Design of this Study (Research Method) 

As described in Section 3.1, the research questions from this study necessitate a qualita-

tive approach, consisting of a combination of in-depth, semi-structured interviews with technol-

ogy directors in rural, public, K-12 schools in Indiana with established 1:1 initiatives in place 

and a content analysis of the specific technology usage policies in each participating school dis-

trict.  It was through a combination of these two qualitative methods that the three research ques-

tions were best answered.  Both the interviews and document content analyses provided for an 

in-depth analysis of this issue, as described in more detail in Chapters 4 and 5.     

More specifically, the first research question related to the types of technology usage pol-

icies adopted by school districts was answered through semi-structured interviews with technol-

ogy directors and a content analysis of each participant’s technology usage policy.  I began by 

obtaining copies of the technology usage policies in each of the participating school districts and 

conducting a content analysis of those policies, with the purpose of identifying common themes, 

rules, and policies/procedures inherent in all eleven school districts’ policies.  Most school dis-

tricts publicly post these technology usage policies on their publicly viewable school websites.  

Therefore, I began the process of obtaining these policies by searching on each school district’s 

website.  However, these policies were not as easy to locate as I initially thought.  As a result, I 

also emailed each of the technology directors in the participating districts to request a copy of 

these technology usage policies.  All eleven participants responded by emailing a copy of their 

policies to me.  In addition to highlighting the commonalities among policies, I also used the 

content analysis portion of the current study to answer the first research question by identifying 
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whether each policy had characteristics of an acceptable use policy, responsible use policy, or 

empowered use policy.  These content analyses also helped me to address the second research 

question by identifying supporting language to indicate the presence or absence of any of the es-

sential conditions for supporting technology usage policies, as well as the third research question 

by noting any ethical or legal language that was intentionally present in each policy studied.  Af-

ter studying these technology usage policies, I focused on conducting in-depth, semi-structured 

interviews with the technology directors in each of the participating rural school districts.  I then 

used these interviews to complement the data collected in the content analyses of each policy, as 

described above.  Finally, I concluded the research study by utilizing the data collected from the 

content analyses and the interviews and the trends identified in the current body of research (see 

Literature Review in Chapter 2) to further examine how aware technology directors were about 

the policy, ethical, and legal concerns raised in the third research question.   

 

3.3: Methodology Rationale 

Due to the nature of the research questions driving this study, I utilized a qualitative 

methodology.  Although there are limitations in conducting a qualitative research study, in this 

instance, the strengths of using such a research strategy far outweighed the limitations.  Qualita-

tive research is commonly used in fields such as education and other applied sciences because it 

allows researchers to “engage in systematic inquiry” about their practice (Merriam, 2009, p. 1).  

Like other educational practitioners, I selected a qualitative design because of the following 

strengths of such a methodology: (1) Qualitative research allows for description of contextual 

and setting factors; (2) Qualitative research can shed light on how participants interpret certain 
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constructs; (3) Qualitative research lends itself to exploring how and why a phenomenon oc-

curred, based on the participants’ own words; and (4) Qualitative research provides the reader 

with a detailed understanding and description on an insider’s viewpoint (Merriam, 2009).   

In designing the current study, I decided to utilize interviews in order to learn more about 

technology usage policies that cannot simply be observed by reading the documents themselves 

or observing the behavior of school staff members using technology in a 1:1 environment.   In 

fact, one of the biggest strengths of this study’s methodology is the rich context and quality of 

information that will be obtained regarding technology directors’ perspectives of technology us-

age policies.   

Patton (2002) describes the strengths of incorporating interviews in a qualitative research 

study this way:  

We interview people to find out from them those things we cannot directly observe...We 

cannot observe feelings, thoughts, and intentions.  We cannot observe behaviors that took 

place at some previous point in time.  We cannot observe situations that preclude the 

presence of an observer.  We cannot observe how people have organized the world and 

the meanings they attach to what goes on in the world.  We have to ask people questions 

about those things.  The purpose of interviewing, then, is to allow us to enter into the 

other person’s perspective. (Patton, as qtd. in Merriam, 2009, p. 88) 

Furthermore, I chose to strengthen the current study’s design by also including a content 

analysis of documents (namely technology use policies).  A content analysis is “the process of 

organizing information into categories related to the central questions of the research” (Bowen, 

2009, p. 32).  By selecting a content analysis, I was able to go beyond identifying themes; rather, 

I was able to describe “the frequency and variety of messages” in addition to the number of times 
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key phrases are used throughout these technology usage policies (Merriam, 2009, p. 205).  In-

cluding a content analysis of technology usage policies allowed me to “discover and describe the 

focus of individual, group, institutional, or social attention” (in this case, of each school district 

in the study) by making inferences by “objectively and systematically identifying specified char-

acteristics of messages” (Stemler, 2001, p. 1).  Documents have immense value in adding to a 

research study; as such, the researcher used a content analysis of the technology usage policies in 

this study to (1) provide context, (2) suggest questions that need to be asked during the inter-

views, (3) provide supplementary research data to provide additions and valuable insights, (4) 

track the changes and developments of policies over time (when multiple versions were availa-

ble), and (5) verify the findings and/or corroborate the statements from technology directors 

about their technology usage policies (Bowen, 2009).   

Some of the major strengths of including a content analysis of documents into a qualita-

tive research study are: (1) documentary material is stable; (2) documents are considered “objec-

tive”; (3) documents are often easily accessible, free, and provide information that the researcher 

would not be able to fully obtain from an interview or observation alone; (4) it is an efficient 

method because involves data selection rather than data collection; (5) it provides exactness in 

the research process by providing exact details that are helpful in informing the study (Bowen, 

2009; Merriam, 2009, p. 155).  Another strength of using a conventional content analysis method 

is that coding categories come directly from the texts themselves, thereby reducing researcher 

bias and influence (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005).  Because the documents being examined in the cur-

rent study are publicly accessible and produced by the school districts themselves, there is no 

concern about authenticity and/or accuracy.  Additionally, a content analysis strengthened the 
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current study because the data collected can be “corroborated using other methods of data collec-

tion” such as the interviews with the technology directors in this study (Stemler, 2001, p. 1).   

 

3.4: The Current Study’s Data Collection and Analysis 

For the purpose of the current study, I focused on eleven rural, public school districts in 

Indiana.  I originally planned to study only eight school districts, but as the study progressed, I 

moved to include more districts as needed until I reached saturation in order to gather a sufficient 

representative data sample.  Furthermore, I selected at least two school districts from each of the 

following geographic areas within Indiana: north, central, and south.  I chose to determine my 

target population based on geographic locations first because I wanted to study a variety of loca-

tions across Indiana in order to reduce sampling bias from one area of the state.  In designing this 

study, I drew from my personal and professional experiences with schools across the state to gain 

a better understanding of the population to be studied.  From these experiences, I knew that each 

region (north, central, and south) of the state had slightly different viewpoints, ideas, values, and 

priorities when it comes to education and using technology for teaching and learning.  Since one 

of my overall goals of this study was to analyze trends in policies and technology directors’ per-

spectives, I intentionally designed the current study to span geographic boundaries in order to 

provide findings that are relevant to K-12 technology directors across the State of Indiana.  In 

sum, the rationale for this geographic variety in selection of school districts was to ensure an ac-

curate assessment of technology policy trends across the entire state of Indiana, in rural schools.   

Participants.  In order to achieve the desired distribution of school districts, I used pub-

licly accessible data through the Indiana Department of Education’s Office of eLearning to ob-

tain a complete listing of all school districts in Indiana that are currently participating in a 1:1 
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implementation program.  From this list, I used the Indiana Department of Education’s 2018 

Tech Plan Data to identify whether each school district was classified as urban, suburban, or ru-

ral.  From this data set, all urban and suburban schools were removed from the potential partici-

pant pool, ensuring a focus only on rural school districts.  Using a map, this data was even fur-

ther sorted into geographic location (north, central, south).  Next, schools without a 1:1 technol-

ogy initiative in place were removed from the list of potential participants since this study is in-

terested only in schools with such a program in place.  After the potential participants were nar-

rowed down based on these factors, I eliminated any school districts with whom I worked and 

supported as their Director of Innovative Learning at the time of this study.  As their Director of 

Innovative Learning, I often help school districts write or revise their technology usage policies.  

These schools were ineligible to participate in this study due to a potential for researcher bias and 

subjectivity.  Likewise, I removed all schools that I had previously worked with on their technol-

ogy usage policies in an effort to remain objective and limit my own bias and influence on the 

data collected in this study.   

From this data set of potential participants, I began to recruit participants for the current 

study.  Since I used my expertise and special knowledge to select potential participants to accu-

rately represent rural, K-12, Indiana public schools with a 1:1 technology initiative in place (e.g. 

sorting by geographic location and eliminating participants based on tech plan data and their re-

lationship with me), I employed a purposive sampling method.  I began to recruit participants by 

emailing all potential participants from the data set described above, asking for volunteers.  In 

this email, I briefly introduced myself, described an overview of the study, explained the purpose 

of the study, and outlined participant requirements.  I also attached my approved IRB study sheet 

(IRB Study #1501432180) for their reference.  As the study progressed, I was selective in my 
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participants in order to ensure a distribution from each geographic region of the state (e.g. partic-

ipants from each geographic location – 4 from northern Indiana, 3 from central Indiana, and 4 

from southern Indiana).  While recruiting participants, I was unable to secure enough participants 

through email alone, so I leveraged professional relationships I had through Indiana University 

and Five-Star Technology Solutions to contact and recruit additional participants from the afore-

mentioned data set of potential participants.  Once a personal introduction was made, I followed 

the procedure described above for emailing and recruiting participants.  Participation in the study 

was completely voluntary and participants did not receive payment for their participation.  

Throughout the data collection process, there were a few instances in which the selected school 

districts did not meet the requirements of the study.  In these situations, I simply repeated the 

aforementioned selection process until I had enough qualified participants.   

In Chapter Two: Literature Review, I noted that many school districts allow a committee 

of representatives from the school district to develop most technology usage policies (Crane, 

2004).   Although this is the case, the technology director in each school district is usually in 

charge of leading that group and is ultimately is charged with implementing and enforcing these 

technology usage policies.  Therefore, I chose to narrow my focus to interviewing the technology 

directors themselves, as opposed to interviewing the entire committee in each school district.  In 

order to be considered for inclusion in the study, the participants had to meet the following crite-

ria: (1) work currently as a technology director; (2) be employed by a rural, K-12 public school 

district in Indiana; (3) be responsible for overseeing the design and implementation of a current 

1:1 technology initiative within their current school district; (4) prepare and submit their school 

district’s annual tech plan to the Indiana Department of Education; and (5) play an active role in 
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the development, adoption, review, or updating of their schools district’s technology usage poli-

cies.  It should be noted that in some smaller rural school districts, there is not a “technology di-

rector”; rather, there is sometimes a “technology coordinator” or “technology integration special-

ist” who performs the same job responsibilities as a traditional “technology director.”  In this 

study, one participant held this “technology integration specialist” title, but was included inten-

tionally because this individual oversaw all aspects of their school district’s 1:1 implementation 

(including the creation and updating of technology usage policies).  

Content analysis of technology usage policies: Data collection.  To begin the first stage 

of my research, I obtained a written copy of each participating districts’ technology usage poli-

cies (via the districts’ website and/or via email from the technology director in each district), and 

performed a content analysis of each policy to compare themes and common trends.  While con-

ducting this study, I learned that emailing the technology directors for these policies was much 

more effective than simply searching for these policies online due to the fact that these policies 

can take many forms.  For example, some schools only had a stand-alone technology usage pol-

icy, while others incorporated their policies into a larger document such as a parent/student/staff 

handbook.  When technology usage policies were included in larger documents, such as hand-

books, I ignored the bulk of the text and only focused on the technology usage policy itself, 

while making a note of its location within the handbook.  Still other districts also used handouts, 

presentations, and classroom instruction pieces to supplement their technology usage policies – 

all of which were important to analyze in this study.  In other words, asking the technology di-

rectors for their technology usage policies allowed me to get a more complete policy perspective 

– especially about the purpose these policies served in their schools as well as how such policies 
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were communicated and implemented.  Figure 3.1 below shows a general overview of the pro-

cess that I used to conduct the content analyses in this study.   

Figure 3.1: Overview of A Basic Content Analysis (Nasir & Binnur, 2011) 

 

Content analysis of technology usage policies: Data analysis. I chose this method for 

my study because the fundamental purpose of a content analysis is to examine spoken or written 

material by breaking it down into “specific and meaningful categories”; doing so allowed me to 

use these categories to make inferences about policy trends that currently exist among rural, pub-

lic, K-12 schools in Indiana (Holsti, 1969; Krippendorff, 1980; Weber, 1990).  After obtaining 

copies of these policies, I approached the content analysis of technology usage policies by “cod-

ing raw data” and “constructing categories that capture relevant characteristics of the documents’ 

content (Merriam, 2009, p. 205).  More specifically, I used grounded theory in order to identify 

patterns and categories to help interpret and analyze the data (Jones, 1985; Mayring, 2000; Pat-

ton, 1990).  Grounded theory allowed me to ground my analysis in the data itself through a cod-

ing process to identify ideas and theories that emerged from the data collection and analysis 

(Jones, 1985; Mayring, 2000; Patton, 1990).  Furthermore, I used the method of inductive analy-

sis to: (1) break apart the data and (2) make connections between the identified categories 
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(Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  In the following paragraphs, I will describe the specific steps that I 

took in conducting a content analysis of technology usage policies in more detail.   

Before beginning the process of collecting technology usage policies, I used my research 

in the literature review of this study (Chapter 2) to identify a list of potential codes (themes, key-

words, ideas, and phrases) that were likely to be present in most technology usage policies.  In 

developing these initial categories and coding schemes, I used an inductive approach because I 

used these categories to draw inferences about the content of these technology usage policies 

(Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  I then used this initial list of categories to “pre-test” the coding 

scheme on a sample technology usage policy that was not included in the data set.  I did this to 

test the usefulness and reliability of the coding scheme that I developed.  This was important to 

do before using it to code the policies actually being included in the current study so that adjust-

ments could be made, if necessary.   

After an initial list of potential codes had been developed and had been pre-tested, I gath-

ered the technology usage policies from each participant’s school district so that I could begin 

the content analysis of these policies.  By gathering these policies together, I prepared the data by 

making sure that the policies were in written and complete form and that they were either (A) 

publicly accessible via the school district’s website or (B) were emailed directly to me by the 

participant himself/herself.  Next, I began the content analysis by simply reading through each 

technology usage policy.  After an initial reading of all policies collected, I went back through 

and re-read each individual policy again.  This time, however, I read with the intention of deter-

mining whether or not each policy was an AUP, RUP, or EUP.  Throughout this second reading, 

I made notes in the margins to help me explain why each policy should be labeled as an AUP, 

RUP, or EUP (based on the body of research and definitions of each policy presented in Chapter 
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2: Literature Review).  I also made notes about whether or not the tone or the content of the pol-

icy itself led to its identification as one of these three types of technology usage policies. 

Now that the policies were identified as either an AUP, RUP, or EUP, I reorganized them 

into like groups.  I then read the policies in each policy type a third time.  This time, however, I 

began the process of coding the data into words, phrases, themes, etc.  While I started with the 

initial list of categories identified from research related to my second research question on poten-

tial legal and ethical issues, I added categories as they emerged within the policies being ana-

lyzed (emergent coding).  After completing the initial coding, I reviewed the categories and de-

termined which categories could be combined, if any.  While completing this third reading of the 

technology usage policies, I was mindful to consider the message of the policies (what was being 

said), the sender of the message in the policies (how it was said and by whom), and the audience 

(who the policy was intended for) (Miles & Huberman, 1994).   

Once this coding was completed, I applied grounded theory to demonstrate that a replica-

tion of the study could be used to avoid the idea of doing the coding post hoc or using circular 

reasoning (Glaser & Strauss, 1967).  I did this by re-reading the policies a fourth time and re-

coding them a second time.  Finally, I used peer debriefing to further assess the consistency of 

coding employed in the study, which helped to add credibility to the study (Lincoln & Guba, 

1985).  Peer debriefing was employed in this study because it allowed me to check my own per-

ceptions and biases, while providing me with multiple ways to identify codes and interpret the 

data.  Specifically, I asked a peer debriefer to review my coding and findings in order to identify 

any potential blind spots and to evaluate whether my findings were supported by the data ana-

lyzed.  In order to do this, I provided the peer debriefer with copies of all of the technology usage 

policies, transcripts of the interviews with technology directors, and a list of codes that I used.  
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Then, I asked the peer debriefer to select small excerpts from each of the participant’s interviews 

and technology usage policies (roughly one page for each participant).  The peer debriefer then 

used the provided list of codes to independently code the data in the excerpts he selected.  After 

he coded the data, we met to compare our data and coding strategies.  Our coding was almost 

identical in nature.  After comparing our coding of these excerpts, I reviewed all of my raw data 

and coding methods with my peer debriefer.  After reviewing my work and hearing my rationale, 

he agreed with my methodology, findings, and data analysis.  Overall, he neither offered any 

suggestions for improvement nor identified any discrepancies in my data analysis. 

After all of this was completed, I began to analyze the coding by measuring the frequen-

cies of the categories in each policy studied.  These frequencies were important (via tally sheets) 

in helping identify important themes, topics, and ideas that were present in these policies.  It was 

also useful for drawing inferences about the connection between these categories/themes.  It is 

important to note that I used both manifest (words/phrases counted) and latent (deeper meaning 

behind those words/phrases) approaches in my content analysis (Neuendorf, 2017).  By blending 

these manifest and latent approaches together in my content analysis, I was able to take note of 

the frequency of a concept and stay close to the facts while also being able to report the fre-

quency of what those words/phrases actually meant or suggested.  

Semi-structured interviews of technology directors: Data collection.  After conduct-

ing a content analysis of each participant’s district’s technology usage policy, I began the second 

stage of my research: semi-structured interviews with me via Redbooth (an online video confe-

rencing tool that allowed me to record the interviews).  These interviews were recorded (with 

permission) to allow me to transcribe the interview.  Initial interviews were approximately 45 

minutes in length (not to exceed one hour).  I also contacted participants via email after the initial 
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interview to conduct a mini follow-up interview (less than 30 minutes, via Redbooth), in such 

cases that other questions arose during the course of the data collection process.  In order to en-

sure that I accurately interpreted the data that I collected during these interviews, I also employed 

the strategy of member checks by soliciting feedback (via email) from the participants in the in-

terviews after the transcriptions were completed (Merriam, 2009).  These member checks al-

lowed me to confirm accuracy and to verify my interpretation of what each participant meant by 

what they said during their interview (Creswell, 2012).  Although participants were asked to par-

ticipate in member checks, participants were not able to change the entirety of their interview 

and were not allowed to compare their responses to other technology directors’ responses (Cre-

swell, 2012).  In conducting member checks, nine participants responded; however, zero partici-

pants corrected or made changes to any part of the transcriptions of their interviews.  All nine 

participants confirmed that my interpretation of the interview accurately represented our conver-

sation.   

Interview protocol.  In general, I followed the Interview Protocols listed in each section be-

low: 

Pre-interview. 
1.  I greeted each participant, introduced myself, and thanked them for participating in my 

research study.   

2. I briefly mentioned and explained the goal of the study and discussed the timing of the 

study, along with an explanation of next steps.   

3. I informed each participant of the research method/process and explained that we would 

begin with an initial 45-minutes interview and that I would follow up via email or video-

conference, if needed.  
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4. I made sure each participant received a copy of the IRB consent form, which outlined 

their rights as participants in the study.  I also assured participants that this study was ap-

proved by the Institutional Review Board at Indiana University and that I would follow 

strict guidelines in order to maintain their privacy. 

5. I informed participants that the interview was being recorded so that I could later tran-

scribe the interviews to properly code and analyze the data.   

6. I explained to participants that I had created a set list of questions to guide the interview, 

but encouraged them to share additional information that might be relevant to the study.  I 

also informed participants that they did not have to answer any questions that made them 

feel uncomfortable (especially related to sensitive legal issues).   

7. As each school district agree to participate, I assigned them a pseudonym or code based 

on geographic area and participant number.  For example, N1 means that the participant 

was from the northern region of Indiana and was the first participant selected from that 

area of the state.  This labeling by geographic location was important to allow me to 

study the data and identify trends by area of the state.   

8. After establishing these pseudonyms or codes, I created a master list of these codes and 

the names associates with them in a separate, password protected file.  This file was kept 

separate from all other interview materials to keep their responses separate from their 

names.   

 

Interview questions.  During the initial semi-structured interview, I began with the set of 

interview questions listed below:  

1. Please introduce yourself (name, job title, personal introduction) and describe your role at 
your current school district.   
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2. What experience do have prior to your role as technology director? Were you a teacher?  
Did you work in the field of technology outside of K-12 education? 

3. Tell me about the technology initiatives that are currently in place in your district and 
what role, if any, you played in those initiatives. 

4. Looking forward to the future of teaching and learning in your district, what would you 
like to see accomplished?  How does this align with the overall mission/vision of your 
school district? 

5. What kinds of policies do you have in place for managing student behavior with technol-
ogy?  Do you have an AUP (acceptable use policy), RUP (responsible use policy), or 
EUP (empowered use policy)? 

6. Who developed your AUP, RUP, or EUP? Was there an attorney or other consultant in-
volved? 

7. What do you think when you read your technology usage policy?  How does it make you 
feel? 

8. From your perspective, what purpose do your district’s usage policies serve?  In other 
words, why have these policies? 

9. How important are these policies?  From your experience, do these policies make a dif-
ference in student and teacher behavior related to expected technology usage? 

10. How are these policies enforced and what are the consequences? 
11. Give an example of a time when your AUP, RUP, or EUP was challenged.  How did you 

(or your district) respond to this challenge? 
12. What, if anything, would you like to see changed in your district’s policies around tech-

nology usage?  Why? 
13. In what other ways do you restrict/control/manage students’ access to technology during 

the school day?  Outside of the school day - at home for example? 
14. Is orientation for students, teachers, or both required prior to getting access to the Inter-

net? 
15. What ethical and legal concerns, if any, do you have about technology usage policies?  

Are you aware of any school districts who have faced these issues? 
16. Is there anything else that you would like to share with me about technology usage poli-

cies or initiatives in your district?  Do you have any questions for me? 
 

Interview. 
1.  I began each interview by recording the interview and by letting each participant know 

that they were being recorded.   

2. Each initial interview was semi-structured and lasted approximately 45 minutes. 

3. I conducted follow-up interviews via email or video conferencing (as needed) in order to 

respect the time of the participants. 
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4. I generally asked the same questions, in the same order to each participant.  The use of a 

structured interview guide helped me make sure that the same types of questions were be-

ing asked of each person being interviewed.  It was important for me to have this stand-

ardized set of questions to ask each participant so that the data could be more easily com-

pared at the end of the data collection portion of this study (Weiss, 1995).  Although most 

questions were asked in the same order with all participants, sometimes participants inad-

vertently skipped ahead and answered questions before they were even asked as they 

were responding to another question.  As participants responded to these questions, I ac-

cepted their answers and view of the questions as is (Marshall & Rossman, 2011).   

5. At the end of each interview, I debriefed with each participant and explained next steps 

for the study.  I encouraged participants to contact me anytime with questions or concerns 

about the study.   

 

Post-interview. 
1.  I used the pseudonyms or codes (described in the pre-interview section) of both the poli-

cies and interview materials to keep all of a participants’ data organized and together in 

one location. 

2. Once all interviews were conducted and recorded, I utilized a transcription services to 

help me transcribe these audio files.   

3. After receiving the transcriptions from the transcription service, I reviewed them for ac-

curacy by reading the transcriptions while listening to the original audio/video files to 

compare the two.  I then made any corrections, as necessary and substituted participant 

names with their appropriate pseudonyms.   
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4. Once the transcriptions were verified, I used member checks to give each participant an 

opportunity to review the content and clarify the meaning of any parts of the interview 

that they think was inaccurately represented (Emerson, Fretz, & Shaw, 1995).  Using 

member checks allowed me to make sure that the data that I collected and the interpreta-

tions of that data accurately represented the views of the participants in this study (Lin-

coln & Guba, 1985).   

5. Once the interviews were conducted, recorded, and transcribed, I went through the pro-

cess of coding, sorting, and integrating the data (Weiss, 1994).  I used the same basic 

coding process as described in the section about coding analyses of technology usage pol-

icies.   

6. As themes began to emerge from the coding of these interview transcripts, I then deter-

mined which themes to further examine and include in this study and which themes to set 

aside for future research (Emerson, Fretz, & Shaw, 1995).   

 
Semi-structured interviews of technology directors: Data analysis.  Using a similar 

process as used in the content analysis of technology usage policies, I analyzed the data collected 

during the in-depth interviews by utilizing emergent coding.  After conducting each interview, I 

transcribed the recorded interviews and reviewed any notes taken during the interviews.  I used 

coding (as described in the previous section) to identify key themes in the data by marking each 

phrase, statement, or observation and labeling it with a category (a word or a phrase).  The key 

categories that were coded in the data were: (1) experience of the interviewee, (2) essential con-

ditions to support technology usage policies, (3) constraints of technology usage policies, (4) le-

gal issues and implications, (5) ethical/moral issues and implications, (6) acceptable use policy 

(AUP) characteristics and language/examples, (7) responsible use policy (RUP) characteristics 
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and language/examples, (8) empowered use policy (EUP) characteristics and language/examples, 

and (9) technology initiatives and their purpose(s).  After coding the data, I used these labels to 

identify the major findings of the data and to select recurring themes for further analysis.  In or-

der to do this, I organized my findings using a classification tree, an example of which is in Fig-

ure 3.3 below.   

Figure 3.3: Classification Tree for Semi-Structured Interviews (McMullin, 2018) 

 

Confidentiality.  All data collected during this study was kept until I have analyzed the 

data and published my findings/implications for further study.  Because this research was being 

conducted as a component of my Ed.D degree program, I chose to retain the data for the duration 

of my program of study.  All data was only accessible by me for the duration of the study (inside 

a password-protected folder on a private computer, only accessible to me).  I kept all identifying 

information confidential.  While transcribing the interviews, I assigned an alias to each partici-

pant.  Beginning in the transcription phase, I no longer referred to the participants by their real 

names or locations.  I kept a key (useful for reference for data) with these aliases in an entirely 

different password protected folder on my personal computer, to which no one else had access.  
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Once the data is no longer needed, I will destroy the data by deleting the files and wiping the 

hard drive on the device that I used for this study. 

Limitations. In designing the current study, I considered the possibility of generaliza-

bility.  By studying eleven different rural school districts from a variety of geographic areas 

within the state of Indiana and employing multiple qualitative research methods (interviews and 

content analyses), I took care to ensure that the data collected was representative of the larger K-

12 educational climate in public, rural schools in Indiana.   

One major weakness of qualitative research is the possibility of generalizability (Mer-

riam, 2009).  Because qualitative research is often focused on a limited number of participants, it 

can be tempting to apply the findings from the current study to other school districts not included 

in this study.  Despite this apparent weakness in methodology, Merriam writes that “Erickson 

(1986) argues that since the general lies in the particular, what we learn in a particular case can 

be transferred to similar situations” (Merriam, 2009, p. 51).  Therefore, I overcame the limitation 

of generalizability by using the data collected through interviews and content analyses to present 

the findings to the readers and suggest implications for further study instead of directly applying 

the findings from this study to all public, rural, K-12 school districts in Indiana.  Because of the 

unique community context in which each school district is located, I did not attempt to generalize 

for all school districts, but rather to identify current trends in policy, ethical, and legal concerns 

surrounding technology usage policies in public, rural, K-12 schools with a 1:1 learning initiative 

in place.   Finally, it is important to note that while important to consider how technology is be-

ing used for teaching and learning when studying 1:1 personalized technology initiatives in gen-

eral, this is outside of the scope of this study; rather, this study is focused on the technology us-

age policies themselves and the technology directors’ perspective of their policies.   
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Validity and reliability.  As with any qualitative study, validity and reliability are major 

concerns. Many research experts claim that qualitative research is less “rigorous” than quantita-

tive approaches to study and research because there is no set, prescribed procedure for conduct-

ing qualitative research (Merriam, 2009).  However, “Shields (2007) argues that ‘the strength of 

qualitative approaches is that they account for and include difference--ideologically, epistemo-

logically, methodologically--and most importantly, humanly. They do not attempt to eliminate 

what cannot be discounted. They do not attempt to simplify what cannot be simplified’’(Shields, 

as qtd. in Merriam, p. 12).   

In the current study, I acknowledged my subjectivities and recognized that I was the sole 

collector of data via interviews.  As such, much of the data that was collected was dependent on 

my ideas and experiences.  By disclosing my subjectivities, I was able to overcome some of 

these concerns regarding reliability and validity.  Furthermore, by conducting member checks 

and peer-debriefing, I tried to ensure that I did not misinterpret the data (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; 

Merriam, 2009).  Maxwell (2005) describes member checks as “the single most important way of 

ruling out the possibility of misinterpreting the meaning of what participants say and do and the 

perspective they have on what is going on, as well as being an important way of identifying your 

own biases and misunderstanding of what you observed” (as qtd. in Merriam, 2009, p. 217).  Ad-

ditionally, the research design allowed me to incorporate themes and trends from a content anal-

ysis of the technology policies in supplementing the data collected during the interviews.  Fi-

nally, I contend that the anomalies and unique perspectives offered through the inclusion of qual-

itative interviews in this research actually increased the applicability, validity, and reliability of 

the current study.  Although the content analysis provided a less subjective approach to examin-
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ing this issue, it also was unable to capture the attitudes, feelings, values, and beliefs of the indi-

viduals that were involved in shaping technology usage policies.  Thus, I chose to design a quali-

tative methods study to incorporate the strengths of in-depth interviews with technology directors 

and content analyses of policies, while simultaneously accounting for the weaknesses of both 

qualitative approaches.   

 

3.5: Timeline 

After receiving university approval, I began this study by seeking out school districts that 

were willing to volunteer as participants for this study.  Specifically, I selected participants ac-

cording to the protocol described earlier in Section 3.3.  This participant selection was conducted 

from June to September 2018.  After participants were selected, I obtained a copy of all technol-

ogy usage policies (AUP, RUP, and EUP) from each participating school district.  A content 

analysis of each policy was conducted during September 2018.  After reviewing these technol-

ogy usage policies, I scheduled and conducted interviews with the technology directors from 

each of these eleven school districts.  All interviews were completed by the end of October 2018.  

All transcriptions were completed by the end of December 2018.  All data analysis was com-

pleted by the end of January 2019.   

 

Chapter Four: Findings 

4.1: Introduction 

In this dissertation, the researcher focused on technology director’s perspectives of tech-

nology usage policies in K-12, rural school districts with a 1:1 personalized technology initiative 

in place.  There were three key questions guiding this study: 
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1. How did technology directors choose their type of technology usage policy and what was 

their purpose for selecting that type of policy? 

2. What are some of the essential conditions to support technology usage policies in schools 

and what are some of the constraints of those policies? 

3. What are the perceptions that technology directors have about the ethical and legal impli-

cations of their technology usage policies within the context of implementing a personal-

ized 1:1 technology initiative in their districts?   

This chapter provides the findings from eleven semi-structured interviews and content 

analyses of each participant’s technology usage policies, as they relate to the three research ques-

tions of this study. Section 4.2 provides an overall description of the participants in the study in 

order to give more insight into the sample set selected for inclusion in this study.  Following an 

explanation of the sample set, Section 4.3 presents the data collected from these participants via 

a semi-structured interview and content analyses of technology usage policies in each school dis-

trict.  In this section, the findings are organized by themes that emerged in response to each re-

search question, based largely on the key findings presented in Chapter 2: Literature Review.  

Conclusions and recommendations for school leaders drawn from the data collected in this study 

will be further discussed in Chapter 5: Analysis and Recommendations. 

 
4.2: Participants 

For the purpose of this study, school districts were selected based on a variety of factors, 

with the main piece of selection criteria being their identification as a K-12, rural school district 

in Indiana with a 1:1, personalized technology initiative in place.  As described in Chapter 3: 

Methodology, all participants included in this study had to meet five inclusionary criteria.  Figure 
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4.1 below provides more information about each individual who participated in this study.  For a 

more detailed explanation about how participants were selected, revisit Chapter 3: Methodology.   

Figure 4.1: Information on Participants from Semi-Structured Interviews  

Participant 
ID 

Official Job Title # of Years of Ex-
perience at this 
School, In This 

Job 

Experience (Background) 

N1 Director of Technology 1 Year, 2 Months Systems Engineer; Network Ad-
ministrator (Business) 

N2 Technology Coach 2 Years Classroom Teacher (Education) 
N2 Director of Operations 1 Year, 4 Months Maintenance Director (Business) 
N3 Superintendent  6 Years Classroom Teacher; Assistant 

Principal; Principal; Assistant 
Superintendent (Education) 

N3 Director of Technology 1 Year, 3 Months Computer Technician; System 
Administrator (Education) 

N4 Technology Coordina-
tor 

3 Years Computer Technician (Business 
and Education) 

C1 Director of Technology 9 Years Classroom Teacher; Technology 
Coordinator (Education) 

C2 Director of Instruc-
tional Technology 

6 Years Classroom Teacher (Education) 

C3 Director of Information 
Technology and Cur-

riculum 

25 Years Information Technology Direc-
tor; Classroom Teacher; Instruc-

tional Coach (Education) 
S1 Director of Technology 

and Facilities 
21 Years Software Engineer; Technology 

Coordinator (Business and Edu-
cation) 

S2 Director of Technology 2 Years Data Analyst; Director of Qual-
ity (Business) 

S3 Technology Director 14 Years Computer Technician (Educa-
tion) 

S4 Director of Technology 3 Years Classroom Teacher (Business 
and Education) 

 
 
4.3: Research Findings 

Overview.  Key findings indicated that acceptable use policies (AUPs) were the most 

common type of technology usage policies among participants in this study.  While technology 

usage polices were present in all school districts in this study, technology directors believed their 
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effectiveness can be limited by a myriad of factors, primarily as a result of the presence or ab-

sence of the four essential conditions to support policies and the six main constraints of policies 

presented in Chapter Two: Literature Review.  Furthermore, technology directors in this study 

expressed many more legal concerns or challenges than moral or ethical challenges.  In the fol-

lowing paragraphs, data related to each of these key findings will be presented and further ex-

plained. 

Research question #1.  The study’s first research question was focused on learning about 

the type of technology usage policy that each participant’s school district had in place.  It also 

was designed to understand the purpose for selecting that type of technology usage policy (AUP, 

RUP, EUP).  In addressing this question, the researcher primarily relied on the data from the 

semi-structured interviews with technology directors.  It should be noted, however, that the re-

searcher also used the content analyses of each participant’s technology usage policies in order to 

help explain and strengthen the findings from the aforementioned interviews with technology di-

rectors.  Both pieces of data collection and evidence were essential in order to address this first 

research question.   

Types of technology usage policies.  Through a content analysis of the technology usage 

policies for each of the eleven participants in this study, the researcher found that eight had Ac-

ceptable Use Policies, three had Responsible Use Policies, and zero had Empowered Use Poli-

cies in place in their districts.  The researcher also found that the majority of participants from 

the North (three out of four) and South (four out of four) geographic regions of Indiana had poli-

cies that were Acceptable Use Polices, while the majority of participants from the Central (two 

out of three) geographic region of Indiana had policies that were Responsible Use Policies.  

When asked, “What kinds of policies do you have in place for managing student behavior with 
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technology?” and “Do you have an AUP (acceptable use policy), RUP (responsible use policy), 

or EUP (empowered use policy)?”, ten out of eleven participants identified their technology poli-

cies using the exact wording that was present in their technology usage policies.  However, one 

technology director described his school’s policy differently than how it was identified in the 

written policy.  Participant N4 embraced an EUP-like mindset and vocabulary throughout his in-

terview; however, his school district’s policy was written using language that was closer to an 

AUP for the majority of the policy.  For example, Participant N4 said, “We really do try to em-

power our students and if they want to do something, we find a way to accommodate that…and I 

think our policies reflect that.”  In contrast, one key line from N4’s technology usage policy read, 

“Access to these services is given to act in a considerate and responsible manner.  Students must 

comply with corporation standards and honor this agreement to be permitted to use technology.”  

More specifically, N4 said that although the policy was technically called an AUP, he felt like 

the language within the policy itself, combined with other ways that the district practically im-

plements the policy, would actually qualify the policy as more of an EUP.   

Perhaps the most interesting finding from this interview question was the fact that nine of 

the eleven participants requested that the researcher define each of the terms (AUP, RUP, and 

EUP) and describe the difference between each before responding to the question.  After the re-

searcher provided the standard definitions of each term (outlined in Chapter 1), ten of the eleven 

participants shared that they had never heard of the idea of an Empowered Use Policy and three 

of these participants indicated that they were interested in learning more about EUPs.  In fact, 

two participants emailed the researcher following the interview to ask for a copy of an example 

EUP so that they could explore implementing a similar policy in their districts.   
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Choosing a technology usage policy.  During the interviews, the researcher asked partic-

ipants two questions to better understand how they chose and/or developed their technology us-

age policies.  The first questions was: “Who developed your AUP, RUP, or EUP?”  In respond-

ing to the first question, five participants said that a committee of representatives had worked to-

gether to develop their technology usage policy.  Two participants said that they paid a consult-

ant or company that specializes in policies for schools to develop a policy for their district.  Two 

participants shared that the technology director alone wrote the technology usage policy, without 

consulting with anyone else to create the policy.  Similarly, one participant said that the superin-

tendent created the policy alone.  Finally, one participant said that a group of administrators 

worked together to create the technology usage policy.  Interesting, two of the eleven participants 

in the study mentioned that they used language and excerpts from other school districts’ policies 

in creating their own technology usage policy.   

The second question that the researcher asked related to how participants chose/created 

their technology usage policies was: “Was there an attorney or other consultant involved?”   In 

responding to the second question, six participants shared that a lawyer was consulted (five dis-

trict did so after the policy was already created and one district involved legal counsel in creating 

the policy).  One participant was completely unsure as to whether or not a lawyer had ever been 

consulted regarding their technology usage policies.  Four participants explained the importance 

of having their School Board review and formally approve the technology usage policy before 

implementing it.   

A more detailed explanation of the methodology employed by each of the participants’ 

school districts in choosing technology usage policies is described in the table below: 

Figure 4.2: Selection of Technology Usage Policies 
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Participant ID How did participants select their technology usage policies? 

N1 This district’s technology usage policy was developed in a collabora-
tive effort between the superintendent, former technology director, 

and a group of lawyers.   
N2 This district purchased their technology usage policy from a com-

pany that specialized in writing legal policies for schools.  This dis-
trict trusts that this company is following proper legal guidelines in 

developing the policy for their district. 
N3 The previous technology director in this district wrote the initial pol-

icy.  The current technology director revised the policy without any 
input from anyone else in the district.   This participant said that an 
attorney was consulted with the original policy, but that revisions 

were too “nitty gritty” for an attorney to review. 
N4 A committee of teachers and administrators worked with the technol-

ogy department to develop their technology usage policy.  This pol-
icy is regularly reviewed and updated over time by this committee.  

An attorney was consulted after the policy was created. 
C1 Administrators in the district created the technology usage policy.  

The technology director was not involved in the creation of the pol-
icy, but is expected to enforce the policy.  The School Board ap-

proved the policy.  Once it was approved by the School Board, an at-
torney reviewed the policy. 

C2 A technology committee put together the technology usage policy in 
this district.  This committee pulled language from other school dis-
tricts’ technology usage policies in order to create their own policy.  
After the policy was developed, the committee met with the School 

Board.  A team of attorneys was consulted to make sure that it would 
hold up in court, if challenged.   

C3 This district created their technology usage policy with a committee 
of representatives from the district (teachers, technology leaders, 

technology director).  After the committee created the policy, they 
shared the policy draft with the administrators in the district for feed-
back.  Then, the policy went to the School Board for approval.  This 
participant was unsure whether or not an attorney had reviewed the 

technology usage policy.   
S1 The original technology usage policy was adapted from another 

school district’s policy.  A committee of representatives (mostly 
teachers) from across the school district adapted the technology us-
age policy.  The school board formally approved the policy, so their 
school attorney viewed it.  From this participant’s perspective, an at-
torney’s review of the revised policy was not necessary because the 

original policy had been approved by the original school district’s at-
torney.   

S2 The Technology Director wrote the policy alone.  An attorney was 
not consulted.   
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S3 The original technology usage policy for this district was developed 
by the superintendent.  It was later revised when the district went 1:1. 

After the revision of the policy, the district consulted an attorney. 
S4 This district received an example copy of a technology usage policy 

from a paid consultant.  Then, the district modified the policy to meet 
their specific needs. An attorney was not consulted. 

 

Purpose of technology usage policies. When asked about the purpose for their technol-

ogy usage policies, all eleven participants in this study indicated that they believed that their pol-

icies were in place mainly as a legal precaution to protect their school district and/or as a require-

ment of complying with CIPA.  In fact, participant N1 went so far as to state that “There is not 

much purpose for the kids.  It is just to keep our school out of trouble.  I think the big thing is 

that it is just a cover your butt kind of thing.”  However, a content analysis of participants’ tech-

nology usage policies revealed a variety of additional reasons for implementing these technology 

usage policies in the districts examined in this study.  Ten out of the eleven policies explicitly 

identified the purpose of the policy, while one policy never mentioned its purpose at all.  Two 

policies identified their purpose as being to educate and teach users how to use technology re-

sponsibly and legally.  N4’s policy provided an example of this kind of purpose in its opening 

paragraph: “These guidelines are provided to make all users aware of the responsibilities associ-

ated with efficient, ethical, and lawful use of technology resources.”  One policy identified its 

purpose as being to keep kids safe while using technology.  Two other policies listed their pur-

pose as being to provide rules for users for how to use technology exclusively for educational 

purposes.  Both S4 and N1’s policies had the same phrase in them that described this kind of pur-

pose: “The purpose of the document is to inform parents, guardians, and students of the rules 

governing the use of district and personal technology resources while on or near school property, 
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in school vehicles, and at school-sponsored activities, as well as the use of district technology re-

sources via off-campus remote access.”  Finally, two other policies described their purpose as be-

ing to support their school district as they provided educational opportunities and resources to 

users.  C3’s policy described its purpose this way: “The purpose for the Respectable Use Policy 

is to foster and support creativity and innovation in the pedagogical shift from a traditional teach-

ing model to guiding, facilitating, and exploration – infusing technology to meet the needs of 

learners with ranging abilities, backgrounds, and populations in our school.” 

 

Research question #2.  The study’s second research question was focused on identifying 

and understanding more about technology directors’ perspectives on essential conditions to sup-

port technology usage policies, as well as the main constraints of these policies.  In order to ad-

dress this second research question, the researcher primarily relied on the data from the semi-

structured interviews with technology directors.  The researcher also referred to the content anal-

yses of each participant’s technology usage policy to identify supporting phrases and statements 

that supported the attitudes and opinions expressed by the participants in their interviews.  Both 

pieces of data collection and evidence were essential in order to address this second research 

question.  

While conducting interviews with each of the eleven participants, the researcher asked 

participants to describe the purpose of their technology usage policies and to describe any chal-

lenges that they have experienced with these policies.  In doing so, the researcher discovered that 

each of the six most commonly cited constraints of policies (identified in Chapter 2) were men-

tioned at some point by at least one of the participants during their interviews.   A description of 

the findings related to both the purpose of technology usage policies and each of the commonly 
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identified constraints of policies are outlined in the sections below.  It is important to note that 

there was no distinction between participants’ responses in terms of their geographic location 

within Indiana.   

Essential conditions to support policies.  While conducting interviews with each of the 

eleven participants, the researcher discovered that the four essential conditions to support poli-

cies (identified in Chapter 2) were mentioned at some point by several of the participants.   A de-

scription of the findings related to each of these essential conditions to support policies are out-

lined in the sections below.  It is important to note that there was no distinction between partici-

pants’ responses in terms of their geographic location within Indiana.   

Essential condition #1: alignment of vision. Eight of the eleven participants discussed 

how their technology usage policies were aligned to their district’s vision.  Four of those partici-

pants explicitly stated that they believed that it was critical for their technology usage policies to 

be aligned to their district’s vision for teaching and learning.  S1’s response to the interview 

question “Looking forward to the future of teaching and learning in your district, what would 

you like to see accomplished?  How does this align with the overall mission/vision of your 

school district?” illustrates this data point.  S1 responded by saying, “Our technology usage pol-

icy is tied to our overall mission to produce well-rounded students by sending them out into the 

workforce with whatever tools they need to function.  Our technology usage policy helps us do 

that.”  Furthermore, those four participants also attributed much of the effectiveness of imple-

menting and enforcing their policies to their overall alignment with the vision and purpose of the 

district.  To further support this idea, the researcher found (via content analyses of policies) that 

ten of the eleven technology usage policies contained a statement of alignment to the district’s 

vision when explaining the purpose of their policy.  For example, N3’s technology usage policy 



 

97 
 

included this statement: “[N3’s School District] believes that students need access to technology, 

but they should act in a responsible, efficient, courteous, and legal manner that supports the dis-

trict’s mission, goals, and student initiatives.  The mission…is to use technology effectively to 

increase student engagement, thereby increasing student achievement in all areas.”    

Essential condition #2: positive school culture.  Six of eleven participants indicated that 

developing and maintaining a positive school culture was essential to implementing and enforc-

ing technology usage policies in their district.  Participant S2 explicitly stated this idea in this 

way: “We are working on building and keeping positive school culture by encouraging our stu-

dents to share and collaborate with each other.  Our technology usage policies definitely play a 

role in that culture.”  Likewise, Participant N2 described the school culture that they were work-

ing to create as being a “safe, respectful, and school-appropriate environment.”  The remaining 

five participants did not disagree that a positive school culture was important, however, they 

simply did not mention the role of school culture at any point during their interview with the re-

searcher.  Through a content analysis of each participant’s technology usage policy, the re-

searcher found that although zero of the policies explicitly mentioned school culture in their poli-

cies, all of the policies used language that might help describe the school culture in each district 

studied.  Interestingly, the researcher noted that the language and tone of the policies themselves 

were often contradictory to the kind of school culture that the participants themselves described.  

For example, in his interview, participant C1 shared that the staff are close relationally and that 

an extremely positive, respectful, trusting, supportive dynamic exists between the staff and the 

technology department, of which he was extremely proud.  However, when reading through C1’s 

technology usage policy, the researcher noted five separate occasions where the language was 

either extremely harsh or unnecessarily restrictive when referring to staff members and their use 
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of technology.  One such example from C1’s policy read: “Employees may be permitted to use 

the [C1’s School District] resources for occasional, non-work purposes with permission from 

[C1’s School District].”  The policy went on to include an agreement that staff were required to 

sign that allowed the school district to automatically deduct repairs and damages from their 

paychecks in the event of a lost, stolen, or damaged device.  Throughout this study, the re-

searcher did not observe this kind of provision in any of the other ten participant’s technology 

usage policies.  Furthermore, from the researcher’s professional experience in the field, she was 

not aware of any other school district who employed a similar strategy.   

Essential condition #3: availability of teacher training.  Eight of the eleven participants 

expressed a belief that teacher training is critical for implementing their technology usage poli-

cies.  All eight of these participants spoke positively of teachers and described their role as a 

technology director as being someone who supports teachers.  These eight participants described 

current and ongoing initiatives to provide support and training for teachers in their district, with 

the focus being on making sure that teachers felt comfortable both teaching with technology and 

implementing the technology usage policies in their classrooms.  For example, Participant N1 

said, “We are committed to investing in our teachers.  They need more PD time.  They have to be 

supported or this initiative will not work like we want it to.”  Of the remaining three participants, 

two did not mention the need and/or availability for teacher training in their district at all and one 

spoke negatively about teachers, citing frustration with teachers who lack strong classroom man-

agement.  While conducting content analyses of technology usage policies, the researcher found 

that two policies specifically mentioned teacher training.  One of the policies even provided a de-

tailed overview of the training that was available to teachers and students on an annual basis.  
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Examples of topics that were included in this policy were: device 101, teaching with your device, 

digital citizenship, and how to handle lost/stolen/broken devices.   

Essential condition #4: digital citizenship and leadership training for students.  Seven of 

the eleven participants discussed the importance of investing in digital citizenship and leadership 

training for students during their interviews.  When asked about technology initiatives in her dis-

trict, Participant N2 shared that digital citizenship was one of her district’s main, ongoing initia-

tives.  Specifically, N2 said  

One of our big ones is the digital citizenship.  That’s really what we have been focusing 

on here on the educational side.  We are lucky enough that we actually have technology 

teachers on the elementary side, so we have been doing that for years….So we have been 

Commonsense Media Certified the last two years and kind of have been working with our 

librarians to create the kind of curriculum that they could take into the classrooms on the 

secondary as well.  So, we have been heading that up as our biggest push beyond just our 

general 1:1.   

Of the four participants who did not discuss such training for students, Participant S1 did indicate 

that he believed that setting expectations for students was important, even if it was not the result 

of formal training/classes for students.  More specifically, Participant S1 shared that  

You have to give students the expectation of what you want whenever they are surfing 

the web or using the tools the school is supplying and to become 21st Century Internet cit-

izens.  When expectations are set, ninety-nine percent of our students follow them.   

Content analyses of technology usage policies revealed that two of the participants’ policies spe-

cifically mentioned digital citizenship training and/or classes for students.  As mentioned in the 

previous section about teacher training, one of the policies specifically detailed student training 
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that would be provided by teachers and other staff members on topics that aligned to those same 

training sessions provided to teachers (as described in the section above).   

Constraints of policies. 

Constraint #1: Most technology usage policies are developed by a committee of repre-

sentatives from the school district, with very little research or legal authority.  When asked, 

“Who developed your AUP, RUP, or EUP? Was there an attorney or other consultant in-

volved?”, five of the eleven participants stated that their school district’s technology usage poli-

cies were developed by a committee; the remaining six participants said that they either wrote 

the policy themselves or consulted with an outside company who created their policies for them.  

Six of the participants responded that they consulted an attorney for legal counsel, advice, or ap-

proval before adopting and implementing their technology usage policy.  Participant C1 de-

scribed this constraint by sharing his rationale for creating an as-needed kind of policy instead of 

implementing a rigid, fully developed technology usage policy: “There’s two ways to look at 

that.  It is bad because we do not have a final thing that we can say legally this is going to stand 

up in court, but it is also very flexible.  You don’t need an 18-member committee to decide on a 

chance, so it’s good and bad.”    

Constraint #2: Technology is constantly changing.  All eleven participants mentioned 

that they felt that one of the major struggles that they face with creating, implementing, and re-

vising their technology usage policies is related to the fact that technology is ever-changing.  All 

eleven participants expressed how challenging it was for them to design a technology usage pol-

icy that was both up-to-date and adequately comprehensive without having to constantly revise it 

to include the newest terms, technologies, and issues that must be addressed.  Participant N2 

stated that “trying to foresee things that are out there in the future and prepare for them” is nearly 
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impossible.  Participant C1 shared that his policy was intentionally written in a vague manner so 

that it does “not get outdated with changing social media outlets”, for example.  Participant S3 

shared that “it is hard to keep it up-to-date…the policies have to constantly change because of 

the ever-changing nature of technology.” 

Constraint #3: Policy alone is not enough to change behavior of students and staff.  

When asked, “How important are these policies?  From your experience, do these policies make 

a difference in student and teacher behavior related to expected technology usage?”, eight partic-

ipants responded that they did believe that their policies made a difference in student and staff 

behavior.  However, two of these eight participants felt as though their policies made a bigger 

difference in student behavior when supported by explicit teaching of expectations to students 

and enforcement of the policies.  In other words, these two participants did not feel as if their 

policy was having as big of an impact on student and staff behavior without having other pro-

grams and supports in place within classrooms.  One of these participants, C2, explained this 

concern by saying, “We can talk about it in the policy, and like you said, they’re going to read 

every word of it…yeah, right…like they don’t have anything better to do.  Because of this, we 

work to teach the things in our policy in different ways, like digital citizenship, for example.”  

Three participants said that they did not believe that the technology usage policies themselves 

were having any real impact on student and staff behavior; rather, they shared that they felt as 

though the technology usage policies were not even being read by the vast majority of students, 

teachers, and parents, for whom these technology usage policies were created.  For example, Par-

ticipant S4 responded to the interview question mentioned above by stating, “Students?  No.  I 

don’t think they actually even read it.  I think they just sign off on it so they can get access to the 
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Internet and a device.”  Similarly, Participant N2 responded with this statement: “I don’t think it 

helps guide the behavior in any way.”   

Constraint #4: Schools often communicate about technology usage with a negative tone 

and resort to blocking to address behavioral issues.  During the interviews, seven of the eleven 

participants spoke about students and technology-related behaviors with a negative connotation.  

All seven of these participants repeatedly described that their job was to block anything that 

could be a distraction and disruption to students.  For example, Participant N3 said of students, 

“they just make terrible choices…so we have to lock down what they can get to so they can’t 

make those choices…there are just some kids who we have found just couldn’t control them-

selves.”  Participant S2 expressed this same sentiment in a slightly different way when he said, 

“They know what they can get away with and some of these kids will always push the limits, no 

matter what it is.  They find ways to get around whatever filters we have in place and then they 

share those ways with their friends.”  In contrast, four of the participants spoke positively about 

students using technology, citing the need to equip students with the skills they need to be suc-

cessful after high school.  All four of these participants mentioned the vital role of setting, teach-

ing, and re-teaching expectations for students in order to change student behavior.   

Constraint #5: Ensuring student safety online is overwhelming and/or difficult.  Eight of 

the eleven participants spoke at length about the challenge of keeping students safe online.  Cit-

ing concerns over legal responsibility, all eight of these participants included a short paragraph in 

their technology usage policies as a legal disclosure to protect themselves.  The most common 

phrases within these disclaimers were: (1) “[School District] makes no warranties of any kind, 

either expressed or implied for the provided access”, (2) “The staff and school are not responsi-

ble for any damages incurred, including, but not limited to…”, and (3) “The corporation is not 
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responsible for the accuracy, nature, or quality of information stored on school resources or gath-

ered through corporation-provided access.”  The remaining three participants simply did not 

mention any concerns related to the challenge of keeping students safe online during their inter-

views with the researcher and a content analysis of each of these three participants’ technology 

usage policies revealed there was no language in their policies to indicate a concern related to en-

suring student safety while online. 

Constraint #6: Technology usage policies are difficult to write in such a way that medi-

ates competing values from different stakeholders.  Nine of the eleven participants in this study 

spoke at length about how difficult it was for them to write their technology usage policies.  

These nine participants described the challenge of balancing the responsibility to prepare stu-

dents to use current technology for learning and simultaneously keeping them safe from potential 

harm while crafting their technology usage policies.  Participant C2 described this challenge this 

way: “You have both sides…you want to protect your school corporation, but you also want to 

protect your staff and students.  But at the same time, it’s mostly just wanting to educate them to 

be responsible with technology, not necessarily limiting them.”  Three of these nine participants 

cited lack of resources, time, and knowledge as reasons for why they found it difficult to write 

their own technology usage policies.  Participant S1 described these challenges this way:  

Resources are always an issue in the IT Department…you hate to say that you have to 

borrow or steal from other districts (to develop a policy), but it all comes down to staffing 

and you do what you need to do to keep moving forward.  I wish there was more guid-

ance from the State about what we should put in these polices.  That would help small 

schools like us a lot. 
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As such, two of these three participants shared that they contracted with an outside company or 

consultant in order to draft their technology usage policies.  The remaining two participants 

simply did not mention this constraint during the course of their interview.   

 

Research question #3.  The study’s third research question was focused on identifying 

and understanding more about the perceptions that technology directors had about the ethical and 

legal implications of their technology usage policies within the context of implementing a per-

sonalized 1:1 technology initiative in their district.  In order to address this third research ques-

tion, the researcher primarily relied on the data from the semi-structured interviews with technol-

ogy directors.  The researcher also referred to the content analyses of each participant’s technol-

ogy usage policy to identify supporting phrases and statements that supported the concerns ex-

pressed by the participants in their interviews.  Both pieces of data collection and evidence were 

essential in order to address this third research question.  As a result, the researcher identified 

three ethical/moral challenges and eleven legal challenges that were most commonly mentioned 

by technology directors in this study.  Each of these challenges is identified and described in the 

paragraphs below. 

Ethical and moral challenges. 

Ethical/Moral Challenge #1: Who should be responsible for protecting students from in-

appropriate content?.  All eleven participants explicitly talked about this ethical/moral challenge 

in their interview.  Eight of these participants emphasized the important role that parents play in 

protecting their students from inappropriate content while online.  Of these eight participants, 

one participant indicated that the responsibility for this was solely the responsibility of the par-

ent.  This sentiment is represented in this excerpt from Participant N2’s technology usage policy:  
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Outside of school, parents bear responsibility for the same guidance of Internet use as 

they exercise with information sources such as television, telephones, radio, movies, and 

other possibly offensive media.  Parents are responsible for monitoring their students’ 

uses of the school district systems and of the Internet if the students are accessing the 

school district systems from home or a remote location.   

The remaining seven participants suggested that protecting students from inappropriate content 

was a joint or shared responsibility between the parents and the school, with only one participant 

mentioning the importance of setting expectations for students.  Participant S2 explained that “if 

we can have the parents know what the kids are doing and watching for at home, and the teach-

ers are watching for it here in class, then the kids are going to be watched and know that they are 

being watched and protected.”  Three of the participants in the overall study said that they (or 

their school district) assumed all of the responsibility associated with protecting students from 

accessing inappropriate content online, citing filters, firewalls, and digital citizenship instruction.  

Ethical/Moral Challenge #2: Who should be responsible for teaching students proper use 

of technology?.  Seven of the eleven participants explicitly stated that they felt that teaching stu-

dents proper use of technology is an on-going, joint effort between parents and the school.  For 

example, N4’s policy communicates this idea in this way: “It is the joint responsibility of school 

personnel and the parent or guardian of each student to educate the student about his/her respon-

sibilities and to establish expectations when using technology.”  On a slightly different note, Par-

ticipant N1 described how this joint responsibility can be frustrating when parents don’t really 

want to accept partial responsibility.  N1 said, “Parents just want us to fix whatever issues they 

are having and we’re like, ‘WOW, you’re the parent, but we’ll put some more restrictions on if 

that’s what you need.’”  Three participants indicated that this was the sole responsibility of the 
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school district, reasoning that the school should teach these skills because they are providing stu-

dents with access to technology for teaching and learning.  In C1’s technology usage policy, it is 

outlined this way: “School personnel will also provide education about appropriate online behav-

ior, including interacting with individuals on social networking sites and cyber-bullying aware-

ness and response.”  Participant N2’s policy also contained similar language: “The district ex-

pects that faculty will blend thoughtful use of the school district’s and personal technology re-

sources and the Internet throughout the curriculum and will provide guidance and instruction to 

students on their safe and appropriate use.”  The remaining one participant felt that parents 

should be teaching proper use of technology, arguing that students already have had access to 

technology before entering the school district.  During his interview, Participant C1 stated “my 

stance is that if they are going home, then mom or dad should be doing that…that’s their job.  I 

mean, you’ve got some great parents here who keep their kids straight, but you have a lot who do 

not.”  This participant also mentioned that if parents took responsibility for teaching proper use 

of technology and enforced these expectations at home, students would be better prepared to use 

technology at school for teaching and learning.   

Ethical/Moral Challenge #3: Do all students have equal opportunity to learn and access 

technology resources?.  Only five of the eleven participants were concerned about students hav-

ing equal opportunity to learn and access technology resources.  Of these five participants, only 

Participant S2 mentioned the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), raising a concern over ac-

cessibility to technology by stating, “The biggest thing that I have heard is making sure you are 

compliant, ADA compliant.  That’s a big thing.”  Participant C1 shared that it was  

important to make sure that special education students were properly served/supported with ac-

cess to technology.  According to Participant C1,  
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The legal part of that is that if you expel a child that has an IEP, you still have to provide 

services for them during that time, so you really can’t take away that technology in a 

sense…because all of our classrooms use Google Classroom.  So everything is digital, so 

you really can’t use technology anymore as a way to prevent them from accessing those 

services for those individuals. 

Participant C3 mentioned that the technology department was focused on making sure that stu-

dents of all ability levels and needs were supported with technology by placing “the focus on 

personalized learning and different instructional strategies to better utilize the tools for instruc-

tional needs.”  Participant N4 shared that his district included an explicit phrase in their hand-

book about equal access, but this was not included in the technology usage policy itself.  Partici-

pant C2 explained that all students need access to the same quality of devices and support, re-

gardless of their socioeconomic status or ability to pay for access.  She said,  

Our school is in an area where we have a fairly low income.  What you see is the parents 

don’t come in and register, and we have trouble getting the applications filled out.  So 

many students cannot provide their own device, so we have classroom sets of Chrome-

books for those kids because they have to have access to this technology to learn as well, 

even if they cannot afford it.  

The remaining six participants in this study did not express any concern over equal access to 

technology or online learning opportunities.  Overall, three of the participants in this study 

shared that their first response to student misbehavior was to take away a student’s device.  Inter-

estingly, all three of these participants who take away student devices have a line similar to this 

one from Participant N4: “Access is a privilege, not a right; as such, general rules of school be-

havior apply.”  Another policy went further to explain that “school administrators may revoke 
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the use of the iPad due to my poor performance in academics, attendance, and/or behavior” (Par-

ticipant N3).  Conversely, two participants in this study shared that they never take away a stu-

dent’s device, citing concerns over equal access; instead, these schools have developed educa-

tional programs and materials to re-teach expectations to students and/or have ways to further re-

strict a students’ usage of their device (less freedom without loss of educational opportunity).  

Participant N3 shared that “If you keep playing a game in class and the teacher keeps telling you 

no, then we don’t take away the iPad, we take away the game.  We have decided to explore other 

options rather than taking away access.”   The remaining six participants shared that they do not 

have a set policy for whether or not to take away a student’s device; rather, they choose to handle 

these discipline issues on a case-by-case basis.    

Legal challenges.  Throughout the interviews, participants identified eleven main issues 

related to legal requirements and challenges of using technology in schools that they felt were 

addressed in some way by their technology usage policies.  The most frequently mentioned legal 

concerns were related to students and their potential to access inappropriately material.  More 

specifically, all eleven participants expressed concerns with filtering, obscene material, and off-

campus behavior with technology.  Additionally, all eleven participants discussed that bullying 

was a legal concern that they could foresee as being a challenge.  Interestingly, however, the par-

ticipants in this study shared zero actual examples of bullying using technology or violations of 

their technology usage policies related to cyberbullying.   

Another common legal concern was related to privacy rights of students.  Participant S1 

spoke at length, describing why privacy rights of students should be a major concern for school 

districts.  He said,  
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The concerns that I have heard from other districts are obviously the privacy issues and 

making sure your students’ data isn’t getting into the hands of anyone that should not 

have it.  There are so many different rules and resources that the kids are using and you 

are really at the mercy of the security of the companies that you are using.  The fact that 

banks and government agencies are getting hacked everyday…you worry if one of these 

companies you do business with gets hacked… does that put you in jeopardy?  So yeah, 

that is obviously a concern.  I don’t know what our policy would be to protect that be-

cause once it is out there, you can’t pull it back.   

In fact, ten out of the eleven participants shared with the researcher that they were concerned 

with keeping students’ data private and also with communicating to students that their infor-

mation and actions were not private on a school-owned device (both on-campus and off-cam-

pus).  Participant N3 echoed the concerns expressed by S1, but clarified by saying, “I mean, 

yeah, we have concerns about it, data breaches, and that kind of thing, but we haven’t had any 

actual problems so far.”   

Finally, ten of the eleven participants also expressed a concern over how to deal with 

criminal actions of students (intentional or unintentional) while using technology.  By far, the 

most commonly mentioned criminal act throughout the interviews was related to inappropriate 

content created and shared by students.  When asked about this, Participant N1 responded by 

saying, “the big one we run into is just inappropriate pictures of minors…really, that’s what we 

run into on our end and that’s kind of scary to deal with.”  Similarly, Participant N2 said that her 

district struggled more with students who look at “inappropriate content and send inappropriate 

emails, so we just shut down email or social media for a certain amount of time and then reopen 

and give students a chance to prove themselves.”   With regards to how to address these issues 
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with students, Participant N4 shared that “enforcement of policies is typically done by the Dean 

of Students and if students are caught doing something inappropriate, he will handle it with an 

out of school suspension, loss of device, or something else…it’s kind of a sliding scale, depend-

ing on what a student would do.”  Another participant,  

Other legal issues that were less commonly mentioned by participants were focused 

around common topics in the existing body of literature and case law.  For example, only six of 

the eleven participants mentioned students’ right to freedom of speech, with only one distin-

guishing between speech and cyberspeech.  Two participants discussed how student work as a 

reflection of the school district and explained how the school district should have editorial rights 

over work created at school.  Four participants referred to elements of special education law that 

are present in IDEA or ADA.  Although technology usage policies are a requirement of CIPA, 

only five participants in the study even referenced it at all.  For example, Participant N3 stated 

that he “thought that we were supposed to have a technology policy for CIPA”, whereas Partici-

pant N2 shared that “the company that wrote our policy makes sure that we follow all the state 

and government guidelines, like CIPA, with our policies.”  As discussed in the previous section 

regarding moral and ethical issues of technology usage policies, equal access was mentioned as a 

concern by five of the participants in the study.   

Figure 4.3 below outlines these eleven main legal issues and indicates how many technol-

ogy directors expressed a concern with each of these issues, along with excerpts from their tech-

nology usage policies and quotes from the interviews to further illustrate their concerns: 

Figure 4.3: Legal Issues Mentioned By Participants 

Legal Issue/Chal-
lenge 

# of Tech-
nology Di-
rectors who 

Supporting Example from 
Technology Usage Policies 

(Participant) 

Supporting Example 
from Interviews  

(Participant) 
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expressed 
concern 

CIPA 5 “The technology protection 
measures may not be disabled 
at any time that students may 
be using Corporation Tech-

nology Resources if such dis-
abling will cease to protect 
against access to materials 

that are prohibited under the 
Children’s Internet Protection 

Act (CIPA).” (S3) 
 

“[SCHOOL DISTRICT] is in 
compliance with the Chil-

dren’s Internet Protection Act 
(CIPA) and has installed tech-

nology protection measures 
for all computers in the 

school corporation in order to 
aid in restricting access to 

materials that are harmful for 
minors.” (C1) 

“We are actually now 
making our policy more 

legalistic to comply 
with CIPA.” (S3)                                

Obscene Material 11 “Families should be warned 
that some material accessible 
via the Internet might contain 
items that are illegal, defama-
tory, inaccurate, profane, sex-
ually oriented, or potentially 
offensive to some people” 

(N1) 

“We have a legal obli-
gation to keep kids safe 
from viewing inappro-
priate material.” (N1) 

Privacy Rights of 
Students 

10 “Activities that are NOT per-
mitted nor encouraged in-

clude: online sharing of any 
student’s or staff member’s 
name, home address, phone 

number, or other personal in-
formation” (N1) 

 
“Users should expect only 
limited privacy in the con-

tents of personal data or files 
on the school district equip-

ment or systems.” (N2) 
 

“I think a lot of districts 
are now facing the pri-

vacy laws coming 
across from Europe and 
I think a lot of districts 

are just missing the 
mark.  Like, we gather 

all these pieces of infor-
mation about you, but 
we don’t tell you why, 
you just assume it’s for 
our records.  I mean, I 

can see it being a big is-
sue in a year or two.” 

(N4) 



 

112 
 

“School district personnel 
have the right to access infor-
mation stored in any user di-
rectory, on the current user 

screen, or in electronic mail.  
They may review files and 

communications to maintain 
system integrity and ensure 

that individuals are using the 
system in accordance with 
District policies and guide-

lines.  Students should not ex-
pect files stored on District 
servers or through District 

provided or sponsored tech-
nology services to be private.  
By accepting these terms and 

conditions, students waive 
any right to privacy or confi-
dentiality to material that was 

created, sent, accessed, or 
stored using a District com-
puter or a District-provided 

network account.” (S1) 

 
“A policy isn’t really 
the solution for this.  
Once your data is out 
there, you really can’t 

get it back.” (S1) 

Equal Access 5 “Internet uses at [SCHOOL 
DISTRICT] will be offered to 

all students.” (C1) 

“You can’t really take it 
away.  It’s like a text-
book.  If a kid gets in 

trouble for passing 
notes, you’re not going 

to take his textbook 
away.  You know, so 
you have to provide 

them with a nice, new, 
fast laptop, but then 

once they get in trouble, 
we can change it our 

with one that works re-
ally slow….but you 
can’t take away ac-

cess.” (C1) 
 

“One of the things one 
of the teachers wants to 

do is if a kid doesn’t 
have everything in 

place, then she doesn’t 
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want them to have the 
internet.  Having the in-

ternet for Gmail, 
Google Classroom, and 
other things, they have 
to have it for class.  It’s 
a give and take kind of 

thing” (S2) 
IDEA/ADA/IDEA 
(Special Education 
Laws) 

4 No examples were found in 
participants’ policies.  This 
concern was only expressed 

during the interviews with the 
technology directors.   

“Our big concern is 
making sure that our 

technology, especially 
our website is ADA 

compliant” (S2) 
Criminal Acts (most 
commonly sexting) 

10 “Activities that are NOT per-
mitted include: any activity 

that violates a school rule or a 
local, state, or federal law.” 

(S4) 

“I don’t know of any 
cases where kids here 
have taken our devices 
to take inappropriate 

pictures, but I am sure it 
happens.  The unfortu-
nate part for kids is that 

they start talking and 
send them to their 

friends.  That will end 
up in a criminal case, 

but we try to head it off 
before it gets there.” 

(N2) 
Student Free Speech 
/ Cyberspeech 

6 “Unacceptable Uses: The lap-
top must not be used as fol-

lows: (1) for personal gain or 
the advancement of individual 
views; (2) to express personal 
opinions on the intranet or in-

ternet.” (C1) 

“My concerns have to 
do with responsible use, 
cyber bullying…those 
kinds of things.  The 

misuse of technology is 
what I am concerned 
about there.  I don’t 

know that we have had 
any legal issues with 
this, however.” (N3) 

Off-Campus Behav-
ior 

11 “Misuse of personal or dis-
trict technology resources 

while on or near school prop-
erty, in school vehicles, and at 

school-sponsored activities, 
as well as the use of district 

technology resources via off-
campus remote access may 
result in disciplinary action 

“Our content is filtered 
and our devices are 

monitored both at home 
and at school.” (C3) 

 
“In this day and age, a 
lot of the problems I 
think happen on stu-

dent-owned device, at 



 

114 
 

up to and including expul-
sion.” (N4) 

home – which we don’t 
have control over.  If 

students are going to do 
inappropriate things, 

they are going to do it 
on their own devices.” 

(S1) 
Bullying 11 “I will not: use any form of 

electronic communication to 
harass, intimidate, ridicule, or 
otherwise harm others.” (N3) 

“You do worry about 
stuff like that.  How far 
is it us, versus, since it 
is our device, how far 
does our responsibility 

go?” (S4) 
Student Work (as a 
reflection on the dis-
trict) 

2 “The school corporation has 
final editorial authority over 

online content (which in-
cludes but it not limited to 

websites, wiki’s, and blogs).”  
(C2) 

“Our students must re-
quest permission to re-
search some topics be-
cause their work repre-
sents us as a district.” 

(N4) 
Filtering 11 “Any District computer used 

by students shall have Inter-
net filtering software in place 
either on the computer itself, 

or on the server through 
which the computer accesses 

the Internet.”  (N4) 

“We use Lightspeed 
and Google Authentica-
tion to filter and protect 

our students.” (C2) 

Other Miscellaneous Legal Concerns:  
Copyright, plagiarism, insurance/breakage (who is liable for damages), COPPA, data privacy, 
annual signing of policy, taking away student access to devices (especially students who are 
Free and Reduced Lunch eligible).   

  

 Overall, Participants were very concerned with addressing these legal issues, but they all 

felt confident that their technology usage policies would protect them.  Participant N1 candidly 

shared that he doesn’t “want to be in the news”, so he was willing to do whatever his district 

needed done to stay out of legal trouble and/or receive negative attention from the media.  Fur-

thermore, Participant C1 actually explains his district’s technology usage policy to students by 

simply saying: “Whatever you do with this device, do not embarrass yourself or the school on 
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the six o’clock news.”  Aside from the risk of getting negative media attention, all eleven partici-

pants in this study felt as though their technology usage policies would withstand legal chal-

lenges.  Participant N3 explained that “having a policy would be something we would need if we 

had a big issue because if we didn’t have it in writing, then someone is going to say, ‘well…they 

can’t do anything.”  Participant C2 went even further by saying that “we have to lay it all out 

there otherwise the parent is going to come back and say it wasn’t in the policy.  So, we have to 

make sure that the corporation is protected by showing explicitly what we mean by listing what 

our policy is and includes.”   

Challenges to technology usage policies.  Despite expressing concerns about the poten-

tial ethical, moral, and legal issues mentioned in the sections above, the technology directors in 

this study did not share many stories or examples of actual times when their technology usage 

policies were challenged by parents or students.  When asked, “What ethical and legal concerns, 

if any, do you have about technology usage policies?  Are you aware of any school districts who 

have faced these issues?”, only one participant, C3, was able to identify an ethical/moral chal-

lenge.  Participant C3 described a scenario in which “a student got access to something that the 

parent thought was inappropriate and voiced a concern about why our filtering did not catch 

that.”  She went on to describe that while the school district assumed responsibility for protecting 

students from inappropriate content, filtering and safeguards that are in place are not effective 

100% of the time and that the school was making its best effort to protect students.   

Only three participants were able to identify a specific legal challenge to their policy.  

One additional participant (S3) declined to respond to this question, saying that “that one is a 

touchy subject.  A couple have things that have happened, so I need to abstain from answering 



 

116 
 

you.”  Participant C3 was also the only participant to mention a legal challenge related to the eth-

ical/moral challenge to the technology usage policy as well.  In this scenario, a parent was asking 

whether or not the school was being compliant with COPPA.  Participant C3 then explained that 

she initially did not know the answer and this parent’s inquiry led her to research more about 

COPPA and ensure compliance in her district.  Participant N1 expressed a problem with having 

retrain staff members after an incident in his school district involving pornographic images of a 

minor being distributed at school.  Participant N1 explained:  

We go through the devices and if we see anything at all, we have the SRO (school re-

source officer), so we report it to her.  But now we are responsible for reporting it.  You 

can’t just give it to the principal to report, it’s our responsibility.  So we have kind of re-

trained our staff in that way.  That is the big ugly one we have dealt with a few times and 

we’ve had to get DCS involved and all of those forensics, give them our laptop.  Give 

them our password and all of that.  And we are not really trained to handle that type of 

stuff so I just try to say as soon as you see something like that – report it. 

Finally, Participant S4 told a story of an incident that occurred that forced his school district to 

involve the Indiana State Police.  He explained that a student launched an attack on the school 

district network, which then caused the network to crash.  After a long investigation, they found 

out that the student had done this intentionally, but as part of an assignment for a computer sci-

ence class that was being taught at the high school.  In the end, the student was allowed to finish 

the project (actually won an award for his work) and the network was restored.  The result was 

that the district then had to have conversations about how to address these situations moving for-

ward.   
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 In sum, the participants in this research study expressed concerns over several potential 

moral, ethical, and legal challenges.  However, in reality, the participants reported that their tech-

nology usage policies were rarely, if ever challenged by students and parents.  The participants in 

the study described the majority of these challenges as relatively minor incidents (with the ex-

ception of S4’s example) and suggested that clear, open lines of communication between parents, 

students, and school staff were the key to resolving these challenges.   

 

4.4: Cumulative Summary of Findings 

In this chapter, the findings from this research study were presented.  Key findings indi-

cate that acceptable use policies (AUPs) are the most common type of technology usage policies 

in rural, K-12, public schools in Indiana.  Most commonly, school districts created their technol-

ogy usage policies as a committee, with consultation from an attorney after the policies were cre-

ated.  Furthermore, participants in this study identified four essential conditions for supporting 

technology usage policies in their district: (1) alignment of technology vision, (2) positive school 

culture, (3) availability of teacher training, and (4) digital citizenship and leadership training for 

students.  While technology usage polices are present in all school districts in this study, technol-

ogy directors believe that their effectiveness can be limited by a myriad of factors, including 

school culture, attitudes of the technology directors, expectations that are set (or lack thereof), 

educational opportunities to teach the policies, and enforcement of the policies.  Another key 

finding from this research is the technology directors in this study expressed many more legal 

concerns or challenges than moral or ethical challenges.  In fact, the most often mentioned topics 

throughout the interviews and the technology usage policies were related to legal concerns.   
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These findings will be further analyzed in Chapter 5, along with a presentation of implications 

for further study and recommendations for technology directors.   

 

Chapter 5: Analysis And Conclusions 

5.1: Introduction 

The chapter that follows presents an analysis of the findings from this study in an attempt 

to provide recommendations for technology directors and leaders who are responsible for the 

creation, revision, evaluation, implementation, and enforcement of technology usage policies in 

rural, K-12, public, Indiana school districts with a 1:1 personalized technology initiative in place.  

This analysis will pull from applicable research presented in the literature review in Chapter Two 

to assist in explaining the findings presented in Chapter Four.  Second, recommendations for 

technology directors and school leaders that emerged from an analysis of the findings are dis-

cussed and takeaway resources to support school district leaders are provided.  Next, the chapter 

presents opportunities for future research that can be conducted to build upon the findings from 

the current research study.  Finally, this chapter will conclude with an explanation of the per-

sonal significance of these findings and recommendations for the researcher, as well as all educa-

tional professionals who work with schools as they implement and enforce technology usage pol-

icies.   

 

5.2: Analysis of Findings 

Based on its findings, this study found eight new areas of understanding that will add to 

the existing body of literature in meaningful ways.  Additionally, the analysis of these findings 

provides a much-needed update to the existing body of literature and provide further support to 
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theories that have already been identified.  In each of the following sections, these eight key find-

ings are organized according to which research question they address and are discussed in further 

detail below.   

Research question #1.  The first research question that this study sought to answer was 

“How did technology directors choose their type of technology usage policy and what was their 

purpose for selecting that type of policy?”  Through conducting semi-structured interviews with 

the participants in this study and by doing a content analysis of each of their technology usage 

policy, four key findings emerged: (1) Acceptable Use Policies (AUPs) are the most common 

type of technology usage policy, (2) Most technology directors did not know the difference be-

tween the three main types of technology usage policies, (3) Most technology directors did not 

play an active role in the selection or creation of their technology usage policies, and (4) The pri-

mary purpose for implementing technology usage policies was to provide legal protection for the 

school district.  Taken together, all four of these key findings point to a significant disconnect be-

tween policy and practice due to lack of (a) proper planning, (b) alignment to the district’s mis-

sion, vision, and goals, (c) consistent enforcement of policies, and (d) access to training, re-

sources, and support to effectively create, revise, implement, and evaluate their technology usage 

policies. 

Finding #1: Acceptable Use Policies (AUPs) are the most common type of technology 

usage policy.  A content analysis of the technology usage policies of each participant in this 

study revealed that eight school districts had Acceptable Use Policies, three had Responsible Use 

Policies, and zero had Empowered Use Policies in place in their districts.  This finding is con-

sistent with the body of existing literature in that while there is a wealth of information and stud-

ies that mentioned acceptable use policies, the researcher found that there were zero articles that 
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specifically used the term “responsible use policy” and there were zero studies that focused on 

empowered use policies.  It follows then that acceptable use policies are the most common type 

of technology usage policies implemented in schools because they are the most well-known and 

well-researched.   

The current study did find that there is more attention and focus on Responsible Use Poli-

cies than is represented in the current body of literature.  In fact, while the majority of partici-

pants in this study indicated that they had an Acceptable Use Policy in place, twenty-seven per-

cent of participants did have a Responsible Use Policy in their school districts.  This is a new 

finding because no other study in the body of literature has examined school districts with Re-

sponsible Use Policies.  Perhaps schools would be more likely to implement the more advanced 

kinds of technology usage policies advocated for by McLeod (2014) if they had access to more 

research studies and information about schools who had successfully implemented Responsible 

Use Policies and Empowered Use Policies, on which this student can inform.  Although Respon-

sible Use Policies and Empowered Use Policies are not widely discussed in the existing body of 

literature, these kinds of policies are being actively discussed by practitioners in the field of edu-

cation.  As innovative technology leaders continue to adapt, modify, and transform their technol-

ogy usage policies to meet their schools’ needs, it is likely that these kinds of advanced technol-

ogy usage policies will become more common as their 1:1 technology initiative continues to 

grow and evolve (and as RUPs and EUPs are implemented in more school districts).    

Finding #2: Most technology directors did not know the difference between the three 

main types of technology usage policies.  Ironically, there appears to be a lack of knowledge 

around technology usage policies in general among technology directors, who are the individuals 

who are generally responsible for creating and implementing such policies.  During the semi-
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structured interviews with the technology directors, nine out of eleven participants admitted that 

they did not know the difference between the three main types of technology usage policies that 

the researcher was asking them about.  All nine of these participants asked the researcher to actu-

ally define and explain the differences between acceptable use policies, responsible use policies, 

and empowered use policies.   In response, the researcher used the definitions presented in Chap-

ter One to explain these differences.  From reviewing those definitions, it is evident that schools 

who implement responsible use policies or empowered use policies have moved beyond a legal-

istic purpose for their technology usage policy to embrace a culture centered around teaching and 

learning responsible ways to use technology.  This finding is consistent with Finding #4 about 

the purpose that these technology usage policies serve for their school districts.    

Furthermore, ten out of the eleven technology directors in this study shared that they had 

never even heard of the concept of an empowered use policy, and therefore had never considered 

implementing one in their district.  As described in the section above related to acceptable use 

policies being the most common type of technology usage policy in these schools, the existing 

body of literature helps explain this finding due the sheer lack of information and scholarly re-

search studies conducted on the topic of responsible use policies and empowered use policies.  It 

is not surprising then that school districts are not implementing these kinds of policies in their 

school districts if these technology usage policies are not being presented as best practice (or 

even common practice) in the existing body of literature.   

Finding #3: Most technology directors did not play an active role in the selection or 

creation of their technology usage policies.  Throughout their interviews, only two participants 

claimed to have played an active role in shaping their technology usage policies.  These two par-

ticipants explained that they actually created the technology usage policies themselves, without 
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input from any other stakeholders.  Five participants in the study said that a committee of repre-

sentatives from their school district worked together to draft their technology usage policy.  Alt-

hough the technology directors themselves were a part of that committee, they described their 

role as being more passive in the creation of the policies.  These five participants shared how 

they often felt as though they were there to make sure the technical pieces were covered, but that 

the rest of the committee (teachers, administrators, etc.) were involved more in creating the ac-

tual policy.  Additionally, two participants said that an outside consultant or committee wrote 

their policies.  Two other participants mentioned that their district just modified other schools’ 

existing policies instead of creating their own.  One participant explained that the administrators 

in his district actually wrote the policy and he is tasked with simply enforcing their policies.  In-

terestingly, none of the eleven participants in this study expressed a deep sense of pride and own-

ership with regards to their policies.  In fact, during the course of every single interview, the par-

ticipant at some point mentioned that they didn’t really have a good knowledge of the policy it-

self, admitting that they would actually have to read or re-read the policy themselves to know 

what it said about given issues.   

One plausible explanation for this finding is that technology directors in rural schools 

may play a less active role in the development of their technology usage policies due to the sim-

ple fact that they are overwhelmed with other challenges.  Participant C2 described this idea this 

way: “Instruction sometimes get lost in some of the other things that we have to do.  My role, be-

cause I am technology, is to handle everything – from phones, to servers, to fix and repair.  You 

know, in a rural school, you just kind of do it all.”  Similarly, Participant N1 also expressed feel-

ings of being overwhelmed with too many tasks when describing discipline issues related to 

technology: “We used to handle each case, but wow!  They just kept coming in.  Now, we put 
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this back on the principals, which has been a big help.”  Participant S1 summed up this challenge 

by explaining that “resources are always an issue in the IT department for rural schools.  So, in 

developing policies, it would be nice to see more resources and support out there to help small, 

rural schools, like ours.”  Certainly, it can be argued that the unique challenges that rural schools 

face are an important factor to consider when analyzing the role that technology directors play in 

developing their technology usage policies. 

This finding adds to the current body of literature by describing the exact role that tech-

nology directors most often play in the development of their school district’s technology usage 

policy.  Although this is a new finding, the current body of literature can be used to help explain 

this finding as well.  For example, both Lawson and Comber (2000) and Howard (2013) dis-

cussed at length in their work about how technology usage policies are extremely difficult to 

write because these policies have to be designed in such a way that takes into account competing 

values in order to create a balance between implementing restrictions to keep students safe and 

granting access to technology that actually enhances teaching and learning.  Lawson and Comber 

(2000) also found that creating such policies requires complex and time-consuming decision-

making skills.  Additionally, Barter (2013) pointed out that rural school have limited resources 

across the board and Blackboard (2013) found that smaller school districts naturally have less 

human capacity to implement initiatives, both of which might explain why technology directors 

in rural school districts in particular might struggle with playing an active role in the develop-

ment of their technology usage policies.   

Finding #4: The primary purpose for implementing technology usage policies is to pro-

vide legal protection for the school district.  Unanimously, all eleven participants in this study 
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identified legal protection and/or compliance as the primary purpose for having a technology us-

age policy in place.  This was also supported by the sheer number of legal concerns that technol-

ogy directors expressed in their interviews, along with their confidence that the technology usage 

policies that they had in their district would protect them from litigation.  During the course of 

their interviews with the researcher, some of the participants also mentioned secondary purposes 

of their policies.  More specifically, one participant’s policy sought to keep kids safe while using 

technology.  Two other participants shared that their policies were also designed to provide rules 

for how to use technology exclusively for educational purposes.  Finally, two other participants 

said their technology usage policies existed to support their school district as they provided edu-

cational opportunities and resources to students.   

 This finding is consistent with some of the earlier literature.  For example, Rafael (2014) 

explained that technology usage policies served more as legal documents than educational docu-

ments.  Rafael (2014) also argued that technology usage policies were not necessarily designed 

with the goal of having students understand them completely; rather, they existed with the goal 

of achieving compliance.   Likewise, Gable (1998) described technology usage policies as acting 

as mere “disclaimers of liability instead of teaching tools.”  Not surprisingly, Gable (1998) found 

that such technology usage policies were ineffective at changing student behavior and teaching 

students how to use technology responsibly. 

 While this finding is supported by a few studies, it is largely inconsistent with the major-

ity of scholars’ findings related to the most common purposes of technology usage policies in 

schools.  Although scholars presented numerous plausible purposes of technology usage policies 

in schools, very few of the participants mentioned these as high-focus areas for their policies.  

For instance, Murphy (2012) claimed that safety is a primary concern for educational leaders and 
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that technology usage policies exist to keep kids safe.  As noted earlier, only one participant in 

the current study mentioned this when describing the purpose of their technology usage policy.  

Likewise, Commonsense Media (2014) suggested that many schools have technology usage poli-

cies in place as a way of being compliant with CIPA in order to receive e-rate funding.  Again, 

only one participant in this study discussed this as a primary purpose of their policy.  Other 

scholars cited purposes of technology usage policies that were more focused on what students 

were doing and learning with the technology.  For example, Gable (1998) asserted that technol-

ogy usage policies were implemented to hold students accountable for the proper use of their 

technology.  Similarly, Flowers and Rakes (2000) said these policies were to allow school lead-

ers to establish a framework for creating positive school culture to support teaching and learning 

with technology.  Only two participants in this study described such a focus on rules for how to 

use technology for educational purposes.  Additionally, McLeod (2014) shared that schools 

should be using their technology usage policies in such a way that equips their students with the 

technology skills that they need to be successful.  While two participants mentioned this second-

ary purpose in their interviews, a content analysis of their policies did not reflect this sentiment 

or purpose in actual practice.  Finally, Futoran, Schofield, and Eurich-Fulcer (1995) claimed that 

technology usage policies were primarily used to increase communication with parents about 

technology usage.  None of the participants in this study identified communication as a primary 

purpose of their technology usage policies.   

 In sum, the body of existing literature identified several possible purposes for implement-

ing technology usage policies in school districts.  Some of these purposes were mentioned by 

technology directors as secondary or tertiary purposes for their policies for their policies; how-
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ever, the current study found that the primary purpose identified by technology directors was ac-

tually to provide legal protection for the school district.  This finding could be explained in con-

junction with Finding #3 because it is possible that the technology directors in this study were 

not fully aware of the intended primary purpose of the technology usage policies because they 

were not actively involved in creating them.  Perhaps other stakeholders who were more directly 

involved in developing these policies would have responded differently, thereby potentially iden-

tifying some of the most common purposes of technology usage policies from the literature.   

Research question #2.  The second research question that this research study sought to 

answer was: “What are some of the essential conditions to support technology usage policies in 

schools and what are some of the constraints of those policies?”  Through conducting semi-struc-

tured interviews with the participants in this study and by doing a content analysis of each of 

their technology usage policy, one key finding emerged: Technology usage policies are limited 

in effectiveness when they are not properly and consistently enforced.  Through a description of 

the essential conditions and constraints of policies, Finding #5 further outlines the apparent dis-

connect between policy and practice in schools by suggesting that the policy enough is simply 

not enough to change student behavior; rather, school leaders must take care to align their prac-

tice and their technology usage policies if they want them to be meaningful and effective.   

Finding #5: Technology usage policies are limited in effectiveness when the four es-

sential conditions to support policy are not present in school districts and/or when school dis-

tricts have not implemented a solid plan to mitigate the constraints of their policies.  With re-

gards to the essential conditions to support policies, over half of the participants in this study 

identified each of these essential conditions as being important to the success of the implementa-

tion and enforcement of their technology usage policies.  More specifically, eight out of eleven 
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participants shared that a policy that aligned to their overall district vision was imperative and six 

of the eleven discussed the role of a positive school culture.  Likewise, eight of the eleven partic-

ipants insisted that teacher training was of critical importance, while seven participants stated 

that they believed that students needed digital citizenship training in order for their policies to be 

effective.  While participants chose to focus on different elements of these essential conditions, 

all eleven of the participants clearly agreed with the notion that these elements were necessary in 

order to increase the effectiveness of their technology usage policies within their districts.   

This is supported by several key studies in the body of literature.  In Chapter Two, the re-

searcher identified these four essential conditions for supporting technology usage policies that 

were present in the literature: (1) Alignment of Technology Vision (Kong et al., 2014; Paska, 

2012); (2) Positive School Culture (Paska, 2012); (3) Availability of Teacher Training (Chap-

man, Loveless, & Roberts, 2000; Hudson, 2004); and (4) Digital Citizenship and Leadership 

Training for Students (Howard, 2013; Paska, 2012).  As noted above, all four of these essential 

conditions were explicitly mentioned by several participants in this study.  Therefore, this find-

ing is consistent with the existing body of literature related to the essential conditions necessary 

to support policies.   

With regards to the major constraints of technology usage policies, all eleven participants 

readily identified several major constraints of technology usage policies that were also presented 

in the existing body of literature.  The most commonly cited constraint was that of the constantly 

changing nature of technology.  In fact, all eleven participants mentioned this as a major chal-

lenge in developing a technology usage policy that would stand the test of time.  While Burdette, 

Greer, and Woods (2013) discussed this ever-changing nature of technology, Howard (2013) and 
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Newman (2012) suggested that schools could combat this constraint by creating technology us-

age policies with flexible guidelines instead of rigid, overly-specific rules.   

The second most commonly cited constraint of technology usage policies in this study 

was the idea that technology usage policies are difficult to write because it is hard to balance 

competing values, with nine out of eleven participants discussing this issue.  Howard (2013) dis-

cussed this at length, arguing that schools face a tremendous amount of pressure to design high-

quality learning experiences while also managing student behavior with technology.  For the par-

ticipants in this study that mentioned this constraint, it was clear that they were constantly torn 

between being too strict or too permissive, citing a feeling of being caught somewhere in be-

tween the two extremes.   

Another prominent constraint that was identified by the technology directors in this study 

was that policy alone is not enough to change the behavior of students (eight said their policy 

made a difference in student behavior, two said their policies have more of an impact when com-

bined with other programs, and three said their policies have no real impact on student behavior).  

This is supported in the existing body of literature because there is a clear consensus among ex-

perts in this area of study that technology usage policies are limited in terms of effectiveness and 

as such, face several constraints.  For example, Flowers and Rakes (2000) boldly state that such 

policies are useless without strict enforcement and education for users.  They also assert that in 

order for students to follow these policies, the language within the policies must be clear and ap-

propriate; without these elements, technology usage policies are hard to read, understand, and en-

force.  Commonsense Media (2014) echoes this assertion by saying that policies are “limited by 

how they are practically enforced.”  Howley, Wood, and Hough (2011) argue that the biggest 
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problem with implementing such initiatives is a lack of professional development and funding, 

particularly in rural areas.   

Yet another constraint that was brought up by participants in this study was the idea that 

technology usage policies are often developed by a committee of representatives and lack legal 

authority.  In this study, five participants said that their technology usage policies were devel-

oped by a committee and six explained that their school districts consulted with an attorney in 

some way before implementing their policies.  This is slightly different from the findings identi-

fied in the current body of literature, in which Crane (2004) suggests that most schools utilized a 

committee to develop their technology usage policies.  In the current study, less than half used 

this method.  Furthermore, the current study brought to light the practice of hiring a consultant or 

outside company to develop technology usage policies, which was not previously discussed in 

the literature.  However, Crane’s (2004) claim that technology usage policies are often not based 

on research and best practices held true in the current study as well with only two participants 

doing research on best practices from other school districts before developing and implementing 

their own technology usage policies.  

Finally, seven of the eleven participants in this study mentioned the role of a negative 

tone or “blocking” approach, while eight of eleven felt as those ensuring student safety online 

posed a difficult challenge to districts as they developed and enforced their technology usage 

policies.  Both of these constraints of technology usage policies were regularly cited throughout 

the literature.  While Paska (2012) urged schools to resist the temptation to resort to blocking and 

embrace opportunities for students to learn from mistakes, Rafael (2014) suggested that schools 

could address both of these constraints by involving parents and the larger community in an ef-

fort to teach responsible use and keep students safe while online.   
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Overall, technology directors in this study shared their belief that the effectiveness of 

technology usage policies can be limited by a myriad of factors, including school culture, atti-

tudes of technology directors, expectations that are set (or lack thereof), educational opportuni-

ties to teach policies, and enforcement of the policies (essential conditions and constraints).  Ad-

ditionally, these technology directors repeatedly acknowledged a need for digital citizenship edu-

cation for students, professional development for teachers, and clear expectations for behavior 

while using technology from teachers and administrators. 

Research question #3.  The third research question that this study sought to answer was: 

“What are the perceptions that technology directors have about the ethical and legal implications 

of their technology usage policies within the context of implementing a personalized 1:1 technol-

ogy initiative in their district?”  Through conducting semi-structured interviews with the partici-

pants in this study and by doing a content analysis of each of their technology usage policy, three 

key findings emerged: (1) There appears to be a general lack of concern among technology di-

rectors related to equal access to technology, (2) Technology directors have little legal 

knowledge and training on best practices for addressing legal issues with technology in schools, 

and (3) Few challenges have been made to technology usage policies.  As with the findings from 

the first two research questions, the findings that follow further illustrate the disconnect between 

policy and practice in the school districts in this study.  More specifically, the following findings 

revealed that while technology directors were aware of some of the potential ethical, moral, and 

legal issues related to creating their technology usage policies, they expressed an even greater 

concern about how to best handle these issues once they arise within their districts.  This would 

suggest that technology directors and other school leaders are in need of increased opportunities 
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for professional development around legal issues and best practices for addressing and respond-

ing to these issues in their schools.  Without this increased training and support, school districts’ 

technology policies will remain limited in their effectiveness because they lack a connection and 

alignment between solid policy creation and implementation.   

Finding #6: There appears to be a general lack of concern among technology directors 

related to equal access to technology. As discussed in greater detail in Chapter Four, only five of 

the eleven participants shared that equal access was a significant ethical, moral, or legal concern 

for them and their school districts with regards to their technology usage policies.  Six of the 

eleven participants never even mentioned the idea of equal access at all, let alone sharing any 

concerns related to equal access.  Despite a lack of concern from the majority of technology di-

rectors in this study around the topic of equal access and technology, scholars such as Farmer 

(2002) have emphasized the importance of this issue by claiming that the Equal Protection 

Clause should also be applied to whether or not all students have equal access to the Internet and 

technology while at school.   

While only one participant mentioned a concern about how their technology usage poli-

cies supported special education, only one participant mentioned the ADA, and only one partici-

pant mentioned supporting the needs of students at different ability levels. Burdette, Greer, and 

Woods (2013) suggest that equal access issues centered around the quality of special education 

instruction with technology is a significant issue that must be addressed.  They found that in 

online learning environments, the quality of special education is lower than in a traditional edu-

cational classroom, IEPs often are not followed properly, and schools are not accurately defining 

LRE, further emphasizing the need to address issues of equal access with regards to special edu-

cation students (Burdette, Greer, & Woods, 2013).  Another significant issue that was discussed 
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in the existing body of literature was the concern over equal access to technology based on socio-

economic status.  While Bathon (2011) cited the National Education Policy’s Center’s belief that 

students should not be limited by their socioeconomic status in terms of accessing technology at 

school, only one participant in the current study even mentioned the concept of socioeconomic 

disparity and the resulting impact on equal access to technology resources for learning.  

A final element of this finding was related to the practice of taking away student devices 

as a disciplinary measure.  In the current research study, three participants said that they regu-

larly took away student devices, two participants said that they never took away student devices, 

and six participants said that they did not have a set policy for taking away or not taking away 

student devices for disciplinary reasons, but instead, they handle these situations on a case-by-

case basis depending on the student and the offense committed.  In the literature, Futoran, 

Schofield, and Eurich-Fulcer (1995) noted that when students lose their privileges to use technol-

ogy, educators and school leaders must consider the consequences of revoking access.  In other 

words, they claimed that by removing access to technology, schools were also inadvertently tak-

ing away their access to the same quality and level of instructional resources and educational ac-

cess (Futoran, Schofield, and Eurich-Fulcer, 1995).  To further emphasize the consequences of 

taking away students’ access to technology, Futoran, Schofield, and Eurich-Fulcer (1995) chal-

lenged educators to consider whether or not an educational substitute for technology-infused les-

son and learning experiences truly exists, thereby urging them to reconsider (A) in what ways 

they were using technology and (B) how they could handle disciplinary issues without revoking 

access to technology.   

Finding #7: Technology directors have little legal knowledge and training on best 

practices for addressing legal issues with technology in schools.  Throughout the interviews, it 
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became clear that although technology directors had concerns about legal issues related to tech-

nology usage policies (e.g. filtering, obscene material, data privacy), they had little actual 

knowledge about how to best address or respond to legal issues that could arise within their 

school districts related to their technology usage policies.  Although there seemed to be a lack of 

basic legal literacy, all eleven technology directors were confident that their technology usage 

policies were legally sound.  This was based largely on the belief that because students and par-

ents had to sign their policies, they were voluntarily agreeing to the terms and conditions listed 

within the policies in exchange for access to the Internet and/or technology devices.  Thus, de-

spite a lack of knowledge about how to respond, they felt that these policies would protect the 

district. 

Additionally, this research study revealed that school districts are implementing technol-

ogy usage policies as a means of preventative law to keep schools out of legal trouble instead of 

as educational tools to equip students and teachers with the skills they need to use technology for 

teaching and learning.  This finding is a direct call to attorneys, consultants, and education law 

experts to design and offer professional development opportunities to support these school lead-

ers with best practices related to these issues to help schools avoid legal challenges to their poli-

cies and procedures.   

Finding #8: Few challenges have been made to technology usage policies.  As men-

tioned in the previous two findings, technology directors were able to identify moral, ethical, and 

legal concerns, but were unable to share more than a handful of actual examples of times when 

their technology usage policies were challenged.  One example that really illustrates this finding 

is that although all eleven participants discussed that bullying was a legal concern for them, the 
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participants in this study shared zero actual examples of bullying using technology or violations 

of their technology usage policies related to cyberbullying.   

Three participants shared stories of legal challenges, only one participant shared an ex-

ample of an ethical or moral challenge that was identified, and one participant said that the topic 

was too controversial in his district due to ongoing challenges for him to share any examples 

with the researcher.  Furthermore, the participants in this study described the majority of the 

challenges to their policies as being minor in nature, with the most common solution being to in-

crease and improve communication between parents, students, and school staff.  For example, 

Participant C3 described a challenge in which a parent was concerned about the district’s policies 

and being COPPA compliant.  After conducting more research herself, the technology director 

was able to appropriately respond to the parent’s concerns and make necessary changes to their 

policy and practices.   Flowers and Rakes (2000) found that few technology usage policies have 

actually been challenged, but this study revealed that twenty-seven percent of the directors did 

experience some type of challenge.  Although my sample was small, it yielded data that was use-

ful in providing insight into the nature of the types of challenges to technology usage policies 

that were most commonly experienced by districts in this study.  Furthermore, the researcher 

took great care to select a representative sample for this study, thereby increasing generalizabil-

ity.   

Geographic location.  In designing this study, I was intentional about selecting partici-

pants from across the State of Indiana in order to (a) provide a representation of rural schools 

from across the entire State of Indiana, and (b) potentially note differences in geographical or re-

gional perspectives that might exist related to the implementation of technology usage policies.  
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However, after analyzing the data, only one major difference emerged.  Interestingly, the major-

ity of technology usage policies from the participants in the Central region of Indiana were Re-

sponsible Use Policies (two out of three).  While Responsible Use Policies were more commonly 

found in participants from the Central region, Acceptable Use Policies were much more common 

in participating school districts from both the Northern (three of four) and Southern (four of four) 

Regions.  Therefore, the data does seem to indicate that geographic location did have an impact 

on the type of technology usage policy that was implemented in each participating school dis-

trict.  

Rural context.  This study specifically focused on participants who were from rural 

schools.  Although no direct conclusions can be made about the findings as being related exclu-

sively to rural schools because no equivalent studies exist with a focus on urban and suburban 

contexts, the study did highlight some of the major challenges that rural schools face that might 

influence their ability to create and implement useful technology usage policies.  As such, the ru-

ral context of the current study is significant.   

Participants in the study regularly expressed the idea that as small, rural schools, they felt 

as though their effectiveness was limited because they were under-resourced and under-staffed.  

For example, participants shared that they were unable to spend time working on creating, revis-

ing, and implementing their technology usage policies because they were overwhelmed with 

their various job roles, responsibilities, and tasks.  Issues with decreased enrollment, funding, 

and access to resources were also identified by participants as factors that further compound this 

challenge.  Therefore, it seems as though rural schools might struggle to implement technology 

usage policies effectively because they lack access to training, support, resources, and adequate 
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personnel to both ensure that the essential conditions are met and that the constraints of policies 

are mitigated.   

 

5.3: Recommendations for School Leaders 

These findings revealed three clear, practical applications for technology directors and 

other school leaders who are responsible for creating, revising, implementing, enforcing, and 

evaluating their district’s technology usage policies.  A discussion of each of these recommenda-

tions is outlined below, along with a practical takeaway resource to support technology directors 

and school leaders as they practically implement these recommendations in their school districts.   

Recommendation #1: Consider the purpose of their technology usage policy and 

learn about the three main types of technology usage policies (AUP, RUP, EUP) before se-

lecting one.  School leaders and technology directors should take care to make sure that the type 

of policy that they select matches their mission, vision, and goals of their school district.  If 

school districts are merely implementing the policy to be legally compliant, an AUP, RUP, or 

EUP will work and the type of policy selected makes little difference.  However, if a district 

truly wants to focus on using their technology usage policy to increase the quality of educational 

experiences and communication for all users, then an RUP or EUP would be a better choice.  

Furthermore, Osborne and Russo (2012) strongly urge school leaders to consider their students’ 

age and maturity level when selecting their policies so that they can write these policies in mean-

ingful ways that their students can practically understand and follow.  Figure 5.1 below is a 

checklist of questions that technology directors and school leaders should consider when deter-

mining the purpose of their technology usage policies and when creating, evaluating, and revis-

ing their technology usage policies.    
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Figure 5.1: Questions to consider when creating, evaluating, and revising your technology usage 
policy 

✓ Questions to consider when creating, evaluating, and revising your technology usage 
policy  

 
What is the purpose of your technology usage policy?  

 
Does this purpose align to the overall mission and vision of your school district? 

 
Has your policy been reviewed and updated within the last year? 

 
What are the strengths of your technology usage policy? 

 
What are the weaknesses of your technology usage policy? 

 
Is your policy effective in positively impacting student behavior? 

 
Does your district have a plan for implementing and enforcing your technology usage pol-
icy? 

 
Does your district have a plan to ensure that the four essential conditions to support policy 
are present in your district? 

 
What barriers (constraints) need to be overcome in order to increase the effectiveness of 
your policy? 

 
Does your district have a plan for how to mitigate these constraints? 

 
Does your district have a professional development plan in place to educate administrators, 
teachers, students, and parents about your technology usage policy? 

 
Has your technology usage policy been reviewed by a lawyer or legal consultant? 

 
Is your technology usage policy compliant with all federal laws, including CIPA and 
COPPA? 

 
Does your policy have provisions for meeting the specific needs of students with disabili-
ties? 

 
Does your technology usage policy ensure equal access to technology for all students? 

 

Recommendation #2: Develop a district plan to ensure that the four essential condi-

tions to support policy are present in your district and to mitigate the constraints of your 

policy.  Many of the technology directors in this study were not actively involved in developing 

their technology usage policies, but research indicates that they should be.  Designing purposeful 
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policies and ensuring that the essential conditions to support policies are in place does not just 

automatically happen in school districts - it takes a lot of intentional work and planning.  The 

technology usage policy itself is simply not enough to change behavior; therefore, school dis-

tricts need a detailed plan for the teaching of responsible behavior with technology and the con-

sistent enforcement of the policy among school leaders and teachers.  As such, school leaders 

and technology directors should consider assembling a guiding coalition comprised of stakehold-

ers from across the school district (parents, teachers, students, and administrators) to increase the 

efficiency of their technology usage policies by leveraging buy-in from all levels.  This guiding 

coalition should regularly work together to accomplish the following tasks: (1) Create a mission 

and vision for the district, (2) Align their technology usage policy to this mission and vision, (3) 

Focus on ways to create a positive school culture that supports teaching and learning with tech-

nology that makes all users feel supported; (4) Identify barriers to learning with technology and 

remove them whenever possible; (5) Develop a professional development plan to support teach-

ers as they use technology for teaching and learning; (6) Create and implement a comprehensive 

scope and sequence for digital citizenship for students across the school district; (7) Work to 

identify opportunities for students to gain experience to develop their skills as digital leaders and 

to keep them safe while using technology; (8) Regularly review and update the district’s technol-

ogy usage policy to combat the constraint that technology is ever-changing; and (9) Develop a 

comprehensive strategic plan to address remaining constraints of technology usage policies.  In 

sum, a guiding coalition and regular strategic planning could be used as a strategy to get technol-

ogy directors more actively involved in the process of designing purposeful technology usage 

policies, while also helping to ensure that the school district has the four essential conditions to 

support policies in place, while also having a plan to address the constraints of their policies as 
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well.  Figure 5.2 below serves as a worksheet that technology directors and school leaders can 

use to create an implementation plan with action items for ensuring that the essential conditions 

to support the policy are present within their school district while making sure that the con-

straints of policies outlined in this study are mitigated as well.  Ideally, this planning document 

would be a collaborative space for all members of the guiding coalition to contribute their ideas 

so that their technology usage policies are as effective as possible.   

Figure 5.2: Technology usage policies planning worksheet: Essential conditions and constraints 
of policies 

 

Essential Conditions to Support Policies 

Essential Condition Plan for Implementation and Action Items 

Alignment of Vision •  
•  
•  
•  
•  
•  

Positive School Culture •  
•  
•  
•  
•  
•  

Availability of Teacher Training •  
•  
•  
•  
•  
•  

Digital Citizenship Training for Students •  
•  
•  
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•  
•  
•  

 

Constraints of Policies 

Constraint of Policies Plan for Implementation and Action 
Items 

Developed by a committee with little legal authority •  
•  
•  
•  
•  
•  

Technology is constantly changing •  
•  
•  
•  
•  

Policy alone is not enough to change student behav-
ior 

•  
•  
•  
•  
•  

Negative tone and/or blocking mentality •  
•  
•  
•  
•  

Ensuring student safety online is difficult •  
•  
•  
•  
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•  

Hard to write to balance competing values •  
•  
•  
•  
•  

 
 

Recommendation #3:  Consult with an attorney and seek out professional develop-

ment opportunities related to potential legal issues that technology directors face.  This 

study clearly revealed that technology directors’ biggest concerns related to technology usage 

policies were related to legal issues.  While all of the technology directors in this study felt confi-

dent that their technology usage policies would hold up in court, these participants seemed to 

have very little actual knowledge about the law related to using technology for teaching and 

learning.  As such, it is recommended that school leaders and technology directors always con-

sult their school attorney for specific guidance and to make sure that their existing policies are 

compliant with all local, state, and federal laws.  Additionally, school leaders and technology di-

rectors should consider conducting their own research on issues that arise within their district and 

be as informed as they can be by staying current with legal issues that other schools around the 

country are facing.  Leaders should also develop policies and procedures to strengthen their cur-

rent technology usage policies with a specific focus on ensuring that students with disabilities are 

being provided the appropriate modifications, accommodations, and related services in class-

rooms with access to technology (Burdette, Greer, & Woods, 2013).  More specifically, technol-

ogy directors and school leaders should seek legal advice on how to practically make sure that 
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the needs of students with disabilities are being met, aside from the inclusion of a simple state-

ment in their technology usage policy.  For example, school leaders should be concerned with 

how Individualized Educational Plans (IEPs) are being followed, how Least Restrictive Environ-

ment is defined, and how the quality of teaching is enhanced in an online learning environment 

for students with disabilities.  They should continue to monitor access issues for all students.  

Figure 5.3 provides answers to several of the most common moral, ethical, and legal issues with 

regards to technology usage policies that were discussed throughout this study.  This FAQ docu-

ment is intended to provide guidance and to help support technology directors, school leaders, 

teachers, and parents as they work together to develop solutions to these issues.   

Figure 5.3: FAQs: Moral, ethical, and legal issues with technology usage policies 
 

Questions Answers 

Who should be respon-
sible for protecting 
students from inappro-
priate content? 

In order to best protect students from inappropriate content, schools 
and parents should work together to protect students in and out of 
school from inappropriate content. 

What can schools do 
to protect students 
from inappropriate 
content? 

In order to receive e-rate funding, schools must have an Internet 
Safety Policy in place (ex. Technology Usage Policy) and must take 
appropriate measures to protect students from harmful content by us-
ing filtering tools.    

What can parents do to 
protect students from 
inappropriate content? 

Parents can have a big impact by partnering with their child’s 
school.  Additionally, parents can help by monitoring their child 
when using a device and/or accessing the internet at home.  Having 
regular conversations with children and setting clear expectations for 
use are also important ways that parents can help.   

Who should be respon-
sible for teaching stu-
dents proper use of 
technology? 

In order to ensure that students learn how to properly use technology, 
schools and parents should work together to educate students and set 
clear and consistent expectations for technology use both at school 
and at home.   

What can schools do 
to teach students 
proper use of technol-
ogy? 

Schools can help teach students about proper use of technology by 
intentionally integrating digital citizenship education into the school 
curriculum for all students.  In addition to explicitly teaching students 
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about proper use of technology, schools can increase their effective-
ness by holding parent nights about their technology usage policy, 
regularly communicating with parents and providing them with re-
sources to have conversations with their students about proper use, 
and consistently enforcing rules and expectations outlined in the 
technology usage policy itself.  

What can parents do to 
teach students proper 
use of technology? 

Parents can help teach their child about proper use of technology by 
setting, modeling, and discussing expectations for proper use of tech-
nology.  Furthermore, parents are encouraged to communicate regu-
larly with their child’s school and report improper use of technology 
to school officials immediately. 

What can schools do 
to ensure that all stu-
dents have equal ac-
cess to technology re-
sources? 

Schools should consult with an attorney to ensure that their technol-
ogy usage policy is compliant with federal laws that impact students 
with disabilities such as ADA and IDEA.  Schools should also con-
sult with a legal professional to obtain legal training and education 
for staff about how to practically address equal access issues that 
arise, with particular attention to their practice related to taking away 
devices as punishment for inappropriate behavior.   

What is CIPA? CIPA is a Federal law that was enacted by Congress to address con-
cerns about the potential for children to access inappropriate content 
via the Internet.  CIPA requires that schools create Internet Safety 
Policies and have filtering solutions in place to protect students from 
harmful content. 

What does this mean 
for schools? 

In order to receive e-rate funding, schools must be compliant with 
CIPA.   

What is COPPA? COPPA is a Federal law that was designed to protect the privacy 
rights of students under the age of thirteen. 

What does this mean 
for schools? 

Schools should verify that third-party vendors that they use for edu-
cational purposes are COPPA compliant.  Schools should also inform 
parents of their rights related to student information and should ob-
tain “verifiable consent” from parents before sharing personal infor-
mation about students under the age of thirteen. 

 

5.4: Implications for Further Study 

The research in this dissertation focused on technology directors’ perceptions about tech-

nology usage policies, essential conditions to support policies, constraints of policies, and their 
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potential moral, ethical, and legal implications.  This is a growing area of research with many op-

portunities for further study.  For all of its findings, this research study only scratched the surface 

of addressing and studying this topic.  Much is left to be learned about technology usage policies.  

Based on this study’s findings, the following five opportunities for future research exist: 

Opportunity #1: Technology usage policies and student with disabilities.  Throughout 

this study, it was evident that technology directors had given very little thought to how their 

technology usage policies might impact students with disabilities.  Likewise, these leaders 

seemed to have very little practical and legal knowledge about how their policies should be de-

signed to protect and meet the unique needs of students with disabilities. 

Opportunity #2: Other stakeholders’ perspectives of technology usage policies. This 

study focused on technology directors’ perspectives of technology usage policies.  However, 

there is still much to be learned from the viewpoint of other key stakeholders who are affected by 

technology usage policies such as teachers, administrators, school board members, students, and 

parents.  The existing body of literature is currently lacking research related to each of these 

groups’ viewpoints and insights regarding technology usage policies. 

Opportunity #3: Technology usage policies within the context of urban schools. This 

study chose to focus on issues related to technology usage policies within the context of rural 

school districts.  It would be interesting for this study to be replicated within the context of urban 

schools and then to study a comparison between the findings of both studies to identify differ-

ences and similarities that might exist. 

Opportunity #4: Research specifically on Responsible Use Policies and Empowered 

Use Policies. Although there are studies that are focused exclusively on Acceptable Use Policies, 

there is currently no peer-reviewed, scholarly research dedicated to a study of either Responsible 
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Use Policies or Empowered Use Policies.  Such an in-depth analysis of these types of policies 

would greatly help technology directors and other school leaders as they make decisions about 

the kind of technology usage policy that they want to implement in their school districts.   

Opportunity #5: Legal training and professional development in rural schools.  

Throughout their interviews, several technology directors mentioned the unique challenges that 

they face related to a lack of time, human capacity, and resources.  Although they did not specifi-

cally mention having fewer opportunities for legal training and professional development than 

urban schools, this is a topic worth exploring in more detail in future research to see whether or 

not such a discrepancy exists between the urban and rural schools. 

 
5.5: Significance and Conclusion 

As noted in this study’s introduction, personalized 1:1 technology initiatives are growing 

in popularity within the State of Indiana.  As our systems of education continue to focus more on 

tying funding with academic performance, there is more pressure than ever on schools to prove 

the effectiveness of any initiatives that the implement.  This research study was designed specifi-

cally around one element that is common in all 1:1 personalized technology initiatives: technol-

ogy usage policies.  As explained throughout this study, technology usage policies such as Ac-

ceptable Use Policies (AUPs), Responsible Use Policies (RUPs), and Empowered Use Policies 

(EUPs) play a critical role in organizing these 1:1 technology initiatives in school districts.  Fur-

thermore, the researcher chose to focus on rural school districts in this dissertation in order to 

add to the existing body of literature about technology in rural schools and to shed light on the 

unique challenges that these school districts face, as illustrated through an examination of their 

technology usage policies. 
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In addition to being timely and relevant for technology directors and other school leaders 

across the State of Indiana, this research study is also personally significant to me due to my role 

as an expert in the field of education who consults with schools on a daily basis related to best 

practices for teaching and learning with technology.  Through my work as the Director of Inno-

vative Learning for Five-Star Technology Solutions, the schools that I work with will benefit 

greatly from the findings of this research study as we work together to create, revise, implement, 

enforce, and evaluate their technology usage policies in their school districts and look for ways 

to ensure that the four essential conditions for supporting technology usage policies are in place, 

while also developing strategies for mitigating the constraints of their chosen technology usage 

policies.  Furthermore, this study has significance for other professionals who consult with 

schools related to technology integration and technology usage policies in a role similar to mine.  

As mentioned in Chapter One, this study will be especially useful as I support my clients who are 

located in rural areas by helping me better understand the unique challenges that they face in im-

plementing changes, initiatives, and policies like those described throughout this dissertation.  It 

is my hope that they too can follow and implement the recommendations listed previously within 

this chapter.   

The findings from this research study and the recommendations for technology directors  

and school leaders presented in this dissertation are intended to be helpful in supporting technol-

ogy directors as they implement, revise, enforce, and evaluate their technology usage policies 

within their district.  This study took the first step toward that end, but it is only a start.  If we 

want to change student behavior and teach students how to not just be good digital citizens, but 
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digital leaders, we need to better understand the constraints and limitations of the technology us-

age policies that we implement and recognize the vital role that digital citizenship education and 

consistent enforcement play in helping us practically achieve this goal.   
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