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Abstract:  With the recent adoption of the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) across many 

states, there is an increased attention to and demand for greater use of technologies in formal 

learning environments. However, previous research shows that teachers may not yet be successful 

in adapting their pedagogy to effectively use technology tools for instruction. With a purposeful 

sample of teachers from the Southwest, this mixed methods study examines high school teachers’ 

perceptions and decision making related to technology integration in the CCSS instruction. Results 

indicate that teachers value technology and feel confident to meet the CCSS instructional goals 

using technology. While technology use is indicated primarily for presenting information, there are 

instances of meaningful technology instruction. There is a need to impart professional development 

focusing on technology integration to support CCSS instruction and to improve school culture in 

support of educational technology. 

 

 

Introduction 
 

Digital technologies have become an important element of formal learning environments. Many studies 

have shown that both teachers and students see value in technology enhanced education (Becker 2000; Dalal, 2014; 

Mayer, 2003). A recent meta-analysis suggested that classrooms using digital technologies led to significantly 

greater student achievement over classrooms that did not (Tamim, et al., 2011). The advocacy on integrating digital 

technologies in education is also visible in government initiatives (U.S. DOE, 2010). 

In 2009, the National Governors Association launched a new initiative, the Common Core State Standards 

(CCSS) with the intention of providing a consistent benchmark of formal learning across the nation (NGA & 

CCSSO, 2010). While the CCSS have been adopted in majority of the states, the implementation has been 

controversial with various groups raising objections to the content, tying in the adoption with federal incentives, or 

the high stakes standardized tests (Mathis, 2010). The CCSS primarily focus on English language arts (ELA) and 

mathematics with literacy guidelines for history/social studies, science, and technical subjects. Within the subject 

standards, there are strong expectations of digital literacy and technological competence (McShane, 2014). While 

some standards clearly refer to technology proficiency including requirements that students be able to create non-

print texts in new media, handle online research and use mathematical software and tools to solve problems 

(Common Core State Standards Initiative, 2015), many schools find technology as a helpful aid to teach standards 

that do not necessarily require it (Yim, Warschauer, Zheng, & Lawrence, 2014).  

Thus, with the adoption of the CCSS across classrooms in the U.S., there is a renewed effort to increase 

accessibility to technology and promote integration of technologies in instruction (Hutchison & Woodward, 2014). 

Greenhill (2010) warns that the emphasis on technology use in the CCSS is a potential problem for teachers. 

Previous research and reports from government agencies on technology use in classrooms suggest that teachers may 

not yet be successful in adapting their pedagogy to effectively use the technology tools for instruction (Cuban, 

Kirkpatrick & Peck, 2001; ISTE 2008). A recent survey by the National Center for Educational Statistics (Gray, 

Thomas, & Lewis, 2010) found fewer than half of the 3,159 teachers surveyed using technology during instruction.  

A wealth of literature has focused on the technology-related perceptions of teachers (Abbitt, 2011; Wang, 

Ertmer, & Newby, 2004) and practicing teachers’ decisions to use technology in the classroom (Hutchison & 

Reinking, 2011). However, very few studies have examined the level of technology integration in curriculum and 

classrooms after the adoption of the CCSS (Luther, 2015; Pandya & Auckerman, 2014). For example, a study of 

Web 2.0 technology usage with the adoption of the CCSS in the state of Maryland identified the need for 

technology-related professional development for teachers (Luther, 2015). The study criticized school districts’ 

policies, specifically the blocking of video streaming sites, social networks, and some wikis or blogs, which acted as 

a gatekeeper against the use of instructional technologies recommended under the CCSS. Pandya and Auckerman 



(2014) criticized the teacher-preparation efforts after the CCSS adoption as being focused merely on the standards, 

leaving out the integration of technology stating, “The broad, yet undefined, emphasis on technology in the CCSS 

poses particular challenge for teachers charged with the Standards’ implementation” (p. 429). 

Since 2010, schools across the nation have begun implementing the CCSS. Meanwhile, there has been a 

renewed commitment to support expansion and use of technology in K-12 classrooms (U.S. DOE, 2010). With the 

higher demands of technology integration in the CSSS instruction, this is an opportune time to examine teachers’ 

technology-related perceptions and decision-making approaches to advance our understanding of a) the extent to 

which technology is being integrated into classroom instruction in the CCSS era and b) the factors that should be 

considered toward consistently increasing technology integration with the expanding definition of 21st century 

learning after the adoption of the CCSS. 

Drawing from Ertmer and Ottenbreit-Leftwich (2010), the current study examines four teacher variables: 

technological knowledge, self-efficacy, pedagogical beliefs and school culture with respect to the use of 

technologies in the CCSS instruction.  Each of these factors is described in the following section. 

Teacher knowledge. Knowing how to use technology hardware and software alone does not guarantee 

effective integration of technology in classroom teaching. According to Koehler, Mishra, and Yahya (2007) 

meaningful technology integration requires interaction among content, pedagogy and technology and systematic 

understanding of how these domains work together. Teachers should develop a mindset that is flexible, adaptive, 

and aware of affordances and constraints of technology.   

Self –efficacy. One possible reason why there is a gap between the technological knowledge teachers have 

and what they actually implement is the lack of confidence. Bandura (1989) defines self-efficacy as what we believe 

ourselves capable of doing. There is substantial evidence to suggest that teachers' beliefs in their capacity to work 

effectively with technology may be a significant factor in determining patterns of classroom technology use (Abbitt, 

2011; Wang, Ertmer, & Newby, 2004).  

Pedagogical beliefs. Ertmer (2005) notes that teachers have belief systems about teaching and learning that 

are formed by their own personal experiences and influence a teacher’s classroom to a great extent. For effective 

integration of technology in classroom, it is crucial that teachers value technology as an instructional tool. Research 

indicates teachers who have more constructivist philosophies of learning are more likely to use technology resources 

in instruction (Becker, 2000; Ertmer, 2005).  

School culture. Having the confidence, gaining technological pedagogical content knowledge, and seeing 

value of technology in instruction is not sufficient to entrust teachers to integrate technology in their classroom. 

Teachers also need administrative and technical support, encouraging policies, and shared vision in their 

professional learning community. Schools as organizations can very well become a limiting or strengthening factor 

for effective technology integration in instruction (Mumtaz, 2000).  

Technology. Britten and Jerrel (2005) point out that a common problem in assessing technology integration 

has been the poor operational definitions for “technology.” They suggest to keep it simple to the use of computers in 

instruction. However, with the rapid changes in technology, other computing devices are also making their way into 

school classrooms. For the purpose of this inquiry, the working definition of technology has been extended to digital 

devices used in formal learning environments for teaching and learning which includes personal computers, tablets, 

smartphones, and/or interactive whiteboards that may or may not be connected to the Internet. 

Thus, with the goal of investigating teacher’s technology-related perceptions and decision-making in 

common core classroom, using a mixed-methods approach, the current study addressed the following questions: 

1. Which factors among knowledge, self-efficacy, beliefs and school culture do teachers report as being 

critical to the integration of technology in their classrooms with the adoption of the CCSS? 

2. How do the teachers decide on technology use in their instruction planning when teaching to the CCSS? 

 

 

Methodology 
 

The teacher variables of knowledge, self-efficacy, beliefs, and school culture, are highly complex and ill-

structured (Ertmer & Ottenbreit-Leftwich, 2010). Consequently, we chose a sequential mixed-methods design, 

which consists of two distinct phases, a quantitative inquiry followed by a qualitative inquiry (Creswell, 2013).  

Data collection combined an online survey with in-person interviews in order to triangulate the findings.  

The population of interest consisted solely of high school teachers within the state of Arizona. Arizona 

adopted the CCSS initiative for ELA and Math Standards in June 2010. In September 2013, the standards were 

renamed as "AZ College and Career Ready Standards" (AZCCRS) without any change in the content in order to 



have the liberty of changing the standards in future, if needed (AZDOE, 2013). Given the setting of the study, the 

terms AZCCRS and CCSS are used interchangeably in the following sections. 

 

Survey 

 

The development and validation of the online survey followed procedures and recommendations of the 

Tailored Design survey methodology (Dillman, 2007). The constructs of knowledge, self-efficacy, pedagogical 

beliefs and school culture were derived from the literature. For example, self-efficacy items were adopted from the 

sample scales and items given in Bandura’s (2006) guide for constructing self-efficacy scales. The items to measure 

technical knowledge were modeled from validated survey instrument (Archambault & Crippen, 2009). The initial 

survey was piloted for refinement and validity with two former teachers who had taught to the AZCCRS in high 

schools. After revision and an expert review, the survey was converted to an online format. With the local school 

board approval, we contacted public and charter high school principals requesting them to disseminate the survey to 

their teachers.  

 

Interviews 

 

Toward the end of the survey, teachers were asked to volunteer for an hour long, in-person interview. We 

identified participants for the second phase of the study from this set of volunteers based on criterion sampling 

(Creswell, 2013). Our criteria was to select the teachers who rated pedagogical belief as the most important factor 

when deciding to use technology in classroom. We believed that in order to address the research questions and 

understand decision making approaches of technology use in common core classroom, it was quintessential to 

explore the pedagogical beliefs of the teachers in detail. 

Working together, the research team developed an interview protocol for the semi-structured interviews. 

The following are the four core questions from the interview protocol: 

1. At what point in your CCSS lesson development do you start to think about the use of technology? 

2. What factors influence your decisions to use technology in the classroom? 

3. What limitations, if any, do you perceive when trying to use technology to address the CCSS 

standards in the classroom? 

4. What features would you like to see in technology for teaching as per the CCSS? 

 

From the seven teachers who volunteered for the interviews, we selected four who rated pedagogical belief 

as the most important factor for using technology in their classroom. The teaching experience of the interview 

participants ranged from 1 year to 14 years and the subjects they taught were English (n=2) and social studies (n=2). 

The semi-structured interviews were conducted after school hours, audio-recorded, and transcribed verbatim. 

 

Limitations 

 

While an online survey can provide a large data set, a survey is inherently limited by its items and scales 

(Archambault & Crippen, 2009), and self-report measures used in the instrument are susceptible to bias (Spector, 

1994).  Additionally, the purposeful sample limits the generalizability of the findings. It should be noted that 

Cronbach’s alpha was low for knowledge items. We plan to revise the items for this construct in future studies. 

 

 

Analysis and Results 

 
Factors influencing technology use in the CCSS instruction 

 

We received 85 responses to the survey. Because we asked high school principals to forward the survey 

link to their faculties, it is not possible to calculate how many total teachers were requested to participate. As a 

result, an exact response rate is unavailable. The participants were divided almost equally across all four high school 

grades. Teaching experience ranged from two to 36 years, with an average of 14 years. Majority of the participants 

were math teachers (31%), followed by other (e.g., Spanish, visual arts, and business) (29%), social studies (21%), 

English (18%) and science (13%). Some taught multiple subjects and multiple grades. 45% of the survey 



respondents indicated that they did not have any technology-related professional development (PD) since the 

inception of the AZCCRS. 

The survey data were analyzed using descriptive statistics, and Cronbach’s alpha was calculated for internal 

reliability measures (Table 1). The Likert scale items for the constructs of knowledge, self-efficacy, pedagogical 

beliefs, and school culture were assigned values as follows: Strongly disagree (1), Disagree (2), Somewhat disagree 

(3), Neither agree nor disagree (4), Somewhat agree (5), Agree (6), and Strongly agree (7).  

 

Table 1: Descriptive statistics of survey constructs 

Construct and Item M SD 

Construct 

M 

Construct 

SD 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

Beliefs      

 

I encourage my students to use technology to find more 

information on their own. 
6.07 0.97    

 

I encourage my students to collaborate with each other 

using technology. 
5.43 1.45 5.61 1.25 .755 

 

I design inquiry activities to help students make sense of 

the subject matter with appropriate technology resources 

(e.g. simulations, web-based resources). 

5.34 1.34    

Self-efficacy      

 

I am confident that I can achieve instructional goals using 

technology resources. 
5.55 1.43    

 

I am unafraid of trying out new technology tools such as 

Wikispaces, Piktochart, Nearpod, Google docs etc. 
5.40 1.57 5.53 1.46 .609 

 I am confident using technology in my classroom. 5.64 1.38    

Knowledge      

 

I am able to use the software tools that are created 

specifically for my teaching subject. 
5.18 1.58    

 

When I encounter a problem using technology, I seek 

outside help. 
5.95 1.10 5.39 1.42 .277 

 

I can structure activities to help students construct 

different representations of the content knowledge using 

appropriate technology tools.  

5.05 1.59    

School Culture      

 

My school supports experimentation with technology in 

classrooms and makes technical support readily available. 
4.83 1.63    

 

My school district regularly arranges professional 

development workshops focused on technology 

integration in classroom practices. 

3.83 1.71 4.46 1.61 .693 

 

There are opportunities to share stories related to my 

technology use in instruction with other teachers in my 

school/school-district. 

4.74 1.49    

Note. Means and standard deviations computed from responses on the following scale: Strongly disagree (1), Disagree (2), Somewhat disagree 

(3), Neither agree nor disagree (4), Somewhat agree (5), Agree (6), and Strongly agree (7). 

 

 To address the first research question, we asked teachers to indicate which of the four constructs were most 

influential in their decision regarding incorporation of technology in the CCSS instruction. Respondents were asked 

to arrange the following four statements in the order of preference: (1) “My beliefs about the importance of 

technology in teaching” (2) “My confidence to use technology in achieving instructional goals” (3) “My knowledge 

about integrating digital technologies for instruction” (4) “Technology support  provided by the school which 

includes resources as well as guidance”. The four positions were assigned weighted scores from 1 to 4, with 4 being 

the score for the most important construct, and 1 being the score for the construct that was rated the least important 

factor in decision making. We present the results of this question below (Fig. 1). Knowledge was rated as the most 

influential factor (27.2% weighted score) by the participants when deciding on technology use for the CCSS 



instruction, followed by the influence of school culture with 25% and pedagogical beliefs at 24.8%.  In comparison, 

self-efficacy was rated lower on the scale at 23%. 

 

 
Figure 1: Bar chart showing importance of constructs as reported by participants 

 

Open-ended items were analyzed using content analysis (Merriam, 1998) for specific technology tools and 

their use in the classroom with frequency counts. PowerPoint was the most frequently used (12% of all tool counts) 

tool for presenting information used by both the teacher and the students, followed by calculator and the internet at 

9.6% each.  One teacher stated, “I use power point presentations daily.” Some teachers extended the use of tools to 

their students for demonstration of knowledge: “I have had students create PowerPoints/Prezi.” Another teacher 

noted that the CCSS ask students to use technology to create documents, “CCSS asks to use technology in the 

production and distribution of writing which lends itself well to asking students to compose multimodal projects and 

create videos, podcasts, webpages, etc. rather than just traditionally Word-processed documents.” Teachers also 

mentioned using Canvas, smartboards, Loggerpro, Microsoft Word, and Excel to meet the CCSS guidelines.  

While types of technologies varied greatly from participant to participant, the purpose of technology 

implementation did not vary as much. Table 2 shows the classification of technology use with an example. 

 

Table 2: Current use of technology  in high school classrooms 

Code/Label % Descriptive Example 

Presentation 25.0 “Use PowerPoint slideshows for direct instruction and review games.” 

Search 21.5 “I use technology to reference the AZCCRS / performance objectives to provide 

updated research on those things in the curriculum.” 

Data collection and 

research 

17.0 “I utilize MacBooks in the classroom and in the science lab for research, data 

collection and analysis, etc.” 

Calculation 10.5 “We use graphing calculators in all math classes.” 

Assessment   7.5 “We model the testing practice of AZCCRs by giving quizzes in the same format 

that students are taking on the exam.” 

Document creation   6.5 “I ask students to work via Google Drive to prepare documents.” 

Visualization   6.0 “To make meaningful connections between concepts that need to be represented 

visually in mathematics.” 

Collaboration   5.0 “The use of Microsoft Word to work collaboratively with students (and students 

working with students) to edit writing (using track changes, etc.)” 

Communication   1.0 “I employ the Remind app to communicate with students” 

 

Decision-making approaches to use technology in the CCSS instruction 

 

The research team used open coding to code the first interview transcript together and established common 

meaning units, codes, definitions, and interpretations. Remaining interview documents were reviewed independently 

by three members reading, re-reading, highlighting, and extracting meaning units revealed in each case. The data 

units were constantly compared through and across interview transcripts, and the self-report survey data to capture 

the recurring themes (Braun & Clark, 2006). One member of the team coded approximately 40% units, taken 

randomly from each member’s analysis file. The rate of agreement for the rationale codes was 95%. Findings from 

the interview data after thematic analysis (Braun & Clark, 2006) revealed the following six categories throughout 

27.2%

Self-reported Importance of Constructs

by Participants

School culture

Self-efficacy

Belief

Knowledge
24.8%

23%

25%



and across all interviews: (a) specific technologies and their use in the CCSS classrooms, (b) limitations of 

technology, (c) obstacles to integrating technology in the CCSS instruction, (d) decision making processes when 

integrating technology in the CCSS instruction, (e) desired features in technology to teach to the CCSS and (f) 

professional development. Each of these themes is described below. 

Specific technologies and their use in the CCSS classrooms. Each participant reported using one specific 

technology in the classroom more frequently.  This included social media (Facebook and Edmodo), collaborative 

document creation tools such as Google Docs, formative assessment app like Socrative, and document creation 

software including Microsoft Word and iMovie.  Interview participants reported that most of the technology usage 

in their classroom was for presenting content however, they would ask students to use technology for document 

creation depending on the curriculum, content, and the nature of the assignment.  One ELA teacher asked students to 

use iMovie software to create movie clips to show understanding of the specific content knowledge addressed in the 

class. He indicated that varying the medium through the use of various technologies was important not only to meet 

the CCSS requirement of using non-print texts and different modalities but also to sustain student engagement.   

The interview participants mentioned asking their students to use technology to meet heavy demands of 

outside research as laid out in the CCSS. One social studies teacher stated, “Strand 1, Concept 1, POs 1-8, which is 

basically understanding more primary and secondary sources. Research standards, if you will. I think they already 

laid it out, but I think the Common Core actually goes more specific.” 

Obstacles to integrating technology in the CCSS instruction. Teachers made references to lack of 

availability of technology. Computer labs had to be booked in advance to allow full access for all students. For 

example, one teacher explained that his decision on using technology revolves around, "When can I get computer 

time?  When can I get in a lab?” Teachers mentioned that public schools do not have the funding to support one-to-

one classrooms although they felt that “every classroom should have access to technology, and we don't have that.”  

The other factor that prevented teachers from using technology in the classrooms was the permissions 

required at times from parents. For example, an English teacher talked about wanting to use Twitter for his 10th 

grade students. He explained that idea did not go as well as he had expected, because parents had to provide 

permissions for the students to use social media. Another teacher talked about his intended technology use failing 

when he did not get permission slips from parents to show movies to students. 

Considerations when integrating technology in the CCSS instruction. Participants reported that availability 

of the technology, ease of use, good fit with content, and whether it enhances the lesson were the major points they 

considered while deciding on technology use in instruction. One of the teachers attributed his decisions primarily to 

the AZCCRS speaking and listening standards and how to meet them when planning his lesson and applying 

technology throughout the unit. Another teacher provided various examples of planned lessons and activities of 

AZCCRS with technology integration but insisted that he would use technology only if it would enhance the lesson. 

Limitations of technology.  While all the teachers talked positively about the benefits of technology, they 

also expressed their views on technology limitations, especially when technology does not work as desired in the 

classroom. One common concern was easy distraction with technology among students. For example, while talking 

about his students’ behavior when he takes them to the computer lab for research, one teacher said, “They’ll get 

distracted. They'll go on some other website.  They won't care.  It's almost like a virus, it'll spread.” Teachers also 

expressed their concern over “one technology tool fits all” idea being short-sighted and being forced to use a 

specific technology by the administration. Teachers saw lack of adaptability as one of the major limitation of 

technology. They would prefer to see a range of options for technology tools to adapt to their teaching styles and 

their students’ learning. 

Desired features in technology to teach to the CCSS. Participants suggested that mobile apps with 

adaptability and multiple levels of customizability would likely be the best option for the current CCSS classrooms 

to enhance learning. English teachers mentioned they would like to see “apps that might aid in the writing process.” 

Teachers would also like to see cross-functionality between devices and tools, for example, “Maybe with Google 

docs, an ability to integrate mobile devices with it.” 

Professional Development. Participants indicated that the professional development on technology 

integration, if they had any, was inadequate. For example, one teacher talked about the recent professional 

development at his school: “There was a training where we were forced to get some of those hours. It, it was 

ineffective, you know, or marginally effective. It was only effective if you showed up wanting to see if you wanted 

to make it work.” Another teacher summed it up by saying, “I really do find it more and more difficult to have the 

strongest senses of technology in the classroom because of professional development or lack thereof.” The teachers 

talked about reluctance from experienced teachers towards using technology because they did not have the training 

to figure out how to change their lessons in order to incorporate technology as per the CCSS guidelines. For 



example, one teacher quoted his colleague, “This is how I have taught this for 20 years, so how am I supposed to 

work with a computer in the mix? 

 

 

Discussion and Conclusion 

 
The survey results show higher mean scores on the constructs of pedagogical beliefs and self-efficacy 

(Table 1). This suggests that teachers value technology and are confident using technology in the classroom to meet 

instructional goals. These findings were confirmed during the interviews, when teachers talked positively about the 

benefits of technology to meet the CCSS benchmarks. Participants reported relatively lower mean scores on the 

constructs of knowledge and school culture. This may indicate the need to impart more technological knowledge to 

teachers as well as improving the school culture that supports use of technology in classroom instruction. The lower 

score on school culture could be due to (a) lack of access to technology, (b) lack of technical support, (c) lack of 

professional development on how to integrate technology in instruction, or (d) a lack of incentives (Hutchison & 

Reinking, 2011). The qualitative findings confirmed two of these four factors as teachers expressed their concern 

over having to compete for computer-lab time due to lack of technology in some classrooms and inadequate 

professional development. School culture is a complex contextual construct (Ertmer & Ottenbreit-Leftwich, 2010). 

We believe further research is needed to understand the factors responsible for teachers reporting lower technology 

support from their schools, especially in the common core era. 

When asked to indicate which of the four constructs most influence their decision regarding incorporation 

of technology in classroom instruction, the teachers identified knowledge and school culture to be the most 

influential factors (Fig. 1). This findings coincide with descriptive statistics of the constructs and reinforce the need 

to improve technology support in schools as well as the need to impart technology focused professional 

development for the teachers. 

The data from the open-ended questions (Table 2), suggest that teachers are still using technology as a 

peripheral tool for presentations, calculations, and assessments. There are some instances of integrating technology 

for collaboration, visualization, multi-modal productions, and for deepening understanding of concepts as called for 

in the CCSS. In a similar vein, after the adoption of the CCSS in the state of Maryland, Luther’s (2015) study 

reported primary use of Web 2.0 technologies for videostreaming and presenting information, and minimal use for 

collaboration or social curation. The widely acclaimed longitudinal national research program, Apple Classrooms of 

Tomorrow (ACOT) identified an instructional evolution through which teachers’ use of technology progressed from 

the entry to adaptation to transformation stage in five to six years. (Sandholtz, Ringstaff & Dwyer, 1997). This 

findings indicate that teachers are likely to be at the end of ‘Entry’ phase and beginning the ‘Adoption’ phase 

(Sandholtz, et al., 1997) to meet the technology demands of the CCSS.  

Both survey and interview analysis suggest that professional development provided in the past appears to 

be isolated to technological knowledge (e.g., the use of smartboards or Canvas database training). There is very little 

evidence suggesting effective professional development that focuses on the use of instructional technology to 

structure activities and design lessons for student-centered learning recommended under the CCSS. This finding 

raises questions about why such a gap exists and how it might be closed. There is a need for additional professional 

development for high school teachers specifically targeting technology integration for the CCSS instruction. 

The results also highlight the technology needs of teachers in terms of more customizable features, 

adaptability, and mobile apps for teaching. These findings have major implications for aspiring designers of 

educational tools. While there is a creative explosion of ideas on teaching and learning with technology, the 

technologies themselves are rarely designed with teaching and learning in mind (Laurillard, 2009). In her recent 

article, Forssell (2016) implored education technology designers to leverage teacher knowledge to realize the vision 

of effective and productive design. Having a uniform set of standards like the CCSS is a great advantage for the 

developers to guide the design of their applications (McShane, 2014).  

Overall, the results indicate that teachers value technology and have the confidence to use technology in 

classroom instruction. While they have adopted the use of technology with the CCSS, they could use additional 

professional development specifically targeting the appropriate interaction of content, technology, and pedagogy for 

effective technology integration. Teachers’ use of technology in the classroom also depends on the cultural and 

organizational contexts of schools and school districts. Our study suggests a need for further research to understand 

the school culture and examine the support for technology from the administrators. Possible directions for future 

research also include extending the study to other states and examining the technology integration in practice by 

observing the CCSS classrooms. Greater flexibility and creativity in learning, meeting the demands of students with 



various abilities and access needs, and developing and administering assessments are just a few of the immense 

possibilities that technology can deliver for the type of student-centered learning that is the goal of the CCSS.  
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