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ABSTRACT

School principals, as change facilitators, have been highly effective in influencing the implementation of educational innovations
such as ICT integration. This mixed-method research study investigated the change facilitation styles (CFS), including responders,
managers, and initiators used by secondary school principals towards implementing ICT integration. The researchers collected
data from 276 secondary school teachers by using change facilitation styles questionnaire (CFSQ). In the qualitative part the
researchers interviewed twelve teachers to know their perceptions about their principals’ change facilitation styles regarding the
integration of ICT in teaching and learning. The findings inform that majority of the principals was with responder as a change
facilitator style. Teachers' perceived initiators being more supportive of ICT integration as compared to responders and managers.
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Introduction

The role of the principal as change agents (Fullan,
2007), and change facilitators (Hall & Hord,
2011), in implementing innovation has been an
established phenomenon  (Hallinger, 2003;
Leithwood & Jantzi, 2006). The research on
integrating ICT as an educational reform or
innovation places a strong emphasis on the role of
principals (Al-Harthi, 2016; Ismail, Jogezai &
Baloch, 2020; Jogezai, Ismail & Ahmed. 2016;
Niekerk & Blignaut 2014; Ottestad, 2013;
Petersen, 2014; Schrum & Levin, 2016;
Sheninger, 2014; Yuen, Law & Wong, 2003). Due
to the complexity of ICT integration and the
recurrent developments in its form and use over
time (Mishra & Koehler, 2006), the role of
principals becomes even more critical. They
subsequently, as Jogezai et al. (2020) states, need
to use a variety of leadership styles rather than
using one style fit all to tackle the complexity of
ICT integration.

Teachers are the primary implementers, as Fullan
(2007) states that “Educational change [ICT
integration] depends on what teachers do and
think” (p.129). Thus, the degree to which ICT
integration is successfully implemented can be
determined by how teachers view it (Fullan, 2007;
Hall & Hord, 2011). Research looking into
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successful prospect of ICT integration takes into
account teachers’ concerns (Hao & Lee, 2017;
Jogezai, Ismail & Baloch, 2018; Pepe, 2016).
However, teachers’ concerns and perspectives are
rooted in the influence of their working
environment, either being supportive, or otherwise
(Rosenberg & Koehler, 2015). The role of
principals remains phenomenal in creating
supportive environment for teachers (Jogezai,
Ismail & Baloch, 2020). According to a recent
review (Ismail et al., 2020), school-level support
is critical in influencing teachers' use of ICT in
teaching and learning. For the schools to
effectively implement ICT integration, there is a
higher emphasis on the relationship between
schools' leadership and teachers' response to ICT
integration (Park & Jeong, 2013; Baglibel et al.
2015). Principals' role in influencing teachers'
perspectives about ICT integration remains
essential. This study aimed to explore the role of
principals’ change facilitator styles and ICT
integration from teachers’ perspectives.

Purpose of the study

The study aimed to explore principals’ change
facilitator styles and understand its role in ICT
integration from the teachers' perspective. The
purpose was guided by the available research
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related to principals' positive intentions towards
ICT integration in schools in Pakistan (Jogezai et
al.,, 2016, 2020). More importantly, ICT
integration about teachers' everyday working
environment triggered the purpose of seeing how
the principals performed in this regard. ICT
integration as a continuous process (Mishra &
Koehler, 2006) needs school level support (Ismail
et al., 2020) that the principals remain capable of
(Al-Harthi, 2016; Schrum & Levin, 2016;
Sheninger, 2014). Most importantly, their role
from the teachers' perspective was pivotal.
Towards achieving the purpose of the study, the
following research questions were formulated:

1. What change facilitator styles are used by
secondary school principals?

2. How do the teachers perceive the role of
principals’ change facilitator styles regarding ICT
integration in teaching and learning?

How do the teachers perceive the role of
principals’ change facilitator styles regarding ICT
integration in teaching and learning?

Literature Review

Hall, Wallace and Dossett came up with the
concerns-based adoption model (CBAM) in 1973.
They, considering school principals as change
agents (Hall, Rutherford & Griffin, 1982),
highlighted their influence on teachers’ concerns
in bringing about change. Hall and George (1999)
introduced three principals’ change facilitation
styles including: responder, manager, and
initiator. They perceive styles integral to
principals’ personality and the motive to form
behavior (Hall & Hord, 1987). According to Hall
& Hord (1987), teachers and others who are
targets of interventions make their interpretation.

VIR bheRs faefl skt thatethare Useansykesodddey school

but informs about the initiator as more effective in
successfully implementing a program. Hall and
Hord (1987) acknowledge that one can
successfully implement innovation using any
styles. Table 1 describes each of the three change
facilitation styles.

Table 1. Change facilitator styles (CFS)

CFS Description

Initiator

Initiator is perceived to have clearly articulated vision of their school with a firm

belief regarding schools to be effective towards achieving desired purpose. They
have high expectations from their teachers and student and remain connected with
their people for the purpose of conveying prospects and monitoring development.
They are open to making changes as and when necessary. They remain oriented to
students’ learning along with allowing suggestions and making decisions.

Responder is concerned about his/her relationship with the people and their
perceptions. The interest of their school community remains at front of their
communication with them. They incline to delaying decisions with a careful
response to the inputs. They rely on teachers without considering their need of
supervision and allow them making decisions. Smooth running of the school
remains their ultimate concern and lack long terms goals and objectives. Their
decision is hard to change Once they make decisions, no one can easily change
them.

Responder

Manager Maintaining a balance between teachers and the central office. They more rely on
the central office/higher authorities concerning the implementation of a change
imitative. Manager's priority is to keep the school well organized and make it run
smoothly. They are skilled and efficient at devising effective operating systems,
procedures, and routines. Their teachers are well informed and know how to
access materials. The manager Principal usually delays implementation when
change is proposed. Before implementing change, they prefer to learn more about

it and the related expectations and what it would mean for the school. One
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CFS Description

consequence of a delay is that everyone is ready and prepared when the school
implements a change. They protect their teachers from having too many changes
simultaneously. Manager principals tend to arrive early in the morning and stay
until late in the afternoon. They strive to attend all workshops and school
activities, and most likely, they come back to their school offices on the weekend.

Research (e.g., Hallinger, 2003; Leithwood &
Jantzi, 2006) is cognizant of the leadership role in
change implementation by creating conditions
(Shirley, 2017) that support everyone in playing
their part. Consequently, the principals’ role of
change agents (Fullan, 1996) or change facilitators
(Hall & George, 1999) can define educational
reform’s successful implementation. Research
investigating  principals' role in  change
implementation or whole school improvement
have reported their CFS very much significant.
Studies have found principals’ CFS highly
influential on students’ academic performance
(George Hall & Stiegelbauer, 2013; Stewart,
2012), teachers’ attitude (Baglibel et al., 2014;
Sarafidou & Nikolaidis, 2009), and teachers'
resistance towards change (Park & Jeong, 2013),
and improving school climate (Sennun, 2002).
Studies suggest a compelling correlation between
teachers' attitudes towards change and the change
facilitator styles of school leaders.

Literature (e.g., Baglibel et al., 2014; Park &
Jeong, 2013; Sarafidou & Nikolaidis, 2009;
Sennun, 2002) informs about differences in school
leaders’ preferences for choosing a particular or a
mix of different Change Facilitator Styles. They
either preferred responders (Baglibel et al., (2014)
or manager (Jeong; 2013; Sarafidou & Nikolaidis,
2009) as their dominant change facilitator style.
Principals leadership change facilitator styles have
been found useful regarding school level change
implementation (Baglibel et al., 2014; Hall &
Hord, 2011), students’ academic performance
(Hall et al., 2013), and teachers’ resistance to
change (Park & Jeon, 2013). Majority of the
studies have found the initiator as more effective
amongst the three change facilitator styles.

All the previous studies exhibit a close
association between principals’ CFS and change
implementation. However, the studies opted for
the quantitative method while failing to grasp the
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complexities of how principals execute innovation
in each of the CFS. Furthermore, most of the data
about principals' CFS is self-generated. Research
(e.g., Jogezai et al. 2020; Park & Jeong, 2013;
Baglibel et al. 2015) does not inform about the
role of each of the change facilitator styles they
perform to support the implementation of ICT
integration through creating enabling conditions
which, according to Shirley (2017), remains
fundamental in the effectiveness of their
leadership role. Thus, this study employed a
mixed-method design to investigate principals’
role concerning their Change Facilitator Styles,
from teachers’ perspectives, as they are the
ultimate implementors of ICT integration as an
educational innovation (Fullan, 2007).

Methodology

The research took place between September 2017
and March 2018. The study aimed at identifying
the Change Facilitator Styles of secondary school
principals from the teachers’ perspectives. Guided
by the purpose (Creswell, 2009), the study used a
mixed-method research approach (Neuman,
2014). Identification of principals’ styles
(responder, manager, and initiator), as a
preliminary  step, was possible through
quantitative while teachers’ perceptions about
each of the principals’ styles via the qualitative
method of inquiry (Creswell, 2009; Lichtman,
2006; Sarantakos, 2005). As Johnson and
Christensen (2004) state, the qualitative research
aspect helped investigate and understand the
meanings being ascribed by teachers to their
principals’ change facilitator styles. The
qualitative data were collected by asking broad
and general questions (Creswell, 2009).

Sampling
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Sampling, as a means to data collection, is
determined by the representativeness of the
participants. The probability sampling technique
(Neuman, 2014) was, therefore, presumed as an
appropriate technique. Before proceeding with the
systematic random sampling, it was imperative to
calculate the sample size. Krejice and Morgan
(1970) sample size table was used in this regard.
The table provided the sample size by maintaining
a 95% confidence interval. The table suggested
297 as a representative sample size of 1305
population of the secondary school teachers. The
researchers used systematic random sampling to
select 297 from the target population of 1305
secondary school teachers with 4.4 as a sampling
interval, starting with the fourth participant in the
sample frame. The respondents' selection for the
qualitative part was made through purposive
sampling (Neuman, 2014) with recruiting 12
teachers. Four participants from each style
(responder, manager, and initiator) were selected
based on assigning the highest scores to their
principals for each of their three change
facilitation styles. The purpose of choosing
teachers from each CFS school was to understand
each CFS (responder, manager, and initiator) in
ICT integration from teachers' perspectives.

Data collection

In this mixed-method study, quantitative data
were collected using Hall and George's (1999)
Change Facilitator Style Questionnaire, and
interviews were conducted to collect qualitative
data. The CFSQ used in this study comprised of
30 questions on six scales with each of five
constructs. These dimensions included the scales
of social/Informal, formal/meaningful, trust in
others/administrative efficiency, and day-to-
day/vision and planning. All six scales, each with
five aggregate items, form three possible CFS,
such as initiator, manager, and responder. The five
questions per scale are marked with a “common
thread of meaning” (Hall & George, 1999) and a
numerical value from 1 (never or not true) to 6
(always or very true).

Semi-structured interviews were used to produce
in-depth data (Gay & Airasian, 2009) regarding
teachers’ perceptions of their principals’ change
facilitator styles towards ICT integration.
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According to Patton (2002), interviews as a data
collection approach allowed researchers to enter
participants’ opinions, attitudes, and belief
systems. Among its advantages, as Gay and
Airasian (2009) point out, interviews produced in-
depth data that were not possible with a
questionnaire and permitted follow-up to
incomplete or unclear answers by questioning.
Data was collected using semi-structured
interviews to get valid and in-depth responses in
its flexibility and control during the discussion.
Such flexible nature of semi-structured interviews
provided room for the researchers to follow up on
the participants' leads for the questions involved
(Williamson, 2002, p. 243).

Data Analysis

Principals’ Change Facilitator styles were
identified via teachers’ responses to each item on
a scale totalled to obtain six scores on a raw scale.
These values were entered into a classification
function formula (CLF). CLF is a mathematical
formula within the CFS framework, which
produces a single value for each respondent. The
classification formula is based on a discriminate
analysis in which each of CFS forms in the norm
group is assigned a tentative classification based
on a least-squares fit to a theoretical pattern of
scores on the six scales (Hall & George, 1999).
The expectation is that the initiator ratings would
have low scores on scales 1, 3, and 5, and high
scores on scales 2, 4, and 6. Responder ratings
would be high on scale 1, 3, and 5, and low on 2,
4, and 6. Manager ratings would remain average
on all six scales. Classification function was used
to classify each of 276 (out of 297 returned
questionnaires) CFS rating. The raw canonical
coefficients of this discriminant function were
multiplied by 100 and rounded to integers,
resulting in the following classification procedure.
In this formula, CLF is the classification function
value, and S1 through S6 are the CFS raw scale
scores: CLF= (-10xS1+8xS2-13xS3+8xS4-20-
xS5+9xS6)/100. Values of CLF above 1.50
indicate initiator ratings, CLF values below -1.50
responder ratings, and all others (-1.50 through
+1.50) as manager ratings.

Inter correlation of the six scales on the change
facilitator style (CFS) remained highly significant.
Each scale of the questionnaire expects a
significant level of the coefficient on internal

1019



PSYCHOLOGY AND EDUCATION (2021) 58(5), ISSN 1553 - 6939
Article Received: 22th November, 2020; Article Revised: 26th March, 2021; Article Accepted: 26th April, 2021

reliability for the study. Condon and Clifford
(2012) and Liu, Ritzhaupt, and Cavanaugh (2012)
inform a higher validity and reliability of CFSQ.
Similarly, significant reliability of CFSQ was
found with the Cronbach’s Alpha in the range of
8510 .97.

Inductive analysis (Neuman, 2014) was used to
allow research findings to emerge from the
frequent, dominant, or significant themes inherent
in raw data. Inductive data analysis involved data
preparation, data coding, and categorization. The
preparation phase started with selecting the unit of
analysis (Cavanagh, 1997). The analysis unit was
perceived as either a word or a theme (Polit &
Beck 2004). In this study, categories were
considered a unit of analysis, which led to theme
formation, followed by data coding. Coding
involved segmenting sentences into categories
with similar meaning (Creswell, 2009) and
labelling those categories with a particular term.
As a final phase of qualitative analysis,
researchers used selective coding (Neuman, 2014)
to investigate underlying factors associated with
principals’ each change facilitator style.

Although qualitative data presentation usually
includes narrative style or qualitative narrative
(Creswell, 2009), the process involved events,
theme clarification, and respondents quoting.
However, the data presentation has been made
comprehensive and concise following Creswell
(2013) and Thomas (2006).

Results

Principals’ change facilitator styles

The analysis revealed responders as a dominant
change facilitator style of the secondary school
principals (Table 2). A proportion of 75.7% of the
teachers (n=209) rated their principals as
responders and 16.7% (n=46) as managers. In the
views of 7.6% of teachers (n=21), the change
facilitator style of their principals was of an
initiator.

Table 2. Principals’ change facilitator styles

(responder, manager, and initiator) is identified on
their six scales (scale 1-6). These scales include
social/informal, formal/meaningful, trust in others,
admin efficiency, day to day, and planning and
vision. These six scales form three dimensions of
the change facilitator styles. Dimension one is a
concern for people and consists of social/informal
and formal/meaningful scales. Dimension two is
organizational efficiency and includes day to day
and admin efficiency scales, while dimension
three or the strategic sense dimension
encompasses day to day and vision and planning.

Table 3: Scale wise (S-1-S6) mean scores

CFS Concern for people Organizational
S-1 S-2 S-3
Social/ Formal/ Trust in
Informal  Meaningful others
Responder  23.51 6.34 23.35
Manager 12.76 13.26 12.28
Initiator 5.64 24.05 6.33

CFS Frequency Percent
Responder 209 75.7%
Manager 46 16.7%
Initiator 21 7.6%

Table 3 shows the detailed profiles of the change
facilitators. Each change facilitator style
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As per CFS interpretation of six scales (Hall et al.,
1999), responders show high mean scores on scale
one (social/informal) (M=23.51), scale three (trust
in others) (M=23.35), and scale five (day to day)
(M=24.12). While their mean scores remain low,
on scale two (formal/meaningful) (M=6.34), scale
four (Admin efficiency) (M=6.73), and scale six
(planning and vision) (M=4.97). All these scores
indicate and confirm these principals as
responders. Initiator, in contrast, exhibits high
scores on scale two (M=24.05), four (M=25.19),
and six (M=22.95); while depicts low scores on
scale one (M=5.64), three (M=6.33), and five
(M=5.62). These scores confirm principals with
the initiator profile of change facilitator. Manager
principals, on the other hand, remain with an
average score across all the six scales.
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Figure 1
Headlteachers’ CFS Profile
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Figure 1. Headteachers’ CFS profile

Teachers’ perceptions about change facilitator
styles of their principals and ICT integration

The data analysis revealed principals’ change
facilitator styles being associated with specific

themes, including teacher’s workload, task
completion learning opportunities, and access to
ICT resources. This section presents the
qualitative results at length.

Teachers’ engagement in additional tasks
Respondents from the responder and manager
schools informed that their principals had made
them preoccupied with increasing their workload
by assigning multiple tasks. These included
teaching several subjects to different classes,
additional classes, and duties other than teaching
and learning. Teaching multiple subjects in a day
increased teachers' work as they had to check
students' homework in the same subject. Likewise,
developing exam papers for all subjects and its
checking as tasks other than teaching. In addition
to engaging teachers in additional classes, the
manager principals also assigned tasks like exam
duties, checking students' cleanliness every
morning, managing school morning assembly, and
communicating with the parents.

The manger principals had also engaged teachers
in school management-related work such as
managing school inventory and compile
quotations for purchasing learning resources.
Their engagement in activities other than teaching
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and learning, according to the teachers, had left no
room for ICT integration.

The ultimate purpose of the increased workload
for responder and manager change facilitator
principals was to cover courses or syllabus in time
as it was perceived to be their topmost priority
with having no compromise upon. However,
responders and manger principals even scolded
the teachers when they could not progress
alongside the syllabus timeframe.

The initiators had encouraged teachers to use ICT
tools to reduce and manage their day to day
activities and tasks. Teachers, for example, shared
that keeping a record of their classroom activities
or lesson plans was so much easy through using
computers as they could save their data and its
retrieval whenever required. Similarly, devising
lesson plans and developing other teaching and
learning material had become more comfortable
and less time-consuming. The teachers had
interpreted initiators with encouraging ICT use,
which has contributed to their workload reduction
and management.

Learning opportunities for ICT integration
Teachers from manager and responder schools
believed that they had not been provided with an
opportunity that helped them learn about ICT
integration. They did not attend any training
program related to ICT integration for years. The
principals discouraged teachers from participating
in any training because their absence would make
the school suffer. The availability of fewer
opportunities was quite visible through teachers'
responses as they informed that ICT integration
was an additional subject rather than an
instructional tool towards facilitating teaching and
learning.

The responder and manager principal, according
to the teachers, also possessed less ICT integration
knowledge, and that is why, as stated by the
teachers, they were unable to involve themselves
in sharing about ICT integration or encouraging
teachers in this regard. The initiator principals,
however, had initial knowledge of ICT integration
or keenly interested to learn in this regard, as
stated by the teachers. They were also involved in
providing learning opportunities to the teachers by
engaging ICT teachers to organize sessions on
using specific ICT tools to teach a subject.
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The initiator principals were found concerned
about enabling teachers to learn from one another.
In this regard, a teacher shared that though skilled
ICT human resources were scarce, they still had
some qualified teachers who could very well
integrate ICT into teaching and learning. So, they
had to encourage them to interact with their
colleagues and share their knowledge with them.
Initiator principals were also involved in learning
from their colleague teachers.

Access to ICT resources

Providing no or restricted access to ICT resources
was also one of the responders’ and managers'
principals' critical features. Teachers shared that
they had not been allowed to sit in or study in the
computer lab or use them. Teachers informed that
there were ICT tools available in the computer
lab, but they could not know what existed in their
lab. They were not aware of the quantity or either
functionality or dysfunctionality of those
resources.

Teachers also shared that the available computers
were password-protected, and only the ICT
teacher knew the password. The principals also
feared that those resources might get broken if
accessed and used by teachers. A teacher in this
regard stated, “It is almost impossible for us to use
ICT tools. Even if | have to get a print, I do it
from outside. No one, but only the ICT teacher
has permission to access the ICT lab.”

Because of principals’ fear of ICT tools being
damaged, according to the teachers, their access to
ICT resources was made prohibited. Resources as
inaccessible had resulted in their lack of necessary
information regarding ICT tools and interest in its
use.

Teachers from the manager CFS profile schools
also stated that using ICT tools was associated
with strict compliance, including the requirement
of approval from the principals, fixed days for
accessing ICT resources, and paying fine and
repairing resources by teaches in case any damage
to resources occurred. They did not allow teachers
to use ICT tools or even sit in an ICT lab other
than the allocated days. The teachers also believed
that their principals would mostly not consider
their requisition of using ICT tools. In this regard,
a teacher shared that despite a written request, the
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principal did not consider it that seriously.
Moreover, such denial from the principal had
discouraged teachers from integrating ICT into
their lessons.

A teacher stated, “In this case, I prefer to avoid
using ICT tools for my personal use or teaching
purposes.”

In contrast to responder and manager, initiator
principals were perceived to be highly supportive
about providing access to ICT resources. These
principals had always encouraged teachers to use
the available ICT resources for their own and
student learning. The access to ICT resources was
solely at teachers' disposal. A teacher in this
regard stated, “Our madam [the principal] is very
supportive. She never stops us from using those
ICT related tools for teaching and learning. She
has told our ICT staff to help us in any situation”.
The initiator principals also made the ICT staff
responsible and ICT teacher a focal point
whenever teachers needed any ICT tools to be
used. They also shared that the support from ICT
staff about using or issuing any ICT tool was
always available. The initiator principals were
found so much supportive about making ICT
resources in the access of teachers. They
encouraged teachers to visit the lab and use those
resources. These principals had also made efforts
to maintain the resources functional and earned
support from the authorities to avail more ICT
resources.

ICT use in teaching and learning

The responders and manger principals had not
been supportive of ICT use in teaching and
learning. Compared to the responder, the manager
principals were found using ICT as part of their
management practices. These included using ICT
in developing exam papers, teachers' payrolls, and
issuing notices and circulars. The teachers
perceived such use very much useful, but at the
same time, they were of the view of using it in
their teaching and learning practices too. In this
regard, a teacher stated, “Though the principal
uses ICT for his management practices, he needs
to extend the same to the teaching and learning as
the learning of teachers and students is the
ultimate purpose of the school.”

The initiator principal was strongly emphasizing
teachers’ innovative use of ICT rather than the old
or conventional approaches to learning about
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computers only. They were found with realizing
teachers about how the current use of ICT in
teaching and learning be further enhanced.
Teachers in this regard, for example, shared that
their principal wanted to look at ICT integrating
beyond its alignment with the topics and see how
they could help students think about a topic from a
broader perspective. Principals, despite being very
interested in extending the use of ICT integration
but at the same time, said to have limited ideas in
this regard. They believed having teachers
encouraged to come with newer ideas and hence
remained optimistic about having positive results.
Despite optimistic about the innovative use of
ICT, both the teachers and principals were still
thought to be in the initial stage of ICT
integration. According to the respondents, they
still worked hard towards making the use of ICT
more innovative and helpful for student learning.

Discussions

The data regarding secondary school principals’
change facilitator styles informed that majority of
the principals performed with responder change
facilitator styles. The findings of this study are
similar to the study of Baglibel et al. (2014), who
found 48% of principals with responder change
facilitator styles. They also found initiators with a
proportion of only 6%. Contrary to this study,
they found manger CFS of principal with a
comparatively higher proportion (46%). Similarly,
an earlier study (Sennun, 2002) found principals
with the manager as their dominant styles.
Accordingly, Park and Jeong (2013) found 47% of
the principals with the manager, 43% with the
responder, and 10% with initiator change-
facilitation styles. Sarafidou and Nikolaidis (2009)
found that 50% of teachers considered their
principals as managers, 33% as responders, and
17% as initiators. Previous studies, identical to
this one, found the initiator in less proportion than
the manager and responder. The majority of the
earlier studies (Sennun, 2002; Part & Jeong, 2013;
Sarafidou & Nikoliadis, 2009), in contrast,
reported the manager as a dominant change
facilitator style of school principals. The findings
are in comparison with this study in this regard.
Only one study (Baglibel et al., 2014) supports
this study's results by identifying the responder as
a prominent CFS of school principals.
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The qualitative data results clearly explain that
responders and manager principals are more task-
oriented and avoid ICT integration as they
perceive it to divert teachers from the completion
of their duties. These principals had less or no
information about ICT integration and considered
it an additional activity. These findings support
Baglibel et al. (2014), who also found that
responder principals regarded change as a burden
and could not develop any plans regarding
implementation and did not encourage teachers in
this regard. The results also show that ICT
integration was not their priority, and therefore,
the responder and manager principals did not
provide access to ICT resources despite the
resources despite its availability at their schools.
The manager principals also engaged teachers in
developing school inventory or maintaining
students’ and teachers’ attendance records. As a
result, the teachers were always under immense
stress and strain because they had to perform
many tasks at a time. In such a scenario, they
could not think about ICT integration without the
support of the principals. However, in contrast,
the initiator principal had enabled teachers to
manage their workload by encouraging them to
use ICT resources.

The manager and responder principals had the fear
that the teachers may damage ICT tools and hence
discouraged teachers’ access to ICT resources.
Fullan’s (2007) realization of the viability and
access to infrastructure and support as imperative
to initiate an educational change remains crucial
for ICT integration. However, teachers in this
study seemed to be far from beginning the ICT
integration as they did not have access to ICT
tools. Hence, it seems unrealistic if responder and
manager principals with such perceptions could
enable teachers in ICT integration. This study
confirms what Park and Jeong (3013) argue that
responder principals could not encourage teachers
to implement a change. Manager principals had
some inclination towards ICT use, but the same
was only part of their school management
activities such as record keeping, teachers’ pay
role development, and circulars printing.
Nevertheless, it was encouraging, but they needed
to extend their use in teaching and learning.
Compliance to set rules regarding the access and
use of ICT resources remained the ultimate feature
of manager principals. The previous studies (e.g.,
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Hall et al. 2013; Baglibel et al., 2014) also found
manager principals focusing on strict compliance
of school set rules. The findings of this study are
similar to Hall et al. (2013), who informed that
principals with manager change facilitator style
had controlled school schedules, procedures,
resource allocations, and budgets. They also add
that those principals’ control was to make the
same support and working conditions available for
teaches. However, this study does not endorse the
dimension of having equal access, but rather the
study finds principals to ensure the protection of
ICT resources and guarantee that teachers can
complete their assigned tasks instead of engaging
with ICT use in teaching and learning.

Initiator principals, in contrast to responder and
manager, were very clear about the use of ICT in
teaching and learning. They had clear intentions
towards  teachers’ knowledge about ICT
integration to better use it in their instructions.
They had put proper support in place that could
help teachers in the process of ICT integration.
These findings are in line with Hall et al. 2013 and
Stewart (2012), who found initiator principals
helping teachers in problem identification and
resource allocation.

Learning from one another through developing a
collaborative learning environment was one of the
critical aspects of initiator principals’ change
facilitator style. They had involved themselves in
such learning practices. As Stewart (2012) also
argues, their involvement was based on their
understanding and knowledge about ICT
integration. A collaborative learning environment
was perceived as a key aspect of initiator
principals about enhancing teachers’ skills and
knowledge of ICT integration in teaching and
learning. These findings are in line with Pepe
(2016), who found collaboration amongst teachers
being so fundamental towards integrating the iPad
in classroom instructions in US schools.

In contrast to Pepe (2016), in this study, such a
collaborative culture of learning was extended
beyond school walls through developing close
networking with the neighbouring schools and
other organizations. The features of collaboration
within and beyond school were considered pivotal
for teachers’ ongoing and continuous learning. It
represents initiator principals’ awareness of the
importance of continuing support towards teachers
and has made teaching and learning integral to

www.psychologyandeducation.net

ICT integration. Since teachers had on the job and
ongoing support, they had more encourage to opt
for innovative use of ICT integration in teaching
and learning.

Implications

It was quite evident in this study that ICT
integration was not thoroughly planned. For
example, ICT resources were provided to the
schools but with very low or even no capacity-
building programs offered to the teachers. If
schools are to be made capable of ICT integration
parallel to providing ICT resources, other integral
aspects such as capacity building need higher
consideration.  Teachers overburdened with
additional tasks need schools’ valuable attention.
Asking teachers for teaching the subjects they had
neither specialized nor had any command over has
serious implications for teaching and learning.
One of the critical aspects that need to be
considered at the policy level is the association of
principals’ fear of damaging ICT resources.
Though the safety of resources becomes their
responsibility, damages to those resources could
not be disregarded. There is a need for developing
proper guidelines to minimize principals’ fear, so
they can make ICT resources accessible to the
teachers. Schools must ensure teachers’ access to
ICT resources as an essential aspect of ICT
integration.

This study identified principals’ CFS by using
teachers as a study sample. It would be viable if
future research also includes principals or school
principals. It would also add principals’
perspective about what drives them to behave in
certain ways or perform with different change
facilitator styles.

Conclusion

The study concludes that most of the principals in
Pakistan were with the responder change
facilitator style of leadership. Regarding the role
of three change facilitator styles, described from
respondents’  perspective,  responders  and
managers principals were not supportive of ICT
integration because they were not aware of the
process and purpose of ICT use in teaching and
learning. It was explicit that principals, with the
initiator change facilitator style, were far mor
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supportive towards ICT integration since they had
realized the importance of ICT use in teaching and
learning. It is viable that principals understand
ICT Integration to support its implementation as
an educational reform in schools in Pakistan.
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