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Throughout the years, policies and mandates have affected education and forced many 

school districts, administrators, and teachers to change instructional practices, content, and the 

overall structure of the school day.  The Common Core State Standards (CCSS) created a content 

shift for many districts across the nation. Accountability in education increased with the 

implementation of CCSS, high-stake tests, and educator evaluations.  

argue against the Common C to raise achievement tha

controversy and criticism from bubbling up, particularly over the way the standards are being 

Estroff, 2014, p. 51).  Murphy and Torff (2014) alluded to the fact that 

implementing high-stake testing at the same time as teaching to the CCSS was a recipe for 

disaster. Individuals formed their own perceptions about how the Common Core State Standards 

would work out within schools.   

The CCSS was n and funded, in part, by 

the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation.  Trotter (2014) pointed out that other organizations, 

including the U. S. Chamber of Commerce, Business Roundtable, National Education 

Association, the American Federation of Teachers, and the U. S. Department of Education, 

supported the CCSS.  North Dakota adopted the CCSS  educational 

standards.  Recently, the state asked for teachers, administrators, and college professors to be 

part of the process to re-visit the standards and to identify possible changes.   

The education delivery model in the United States has been affected since the A Nation at 

Risk report was released in 1983.  Now, teachers are constantly striving for excellence in the 



 

classroom; administrators are supporting staff and students; and politicians are insisting on 

accountability.  Education in the United States has gone through many changes over the past 100 

years.  The stakes are at an all-time high with the onset of the Common Core State Standards and 

economic competition worldwide to produce 21st-century learners.  The past 14 years have seen 

a direct correlation with the federal government taking a more active role in the field of 

education with such programs as No Child Left Behind and the Race to the Top Initiative. Urban 

and Wagoner (2013) explained that, since the time that Regan took office, the educational 

viewpoint primarily stayed consistent from G. W. Bush to Clinton and then from G. H. Bush to 

Obama.  Each president wanted to be known as an educational president.  However, with the 

creation tenure, it has been clear that little has 

been done to directly affect student achievement.  

When the A Nation at Risk report was released in 1983, the groundwork for national 

standards was set.  

pamphlet, however: a statement of the need for national standards as the key aspect of 

Urban & Wagoner, 2013, p. 324).  A key factor for all people when 

adjusting the educational standards was the change of perception.  G. W. Bush 

wanted to make the national standards voluntary, whereas Obama tied federal money to 

implementing the Common Core State Standards for all states involved with the Race to the Top 

initiative.   

Each president in the past 30 years tried to have his niche in changing educational 

policy.  G. W. Bush managed the crisis that arose with the A Nation at Risk report and tried to 

develop the America 2000 program.  Upon entering office, Clinton took the America 



 

2000 program and tweaked it a bit to create Goals 2000.  

six; first, it advocated parental involvement in education, and second, it established programs for 

improving the professional education of teachers (Urban & Wagoner, 2013, p. 325).  G. H. Bush 

started the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act, which was under much scrutiny as bad policy 

because of the lack of realistic goals and follow through by the federal government.  Obama tried 

to overcome the perception of NCLB by providing the Race to the Top Initiative, adding

regulations such as teacher evaluation and the common core standards in order to get federal 

money.  Obama also influenced funding for college.  

himself from Republicans by securing government as the primary provider of student loans, as 

opposed to private banks (Urban & Wagoner, 2013, p. 349).  Over the past 30 years, the federal 

government instituted mandates which had little influence on overall student achievement in the 

United States.

The federal government reauthorized the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 

(ESEA) to be the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA).  This reauthorization removed the NCLB 

law that was putting unrealistic expectations on schools.  The fact remains that no school wants 

to leave any child behind.  ESSA reduced the federal government and shifted some 

power back to the states.  Now, states are required to provide their own way of creating an 

accountability system under the guidelines of ESSA.  North Dakota partners with Cognia, 

formerly known as AdvancED, to provide accreditation to schools (North Dakota Department of 

Public Instruction [ND DPI], 2020c). 

Consequently, schools have evolved and attempted to implement innovation in order to 

be creative and to influence students positively for the 21st century.  However, innovation has 



 

been loosely defined and is often utilized by administrators and school districts to drive change 

within schools

culture and successfully achieving the innovative structure in them get enormous gains in terms 

of environmental fitness and adaptation Bulbul, 2012, p. 168).  Policies drive 

school district leaders  decisions regarding how to go about the business of school.  For schools 

to be innovative and to create a culture of change within their organization, certain structures,

such as schedules, graduation requirements, grading practices, professional development, teacher 

evaluations, seat time, and policies, need to be evaluated.  

 

Accountability is a common theme in education because many school leaders and 

districts are trying to work within the parameters given by the State of North Dakota in order to 

meet the requirements for the state standards which are founded on the common core, 

accreditation visits, state-mandated assessments, and teacher-evaluation components.  North 

 Department of Public Instruction (ND DPI), state legislators, Governor Doug Burgum, 

and State Superintendent Kirsten Baesler have put a plan into place so that schools can operate 

differently.  In 2016, the State of North Dakota passed Senate Bill 2186, nicknamed the 

Innovative Education Bill, allowing the state superintendent to waive any state law or 

administrative rule within the education chapter of the North Dakota Century Code 15.1-06.  

There are many different opinions about what innovation means in education.  However, there 

have been no checks and balances put in place to define what educational innovation looks like 

within North Dakota.  naged is a key Baregheh,

Rowley, & Sambrook, 2009, p. 1334).  More clarity needs to be given for what innovation looks 



 

like, feels like, and sounds like within our K-12 schools in order to provide all stakeholders with 

quality ways to collaborate and to learn from each other.  Zairi (1994) stated that defining 

innovation is challenging and that determining how to quantify innovative activity is difficult.  

This study can provide the foundation for some type of accountability which the state is 

requiring for the other aspects of education in North Dakota.  Balancing this process with the 

implementation of innovation, along with accountability, is a challenge that school leaders and 

districts encounter every year.  Various school officials believe that innovation is already 

occurring within the classrooms.  However, many people struggle to understand the benefit of 

Senate Bill 2186.  The bill does not provide any monetary funding for schools to utilize for 

innovation.  Senate Bill 2186 allows schools to break down barriers which might result from 

student seat time or the even the path a student takes in order to graduate. 

Innovation within education can be challenging to measure because teaching is both an 

art and a science.  The U. S. Department of Education (2004) states that not only does innovation 

come in many forms, but it also stresses the importance of making the criteria transparent for all 

stakeholders.  With the State of North Dakota adopting Senate Bill 2186, the necessary process is 

to investigate the overall effect which this bill has on pre-kindergarten (PK)-12 education.  

Senate Bill 2186 has changed the way that schools can operate.  Without ample systems in place 

to measure the overall effect or, at the very least, the perceptions, this bill could be 

counterproductive and pit one school district against another one.  

develop professional capital, and good appraisal systems flourish; throw a good appraisal system 

p. 20).  Stewart (2012) explains that governments around the world are investing resources for 



 

innovation within schools.  Our stakeholders depend on accreditation visits and other means to 

hold schools accountable.  Providing research about perceptions about innovation can 

be even more influential for individual districts; administrators; politicians; teachers; parents; 

and, above all, students.   
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 Research question 1, the educator about innovation, revealed some 

differences among subgroups.  Specifically, there was difference in how non-

executive staff, such as teachers, perceived innovation.  Investigating the data further, the t tests 

revealed that a significant statistical difference existed among the two groups.  Moreover, 

according the survey, the percentage of educators who had some form of agreement led to some 



 

insight data.  Almost 99% of the educators agreed that they have used different solutions from 

their previous practice.  However, 50% of the educators had some form of agreement about 

where they created a successful new solution that was not sustainable or did not last.  If 

innovation is being tried by almost everyone, why is it that we cannot sustain the innovation?  

The data also illustrated that 39% of the educators showed some form of agreement when 

experimenting with new solutions and methods which resulted in disadvantageous outcomes for 

themselves.   

 Research question 2, the experiences educators have had when dealing with innovation, 

was analyzed through construct three: the educator s experience with innovation.  There were a 

total of 12 questions within the third construct.  Question 17, I have used a new solution related 

to the evaluation or assessment of students, provided the highest agreement at 91.39%.  The 

lowest agreement was 64.52% for question 23: I have used a new solution related to nurturing 

talent.  Four of the questions scored 80-90% for some form of agreement.  These questions 

involved educators who used new solutions for planning and implementing lessons, utilizing 

technical tools for education and training, operating a school, and adapting practices of other 

colleagues.   

 

 Chapter 5 summarizes the research questions, the conclusions gathered from the results, 

the Limitations for the study, and the Recommendations for Further Study.  Chapter 5 also 

provides a short summary moving forward with online learning and what challenges face 

educators in the future. 

  



 

 

 

 

 
Chapter 5 is divided into five sections: a Summary of the results, conclusions, 

Implications, Limitations, and Recommendations for Further Study.  Th  findings were 

derived from a Literature Review and quantitative data analysis. 

 

 



 

 

 

   

  

  

 

 

 

 



 

  
 

Twelve questions were utilized to address the educators  experience with innovation.  

Assessment is a critical component for education; 91.4% of the educators agreed that they had 

used new solutions related to evaluation or assessment.  Not only is assessment important, but 

planning lessons is also essential.  In their responses, 89.8% of the educators agreed that they had 

used a new solution related to methods and tools concerning the planning and implementation of 

lessons.  Technology has a role in education, too.  Couros (2015) stated that educators should try 

and utilize technology to frame their teaching instead of understanding the opportunities that 

students can gain individually.  In order to assess technology and innovation, the term new 

solution is utilized to help broaden the perspective.  According to this dissertation s survey, 

85.6% of the educators agreed that they had used a new solution related to utilizing technical 

tools for education and training.  The results support the idea that technology is being 

utilized to increase efficiency and overall planning.  Lastly, 73.8% of the educators agreed that 

they had used a new technical solution, such as record keeping, internal correspondence, and 

management information systems .   



 

Collaboration is a useful tool to enhance and develop new solutions for education.  

Wagner and Compton (2015) stated that one of the most essential qualities of a successful 

innovator is collaboration.  There were several survey questions which focused on sharing 

information; 85.6% of the educators agreed that they had initiated a new solution or good 

practice which was adopted by a colleague at their school.  Schools can also learn from and share 

new ideas and innovative practices with other schools.  The results from these questions were not 

as high; 68.6% of the participants initiated a new solution or practice that was adopted by 

colleagues at another school, and 69.1% of the educators agreed that colleagues from other 

schools were interested in learning about new solutions.  Stewart (2012) stated that American 

educational leaders are starting to seek innovations from other countries.  The results from this 

survey provide evidence that, within building walls, collaboration is quite high; however, 

collaboration is not as evident, from a perception basis, from school to school. 

Being innovative in our changing world can be challenging, especially with community 

engagement.  However, schools need to build the capacity to create these powerful relationships.  

sense of responsibility for the success of both the students and communities to which they 

  The second-lowest percentage of agreement for 

this section dealt with community engagement.  Only 66.7% of the educators agreed that they 

had used a new solution concerning relationships with external partners and clients.  Based on 

the data, about two-thirds of the educators had experience dealing with this type of innovation.  

The lowest percentage of agreement was for nurturing talent.  Only 64.5% of the educators 

agreed that they had used a solution related to nurturing talent.  Furthermore, 58.6% of the 



 

educators answered with some form of agreement about taking part in evaluating  

work.  Therefore, a little over half of the survey participants had an opportunity to investigate 

other schools. 

about their experience with innovation showed high forms of 

agreement in the areas of assessment, planning, collaboration among staff in the building, and 

utilizing technology.  The survey results also suggested that there was room for improvement in 

the following areas: collaborating between schools, engaging the community, and nurturing 

talent. 

 
 

 

 



 

 

 

There are limitations within the scope of this dissertation.  One factor to consider is the 

total number of educators in North Dakota and how many people participated in the survey.  

According to the Department of Education, there are roughly 11,401 full-time 

employees in grades K-12 (North Dakota Department of Public Instruction, 2020b).  There were 

238 educators who participated in the study.  Another limitation is the type of educator who 

responded to the survey.  The study had more executive staff answer the questions than non-

executive staff members.  The research would benefit from having more teachers respond to the 

survey in order to balance out the perceptions.  Also, a pilot study was not 



 

utilized to confirm all correlations for the questions.  There could be more work done to 

determine different subgroups within education, such as comparing elementary, middle, and high 

school.  Another factor to consider could be district/school size, contrasting the perception 

differences based on overall student enrollment.  Lastly, defining innovation is 

inherently challenging, and perceptions vary on the broad topic. 

Based on the data collected within this study and the current pandemic regarding 

COVID-19, there are several recommendations for further study.  A starting place for states 

could be collecting longitudinal data to determine the long-term effects of sustained innovation.  

With all schools across the state of North Dakota and much of the United States developing 

online learning for students, now would be a great opportunity to capture educator and 

stakeholder perceptions about innovation.  Another recommendation would be to administer a 

mixed-methods study or to perform a qualitative-study component in order to dig deeper into 

why educators respond the way they do.  This approach would allow for more clarity to come 

through with the interpretation of results.  A final recommendation would be for all school 

districts to use a uniform tool to measure innovation throughout North Dakota. 

 



 

 

 



 

 

Innovation is currently occurring all around the world because of the COVID-19 

pandemic.  However, within education, a major disruption with structure, content delivery, 

pedagogy, student engagement, and assessment has occurred due to COVID-19.  This pandemic 

is sweeping the world and But from time to time things 

get shaken up when a different type of innovation emerges in an industry-a disruptive 

innovation ensen, Horn, & Johnson, 2011, p. 47).  A disruptive innovation is not a 

breakthrough improvement but, instead, can increase the overall efficiency of how schools are 

educating students.  Christensen et al. (2011) stated that disruptive innovation is not a threat, but 

it can be an opportunity if it is managed correctly.  All in all, there are many new studies which 

could be applied to the foundation that has been provided by this dissertation.   
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