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A B S T R A K
Transformasi digital telah mengubah peran kepala sekolah dari pengawas administratif menjadi arsitek strategis perubahan institusional. Tinjauan literatur ini bertujuan mengkaji bagaimana kepala sekolah merancang, menerapkan, dan mengevaluasi manajemen strategis dalam konteks digitalisasi yang berkembang pesat. Penelitian ini mensintesis dua puluh lima studi peer-reviewed yang sebagian besar diterbitkan pada 2021–2026 menggunakan sintesis kualitatif berbasis PRISMA. Analisis memetakan empat fungsi utama manajemen strategis, yaitu formulasi, pengorganisasian dan pengalokasian sumber daya, implementasi, serta evaluasi dan pengendalian, dengan empat dimensi kepemimpinan digital: visi digital, budaya digital, infrastruktur digital dan pengembangan kapasitas, serta tata kelola digital. Hasil menunjukkan bahwa integrasi dimensi kepemimpinan digital ke dalam seluruh proses manajemen strategis menghasilkan peningkatan yang lebih berkelanjutan pada literasi digital guru, kualitas pembelajaran, dan kesiapan organisasi. Kebaruan penelitian ini terletak pada pengembangan kerangka Digital-Strategic Leadership Integration (DSLI) yang menempatkan kompetensi digital sebagai faktor pendukung lintas tahapan dalam siklus manajemen strategis, bukan sebagai karakteristik kepemimpinan yang berdiri sendiri. Kajian ini menegaskan bahwa manajemen strategis di era digital tidak dapat dipisahkan dari kapasitas kepemimpinan digital. Oleh karena itu, pengembangan kepala sekolah, kebijakan pendidikan, dan penelitian mendatang perlu mengintegrasikan kedua aspek tersebut dalam satu kerangka yang komprehensif.

A B S T R A C T
Digital transformation has repositioned the school principal from an administrative supervisor into a strategic architect of institutional change. This literature review synthesizes twenty-five peer-reviewed studies published primarily between 2021 and 2026 to examine how principals design, implement, and evaluate strategic management processes under conditions of rapid digitalization. Using a PRISMA-guided qualitative synthesis, the review maps four core strategic management functions formulation, organizing/resourcing, implementation, and evaluation/control against four digital leadership dimensions drawn from the literature: digital vision, digital culture, digital infrastructure and capacity building, and digital governance. Findings show that principals who integrate these dimensions rather than treating digitalization as a parallel administrative task achieve more sustained gains in teacher digital literacy, instructional quality, and organizational readiness. The review's novelty lies in proposing the Digital-Strategic Leadership Integration (DSLI) framework, an original synthesis that positions digital competence as a cross-cutting enabler embedded within every stage of the strategic management cycle rather than a discrete leadership trait. The review concludes that strategic management in the digital age is inseparable from digital leadership capacity, and that principal preparation programs, policy frameworks, and future empirical research should treat the two as a single, integrated construct rather than parallel agendas.
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1. INTRODUCTION
Education systems worldwide are undergoing a structural shift in which digital technologies are no longer auxiliary tools but constitutive elements of how schools are planned, governed, and improved. Cloud-based learning platforms, education management information systems, artificial intelligence-assisted decision support, and data-driven monitoring dashboards have moved from optional add-ons to expected components of institutional infrastructure. Within this shift, the school principal occupies a uniquely consequential position: as the individual formally responsible for translating national policy and institutional vision into day-to-day organizational practice, the principal is simultaneously expected to be a pedagogical leader, a personnel manager, a community liaison, and increasingly, a strategic architect of digital transformation. This layering of expectations has intensified sharply since the post-pandemic period, when emergency remote-learning arrangements demonstrated both the fragility and the latent potential of school-level digital capacity, and when ministries of education across many jurisdictions began embedding digital infrastructure targets into national education strategy documents.
Strategic management, understood as the deliberate, cyclical process of formulating goals, organizing resources, implementing programs, and evaluating outcomes against a coherent institutional vision, has long been studied as a determinant of school effectiveness. Classical treatments of school-based strategic management emphasized functions such as SWOT-informed goal setting, stakeholder alignment, resource allocation, and performance monitoring, largely independent of technology considerations. Digital leadership, by contrast, emerged as a distinct and more recent stream of research concerned with how school leaders build technological vision, cultivate a culture receptive to innovation, secure and deploy digital infrastructure, and govern the ethical and pedagogical use of technology. For much of the past decade, these two literatures developed largely in parallel: strategic management scholarship treated digitalization as one contextual variable among many, while digital leadership scholarship tended to treat strategic planning as background rather than as the operational vehicle through which digital ambitions are actually realized.
This literature review begins from the premise that the parallel development of these two bodies of knowledge has produced a conceptual gap that is increasingly out of step with how digital transformation actually unfolds inside schools. Empirical accounts from Indonesian junior and vocational secondary schools, Bulgarian public schools, South African primary schools, Taiwanese secondary schools, and comparative international assessments such as ICILS 2018 converge on a consistent observation: principals do not experience "strategic management" and "digital leadership" as separate mandates to be balanced against one another. Rather, every stage of the strategic management cycle in a contemporary school is now saturated with digital considerations. Goal formulation increasingly requires digital maturity assessment. Resource organizing increasingly means budgeting for infrastructure, licensing, and training. Implementation increasingly depends on data systems and platform adoption. Evaluation increasingly relies on digital dashboards and learning analytics. Treating digital leadership as an adjunct competency, rather than as an integrated dimension of strategic management itself, risks producing research and policy guidance that under-specifies how principals actually do the work of leading digital change.
The reviewed literature illustrates this integration empirically, even where individual studies do not name it as such. Research on managerial roles in school digitalization in Indonesian junior secondary schools shows principals engaging simultaneously in strategic planning and hands-on technical facilitation, blurring the line between "strategy" and "operations" that classical management theory often assumes. Studies of digital leadership among vocational and elementary school principals document a recurring pattern in which principals who report strong strategic planning capacity also report stronger digital infrastructure decisions, teacher capacity-building programs, and monitoring routines suggesting these are not independent capacities but mutually reinforcing components of a single leadership repertoire. International comparative research further shows that principals who adopt what has been described as a strategic-collaborative leadership profile, characterized by long-term planning, partnership-building, and data-informed decision-making, achieve more coherent digital transformation outcomes than principals who pursue ad hoc technology adoption disconnected from a broader strategic architecture. Systematic reviews of digital leadership research further note that the field has evolved from narrowly defining digital leadership as technology proficiency toward a broader conception encompassing vision-setting, organizational culture change, and governance a conceptual trajectory that mirrors, without fully merging with, the classical strategic management cycle.
Despite this convergence in the empirical record, the literature has not yet articulated an integrative framework that explicitly maps strategic management functions onto digital leadership dimensions at the level of principal practice. Existing frameworks tend to fall into one of two categories. The first treats digital leadership as a competency checklist vision, communication, professional growth, learning environment design without situating these competencies within the sequential logic of strategic planning, implementation, and evaluation that governs how schools actually allocate scarce time, budget, and political capital. The second treats strategic management as a generic administrative cycle and appends "digital transformation" as a single item on a longer list of strategic priorities, alongside curriculum reform, staffing, and community relations, without examining how digital considerations recursively reshape every phase of that cycle rather than occupying one phase alone.
This review addresses that gap by proposing the Digital-Strategic Leadership Integration (DSLI) framework as its central novelty contribution. The DSLI framework cross-maps four canonical strategic management functions strategy formulation, organizing and resourcing, implementation and actuation, and evaluation and control, closely aligned with the Planning-Organizing-Actuating-Controlling (POAC) logic already visible in several of the reviewed Indonesian studies against four digital leadership dimensions synthesized from the broader literature: digital vision and strategic foresight, digital culture and change readiness, digital infrastructure and capacity building, and digital governance and accountability. Rather than presenting these as two separate lists, the DSLI framework positions each digital leadership dimension as an operational modifier that principals must apply within every strategic management function, producing a sixteen-cell matrix of principal practice that this review uses to organize and interpret the reviewed findings. While all sixteen function–dimension cells are theoretically populated, for parsimony Table 1 reports only the empirically dominant dimension observed within each strategic management function; this does not imply that the other three dimensions are absent from that function, only that they were less frequently foregrounded in the reviewed studies. This integrative move distinguishes the present review from prior syntheses, which have generally reviewed either strategic management or digital leadership in schools, but rarely both as a single, mutually constitutive construct.
The novelty of this framing carries practical significance for three audiences. For principal preparation and continuing professional development programs, the DSLI framework suggests that digital leadership training should not be delivered as a stand-alone module but embedded within training on each strategic management function, so that principals learn, for example, how to conduct digitally-informed goal formulation rather than goal formulation and digital literacy as separate curricular strands. For policymakers, particularly in decentralized education systems such as Indonesia's, where school-level autonomy over strategic planning is substantial but digital infrastructure support remains uneven, the framework offers a diagnostic lens for identifying which cell of the matrix  for instance, digital governance within the evaluation function is systematically underdeveloped and therefore a priority for targeted intervention. For future researchers, the framework offers a shared vocabulary that can help consolidate what is currently a fragmented literature spanning strategic management studies, digital leadership studies, educational technology adoption studies, and organizational change studies, each of which tends to cite only partially overlapping bodies of prior work.
This gap is not merely theoretical. Several of the reviewed studies report that principals themselves describe experiencing tension between the pace of technological change and the slower, more deliberate cadence of formal strategic planning cycles, a tension the DSLI framework is designed to help resolve by showing where digital adaptation can be embedded within, rather than layered on top of, existing planning routines. Addressing this tension matters most acutely in contexts, such as many Indonesian public and Islamic schools, where principals operate with considerable formal autonomy over strategic direction but comparatively limited access to dedicated digital transformation specialists, making the principal's own integrated competence the binding constraint on institutional digital progress.
The remainder of this review proceeds as follows. The following section describes the literature search, screening, and synthesis procedure, presented as a PRISMA-guided flow diagram. The results and discussion section then applies the DSLI framework to organize findings from the twenty-five reviewed studies, supported by a synthesis table that maps representative findings onto the framework's four strategic management functions and four digital leadership dimensions. The review closes with a conclusion that summarizes the central argument and identifies priorities for future empirical and policy-oriented research on principals' strategic management practice in the digital age.

2. METHOD
This review employs a qualitative, PRISMA-guided systematic literature review (SLR) design, appropriate for synthesizing conceptually heterogeneous studies on principal strategic management and digital leadership rather than for pooling quantitative effect sizes. Source records were drawn from two curated bibliographic exports (RIS format) covering English- and Indonesian-titled publications on school principals, digital leadership, and strategic management in education, supplemented by additional records identified through manual Google Scholar and publisher-database searches to satisfy currency and DOI-verification requirements. Search terms combined the constructs "school principal," "strategic management," "digital leadership," "digital transformation," and "educational management," with no restriction on national context, since the review intentionally draws on both Indonesian and international settings to test the cross-context plausibility of the proposed DSLI framework.
Eligibility criteria required that included studies (a) be published in a peer-reviewed journal or peer-reviewed conference proceeding, (b) directly address school-level (not solely higher-education) principal or head-teacher practice, (c) engage substantively with either strategic management processes, digital leadership practices, or both, and (d) carry an active, publicly verifiable digital object identifier (DOI) accessible through Google Scholar or the publisher's platform. Studies were excluded if they addressed digital transformation exclusively at the classroom or student level without reference to principal or institutional-level leadership, or if the full text could not be located to confirm methodological details.
Screening proceeded in two stages following the PRISMA 2020 flow logic shown in Figure 1: an initial title-and-abstract screen against the eligibility criteria, followed by a full-text eligibility assessment. Of 40 records identified through the bibliographic exports and 8 records identified through manual search, 12 duplicates were removed, yielding 36 unique records screened; 6 were excluded as insufficiently focused on principals' strategic or digital role, leaving 30 assessed at full text; a further 5 were excluded for lacking a verifiable active DOI or sufficient methodological transparency, yielding a final set of 25 studies retained for synthesis.
Data extraction and thematic synthesis were conducted manually rather than through automated coding software, given the review's qualitative-interpretive purpose. Each included study was read in full and coded against the four strategic management functions (formulation, organizing/resourcing, implementation/actuation, evaluation/control) and the four digital leadership dimensions (digital vision, digital culture, digital infrastructure and capacity building, digital governance) that jointly constitute the Digital-Strategic Leadership Integration (DSLI) framework proposed in this review. Where a study's findings spoke to more than one cell of this matrix, as was common, the finding was coded to all applicable cells to preserve the cross-cutting character of digital leadership within the strategic management cycle. Because this review pursues a qualitative-interpretive synthesis rather than a quantitative meta-analysis, formal risk-of-bias scoring (e.g., GRADE or Cochrane-style checklists) was not applied; instead, methodological diversity was treated as a contextual feature reported narratively for each study, and readers should weigh findings from case-study and conceptual-review designs with corresponding caution relative to the larger-sample survey studies. This coding process forms the analytical basis for the results and discussion presented in the following section.
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Figure 1. Screening Process
3. RESULT AND DISCUSSION
Applying the Digital-Strategic Leadership Integration (DSLI) framework to the 25 reviewed studies reveals a consistent pattern: principals rarely treat digital leadership as a bolt-on activity, but the degree to which they consciously integrate it into each stage of the strategic management cycle varies sharply, and that variance closely tracks reported institutional outcomes. This section organizes findings around the framework's four strategic management functions, noting within each how the four digital leadership dimensions manifest, before presenting a synthesis table and discussing cross-cutting implications.
Strategy formulation. Several studies show that digital maturity assessment is increasingly embedded directly into goal-setting rather than treated as a separate diagnostic exercise. Mizova, Parvanova, and Peytcheva-Forsyth (2026) identify a "strategic-collaborative" leadership profile among Bulgarian principals characterized by long-term digital planning grounded in explicit institutional vision statements, in contrast to principals who pursue reactive, opportunity-driven technology adoption. Similarly, Yuan, Chen, and Song's (2026) Q-methodology study of Chinese principals finds that leadership perspectives on digital transformation cluster around distinct strategic orientations, with principals holding a clearer articulated digital vision reporting greater confidence in long-range planning. In the Indonesian context, Mustafa (2025) and Resintia et al. (2026) both describe principals formulating explicit digital-era strategic goals building a "digital learning culture" and implementing pedagogical innovations such as deep learning, respectively  as formal components of the school's strategic plan rather than as informal initiatives. These findings support the DSLI framework's contention that digital vision is not a separate leadership trait but an input to the formulation function itself: principals who fold digital foresight into goal-setting produce strategic plans with clearer implementation pathways than those who formulate strategy first and consider digital tools afterward. Nababan, Purba, Sohirimon, Batu, and Sianipar's (2021) early account of school leadership strategy in the digital era, published near the start of the period covered by this review, already anticipated this pattern, describing principals who treated digital adaptation as one strand within a broader strategic-planning narrative as better positioned for sustained change than those who issued technology directives without a supporting strategic rationale a finding the more recent literature has since reinforced rather than superseded.
Organizing and resourcing. The organizing function is where digital infrastructure and capacity-building considerations are most visible in the reviewed literature. Tejawati, Kusumaningsih, and Soedjono (2025) document a principal at an Indonesian junior secondary school directly coordinating budget allocation, staff assignment, and technical infrastructure procurement as an integrated managerial task rather than delegating infrastructure decisions separately from personnel decisions. Gerick et al.'s (2024) international comparison based on ICILS 2018 data similarly finds that school management activities related to digital resourcing correlate with broader management capacity, suggesting infrastructure organizing cannot be meaningfully separated from general strategic resourcing. Budianto, Pardimin, and Rejokirono (2026) and Isnani, Hasanah, Cahyani, and Ali (2026) both emphasize principal-led teacher digital-literacy capacity building as a resourcing priority, framing professional development budgets and schedules as strategic resource-allocation decisions rather than optional training add-ons. Karmin, Rosani, and Pahlawan (2025) extend this logic explicitly, applying a Planning-Organizing-Actuating-Controlling (POAC) framework to show that strategic management of digital literacy training follows the same cyclical logic as any other organizational resourcing process, directly reinforcing the structural premise of the DSLI framework.
Implementation and actuation. Once digital-era goals are formulated and resources organized, the reviewed literature shows implementation succeeding most reliably where principals actively cultivate a receptive organizational culture alongside technical rollout. Zahro, Andriani, and Raihan (2025) find that vocational school principals who prioritize culture-building modeling technology use, encouraging peer mentoring among teachers achieve smoother platform adoption than principals who mandate tools without parallel culture work. Thahir (2025) and Handayani, Hidayat, and Elan (2025) similarly report that transformational leadership behaviors, particularly visible principal engagement during rollout, function as an implementation accelerant for technology-based learning in both secondary and primary settings. Cheng's (2026) large-sample study of Taiwanese secondary schools provides the clearest quantitative evidence for this culture-mediated pathway, finding that principal digital leadership predicts school digital transformation through the sequential mediating effects of school digital culture and organizational digital agility, explaining a substantial share of variance in transformation outcomes. Firmansyah, Chen, Junaedi, Arwani, and Kistyanto (2022) reach a parallel conclusion in Indonesian vocational schools, showing that transformational leadership combined with knowledge management and a learning-organization orientation jointly shape institutional performance during digitalization. Nhlumayo (2025) offers a instructive contrast: in under-resourced South African primary schools, principals attempting digital implementation without adequate prior organizing (Function 2) or cultural preparation report considerably higher implementation friction, underscoring that the four DSLI functions are sequentially interdependent rather than independently sufficient. Connie, Kristiawan, and Emilya (2026) add a further nuance, showing that transformational leadership behaviors during implementation are most effective when they are visibly and consistently modeled by the principal over an extended period, rather than concentrated in an initial launch event, suggesting that implementation success in the DSLI framework should be understood as a sustained leadership practice rather than a discrete rollout milestone.
Evaluation and control. The evaluation function is comparatively under-theorized in the reviewed literature relative to formulation and implementation, but the available evidence points toward digital governance as its central concern. Nuaimi, Ahmad, and Khalid (2023) argue that principals in the UAE increasingly bear formal accountability for digital transformation outcomes, requiring governance mechanisms data protection protocols, usage monitoring, outcome dashboards that did not previously fall within the principal's evaluative remit. Dismawati et al.'s (2026) study of digital leadership as a driver of school readiness in the artificial intelligence era similarly reframes evaluation as an anticipatory function, arguing that principals must build monitoring and governance capacity ahead of AI-related tools entering classrooms rather than reacting once adoption has already occurred. Kustomo (2025) reaches a related conclusion, describing digital management and transformational leadership as jointly requiring formal control mechanisms periodic review cycles, documented performance indicators that were less consistently formalized in pre-digital strategic management practice. Paramansyah (2026) frames this as a matter of strategic risk management, positioning digital governance as principals' proactive response to educational-technology disruption rather than as passive compliance after problems emerge. Karakose, Polat, Tülübaş, and Demirkol's (2024) bibliometric review of the broader digital leadership field corroborates this trajectory at the conceptual level, showing that scholarly attention has shifted over time from narrowly technical conceptions of digital leadership toward governance- and accountability-oriented conceptions consistent with a mature evaluation-and-control function. Even so, few of the reviewed studies report standardized instruments for measuring digital governance outcomes, in contrast to the comparatively well-developed measurement traditions available for digital infrastructure and teacher digital-literacy indicators, a gap this review treats as a priority for future instrument development.
It is worth noting that the reviewed studies vary considerably in methodological design, spanning qualitative case studies (e.g., Tejawati, Kusumaningsih, & Soedjono, 2025), mixed-methods and Q-methodology designs (Yuan, Chen, & Song, 2026; Mizova, Parvanova, & Peytcheva-Forsyth, 2026), large-sample PLS-SEM survey research (Cheng, 2026), bibliometric and conceptual reviews (Karakose, Polat, Tülübaş, & Demirkol, 2024), and international secondary-data comparisons (Gerick et al., 2024). This diversity strengthens the plausibility of the DSLI framework's cross-cutting claims, since convergent patterns emerging across qualitative, quantitative, and conceptual designs are less likely to be artifacts of any single methodological tradition. At the same time, it limits the extent to which findings can be directly compared or aggregated, and the synthesis presented here should therefore be read as an interpretive integration of thematically convergent evidence rather than a meta-analytic pooling of comparable effect sizes.

Table 1. Summarizes representative findings against the DSLI matrix, illustrating how digital leadership dimensions recur across, rather than within, single strategic management functions.
Table 1. Digital-Strategic Leadership Integration (DSLI) Framework: Synthesis of Findings

	Strategic Management Function
	Dominant Digital Leadership Dimension
	Representative Studies
	Key Synthesized Finding

	Strategy Formulation
	Digital Vision & Strategic Foresight
	Mizova et al. (2026); Yuan et al. (2026); Mustafa (2025); Nababan et al. (2021)
	Principals who embed digital maturity assessment directly into goal-setting produce more coherent implementation pathways than those who add digital goals after core strategy is fixed.

	Organizing & Resourcing
	Digital Infrastructure & Capacity Building
	Tejawati et al. (2025); Gerick et al. (2024); Budianto et al. (2026); Karmin et al. (2025)
	Infrastructure procurement, budget allocation, and teacher digital-literacy training function as a single integrated resourcing decision rather than separate line items.

	Implementation & Actuation
	Digital Culture & Change Readiness
	Zahro et al. (2025); Cheng (2026); Handayani et al. (2025); Connie et al. (2026); Firmansyah et al. (2022)
	Sustained, visibly modeled culture-building by the principal mediates the link between digital leadership and successful technology adoption more strongly than infrastructure alone.

	Evaluation & Control
	Digital Governance & Accountability
	Nuaimi et al. (2023); Dismawati et al. (2026); Kustomo (2025); Paramansyah (2026); Karakose et al. (2024)
	Formal monitoring, data-protection protocols, and outcome dashboards are emerging principal responsibilities but remain the least standardized dimension across the reviewed literature.



Three cross-cutting implications emerge from this synthesis. First, the reviewed literature converges on the finding that digital culture as distinct from digital infrastructure alone is the dimension most consistently associated with successful implementation, appearing as a significant factor in Zahro, Andriani, and Raihan (2025), Cheng (2026), Handayani, Hidayat, and Elan (2025), and Connie, Kristiawan, and Emilya (2026). This suggests that policy and training investment weighted toward hardware and platform procurement, without parallel investment in culture-building leadership practices, is likely to underperform relative to its cost. Second, digital governance within the evaluation function remains the least developed dimension across the reviewed studies, both empirically and conceptually, indicating a priority area for future research and for principal professional development, particularly as accountability expectations around data protection and algorithmic decision-support tools intensify. Third, context matters for how the DSLI functions interact: Indonesian and comparable decentralized systems show principals exercising considerable discretion across all four functions simultaneously, as seen in Tanjung, Yusrizal, and Munawar (2025) and Ridho, Wiyono, and Mustiningsih (2024), while more centralized systems such as Bulgaria's or Taiwan's show national policy frameworks more heavily shaping the formulation and organizing functions, leaving principals greater latitude in implementation and evaluation. This contextual variation does not undermine the DSLI framework's structural claim that the four functions and four dimensions are mutually constitutive, but it does suggest that the relative weight and locus of control for each cell of the matrix should be treated as an empirical, context-dependent question in future applications of the framework, exemplified by Gusliana, Karuru, Hendrajaya, Bashori, and Anggreni's (2023) finding that principals' strategic leadership strategies during digital transformation differ measurably even across comparably resourced Indonesian regions.
A fourth implication, more speculative but consistent with the trajectory of the reviewed evidence, concerns sequencing. Several studies implicitly treat the four DSLI functions as cyclical rather than linear, with evaluation findings feeding back into subsequent formulation Resintia et al. (2026) and Isnani, Hasanah, Cahyani, and Ali (2026) both describe principals revising strategic goals after reviewing implementation data rather than treating evaluation as a terminal reporting exercise. This feedback pattern suggests that future longitudinal research tracking the same schools across multiple strategic-planning cycles would be better positioned than the largely cross-sectional designs represented in this review to test whether digitally-integrated strategic management produces compounding organizational learning over time, as the DSLI framework would predict, or whether gains plateau once initial digital infrastructure and culture-building investments have been absorbed. Addressing this question would also clarify whether the framework's four dimensions retain equal salience as schools mature in their digital transformation journey, or whether, as Karakose, Polat, Tülübaş, and Demirkol's (2024) bibliometric trajectory implies, governance and accountability concerns become proportionally more central relative to vision and culture once foundational infrastructure is in place.


4. CONCLUSION
This review synthesized 25 peer-reviewed studies to examine how school principals implement strategic management under conditions of digital transformation, and proposed the Digital-Strategic Leadership Integration (DSLI) framework as its central novelty contribution. Rather than treating strategic management and digital leadership as parallel agendas, the reviewed evidence consistently shows that principals experience and enact them as a single, mutually constitutive practice: digital vision shapes how goals are formulated, digital infrastructure and capacity-building decisions are inseparable from general resourcing, digital culture-building determines whether implementation succeeds or stalls, and digital governance is emerging as a necessary, if still underdeveloped, component of evaluation and control. Across Indonesian, Bulgarian, Taiwanese, South African, Chinese, and UAE contexts, principals who integrate digital considerations across all four strategic management functions report more coherent and sustained transformation outcomes than those who treat digitalization as an isolated initiative.
The review's contribution is primarily conceptual: by cross-mapping four strategic management functions against four digital leadership dimensions into a unified sixteen-cell matrix, the DSLI framework offers a shared analytical vocabulary for a literature that has so far developed along largely separate strategic-management and digital-leadership tracks. This has practical implications for principal preparation programs, which should consider embedding digital competence within training on each strategic management function rather than delivering it as a stand-alone module, and for policymakers seeking to diagnose which specific function-dimension combination most notably digital governance within evaluation represents the weakest link in a given system's digital transformation capacity.
Several limitations qualify these conclusions. The reviewed literature is methodologically heterogeneous and predominantly cross-sectional, limiting causal inference about the direction of relationships between strategic integration and institutional outcomes. Geographic representation, while spanning several regions, remains concentrated in Indonesian and a small number of other national contexts, and the DSLI framework's applicability to systems with markedly different governance structures highly centralized systems, for instance, or systems with minimal school-level strategic autonomy has not yet been empirically tested. Future research should prioritize longitudinal designs capable of tracking schools across multiple strategic-planning cycles, the development of validated instruments for measuring digital governance capacity specifically, and comparative studies that test whether the relative weight of the DSLI framework's four dimensions shifts as schools mature in their digital transformation journey. Notwithstanding these limitations, the review's central conclusion is that strategic management in the digital age cannot be adequately understood, taught, or supported by policy as a technology-neutral administrative cycle with digital leadership appended at the margins; the two must be treated as a single, integrated construct if research and practice are to keep pace with how digital transformation is actually unfolding inside schools.
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