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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this quantitative study was to examine the educator’s perception of the optimal 

professional development experience.  Research studies have concluded that the biggest indicator 

to predict student achievement is teacher effectiveness (Aaronson, Barrow, & Sander, 2007; 

Marzano, 2003; Sanders & Horn, 1998; Wong 2001).  Guskey (2000) stated, “Never before in 

the history of education has greater importance been attached to the professional development of 

educators” (p. 3).  School districts continue to face reduced budgets and continue to expend 

resources on professional development.  In addition, states such as Indiana have recently 

changed their evaluation system to encourage more professional development at the school and 

district level.  A survey was created to analyze educator perceptions of professional development 

in five Midwest states: Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, Ohio, and Kentucky.  The survey collected 

basic teacher demographic data: gender (male/female), licensure (elementary K–5, secondary 6–

12), years of experience (0–5, 6–10, 11–15, 16–20, and 20 or more), and position type 

(teacher/principal).  The survey consisted of 35 questions that focused on educator perceptions of 

professional development.  In all, 396 educators from 18 school districts across five Midwest 

states responded to the survey instrument.  A statistical analysis of the responses provided 

composite mean scores and standard deviations.   A factorial ANOVA was used to test the first 

hypothesis.  An independent samples t-test was used to test the second, fourth, and fifth 

hypotheses.  A one-way ANOVA was used to test the third hypothesis.  There was a significant 

difference between position type (teacher/principal) and licensure (elementary K–5, secondary 
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6–12) on their perceptions of professional development.  Principals responded with a higher 

perception of professional development than teachers.  Elementary licensure, K–5th grade 

teachers, also responded with a higher perception of professional development.  There was no 

significant difference between gender (male/female) and years of experience (0–5, 6–10, 11–15, 

16–20, and 20 or more).  Educators responded that their perception of the most effective forms of 

professional development were having more time to work with colleagues (86.6%), using a 

professional learning community model (85.7%), and attending conferences and workshops 

(84.9%).  In addition, educators had a higher perception of the effectiveness of professional 

development at the school level versus the district level. 
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CHAPTER 1 

 

BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY 

“Nothing has promised so much and has been so frustratingly wasteful as the thousands 

of workshops and conferences that led to no significant change in practice when teachers 

returned to their classrooms” (Fullan, 1991, p. 315).  Research studies have concluded that the 

biggest indictor to predict student achievement is teacher effectiveness.  Wong (2001) found that 

over 40 years of educational research has pointed to the classroom teacher as the most important 

factor in increasing student achievement.  Aaronson, Barrow, and Sander (2007) found in their 

study of Chicago public schools that student achievement was almost directly tied to teacher 

effectiveness.  Yet teacher training programs, years of experience, and licensure were not 

significant factors when looking at increasing student achievement.  Rivkin, Hanushek, and Kain 

(2005) authored a study in Texas that also found teacher level of education does not, by itself, 

impact student achievement.   

Marzano (2003) published a policy brief that addressed student achievement and teacher 

effectiveness.  Marzano found similar results to Sanders and Horn’s (1998) research, which had 

found as much as a 39 percentage-point difference in student achievement when comparing least 

effective and most effective teachers, which led to the creation of a teacher value-added 

assessment system in the state of Tennessee.  Marzano found that a student performing in the 

50th percentile who spends two years with an average teacher will likely continue performing at 
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the 50th percentile.  That same student performing at the 50th percentile who spends two years 

with a highly-effective teacher, however, will perform at the 96th percentile. Student 

achievement research has shown a correlation between teacher effectiveness and student 

achievement (Marzano, 2003; Sanders & Horn, 1998).  Students with least effective teachers will 

learn less and perform lower than their classmates. 

Statement of the Problem 

 Coleman’s (1966) study was the first report to link student achievement to the teacher.  

Since this landmark study was published, improving professional development has become an 

area of focus in research.  Guskey (2000) stated, “Never before in the history of education has 

greater importance been attached to the professional development of educators.  Every proposal 

for educational reform and every plan for school improvement emphasizes the need for high-

quality professional development” (p. 3).  Successful professional development of the teacher is 

critical to the success of the school district and school.  This study sought to demonstrate how 

quality professional development has a greater chance of impacting student performance through 

the perceptions of teachers; if they think something will work, it probably will.  Hargreaves 

stated (1995),  

What we want for our children, we should also want for their teachers, that schools be 

places of learning for both of them and that such learning be suffused with excitement, 

engagement, passion, challenge, creativity, and joy.  Meeting such goals is not only a 

challenge for teacher development but also fundamentally a challenge to our beliefs. (p. 

27-28) 
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Significance of Study 

 School districts throughout the Midwest continue to expend resources on professional 

development, whether that becomes time away from school, in-service events, or purchasing 

materials.  In addition, states such as Indiana recently changed their teacher evaluation system to 

encourage more professional development at the district and building levels.  Indiana RISE 

(Indiana Department of Education, 2012c) dedicated one of the three domains in the teacher 

evaluation rubric to teacher leadership.  Teachers are rated as highly effective, effective, 

improvement necessary, and ineffective based on the teacher’s professional development and 

collaboration of their professional development with peers (Appendix A).   

These changes may bring professional development closer to the top of school leaders’ 

priorities.  Marzano’s (2003) research concluded that student achievement is directly linked to 

the teacher behavior.  Increasing teacher effectiveness through changing teacher behavior by 

professional development should result in student achievement gains.  The results of this 

research will provide school leaders with a better idea as to what an effective professional 

development approach might look like, with the intent of increasing teacher effectiveness by 

changing teacher behavior to increase student achievement.   

Research Questions 

The following research questions guided this study:  

1. Is there significant interaction on the composite score for professional development 

among position type, years of experience, licensure, and gender? 

2. Is there significant difference based on position type on the composite score for 

professional development? 
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3. Is there significant difference based on years of experience on the composite score for 

professional development? 

4. Is there significant difference based on licensure on the composite score for 

professional development? 

5. Is there significant difference based on gender type on the composite score for 

professional development? 

Null Hypotheses 

The following null hypotheses were addressed in the methodology of the research study. 

1. There is no significant interaction on the composite score for professional 

development among position type, years of experience, licensure, and gender. 

2. There is no significant difference based on position type on the composite score for 

professional development. 

3. There is no significant difference based on years of experience on the composite 

score for professional development. 

4. There is no significant difference based on licensure on the composite score for 

professional development. 

5. There is no significant difference based on gender type on the composite score for 

professional development. 

Personal Statement 

 When I interviewed for teaching positions, I would often be asked about my future 

personal educational goals and what type of research or educational books I read.  On the 

applications I completed, I would always have to list the educational organizations I had 

membership in and for how long I was a member.  This led me to a core belief about educators 
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and the field of education.  I believed that all educators constantly focused on improving their 

own professional development as a teacher–learner.  My mother is a retired teacher and is still 

taking classes and participating in professional development opportunities.  With a family of 

teachers, conversations were always focused on professional development.  I believed that 

educators were open sponges at staff trainings, workshops, and conferences.  In addition, I 

thought that they spent their time researching and studying.  I have discovered over the course of 

my career that not every teacher believes there is value in professional development.  I do 

believe that every teacher has an internal fire that led him or her to education.  As a building 

principal, I am driven to find the best professional development strategy that will inspire teachers 

to be engaged in professional development and implement what they learned at the professional 

development in their classroom.  I believe this will make the teacher better and increase student 

achievement. 

Definition of Terms Used 

District and corporations refer to the larger setting of schools situated within a boundary 

typically aligned with geographical interests. Most districts in the Midwest will be composed of 

one or many elementary schools, middle schools, and high schools. 

Professional development refers to the total of formal and informal learning experiences 

throughout one’s career, from pre-service teacher education programs to when a teacher retires.  

The purpose of the learning experiences is to better the teacher as a classroom instructor (Fullan, 

1991).  For the purpose of this study, in-service and professional development pertains to any 

activity the educator participates in to improve his or her pedagogical practices as a teacher.    
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Professional learning community refers to a group of educators who meet regularly to 

review student data, discuss instructional practices, and seek needed professional development 

for a teacher-learner or the whole group (DuFour & Eaker, 1998).  

Quality professional development refers to professional development that gradually 

changes teacher behavior in the classroom over time.   

Professional learning network refers to professional development where a teacher builds 

a network of professionals through various informational outlets to connect with other colleagues 

to collaborate on a topic (Klingensmith, 2012).  This allows an educator to not work in isolation. 

School level versus district level refers to who is organizing the professional 

development.  School level is organized by the building administrator and district level is 

organized by a district administrator.  

Sponsor refers to whoever is providing the professional development.  The providers 

could be internal, as with a school or the district, or external, such as an outside consultant or 

professional development organization. 

Appropriate feedback refers to an administrator providing the opportunity for the teacher 

to have the concise and detailed information needed to implement the professional development 

as well as the concise and detailed information in follow-up observations to the teacher. 

Teacher–learner refers to the teacher in the role of the student, as a learner. 

Composite mean score is the mean of the Likert scale responses for each participant in 

the survey.   

Summary 

 The purpose of this chapter was to reveal a need for better professional development in 

schools.  Professional development done well should help engage teachers in activities that 
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improve their performance in the classroom.  In addition, professional development of the 

teacher–learner has become a focus with recent changes in teacher evaluations in some states, 

i.e., adopting pay-for-performance models.  If student achievement is contingent on a highly 

effective teacher, then the duty of every school district and building-level administrator is to find 

and implement the best professional development opportunities.  

 Chapter 1 provided an introduction to this study.  Chapter 2 presents a literature review of 

professional development in the school setting.  Chapter 3 focuses on the methodology used in 

the research study. Chapter 4 presents the summary of the data from the study.  Chapter 5 is a 

presentation of the summary of the study.  
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CHAPTER 2 

 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

“Professional development should be able to increase the professional life of the teacher, 

remediate the struggling teacher, reflect the school improvement goals of the building, and help 

bring a systemic process change to the building” (Blandford, 1998, p. 2).   

History of Teacher Licensure in Indiana 

Prior to Licensure  

Indiana’s first state constitution, in 1816, provided for a free and appropriate education 

under Article XI.  The General Assembly created a general education system for township 

schools and a state university.  The state of Indiana established the first Normal School for 

teacher training in 1865.  In 1870 the Indiana State Normal School in Terre Haute officially 

opened with the intent to prepare teachers for a career in education.  Crumrin (n.d.) noted, 

“Normal schools rose upon the tide to thought that believed teaching was a ‘science’ which 

could be taught and learned just as any other science” (para. 2).  According to Crumrin (n.d.), “it 

[Normal School] adopted a philosophy that thought it not only important to teach students how 

to teach, but also what to teach by giving them a good grounding in various subjects” (para. 11).   

The establishment of the Indiana State Normal School and those in other states was to 

provide professional development prior to accepting a teaching position.  This belief of providing 

professional development prior to teaching exists today.  All states as of 2013, including Indiana, 
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require prospective teachers to complete some form of college degree work and, in addition, take 

a competence exam, which currently is the Praxis Series II test (Indiana Department of 

Education, 2012a). This may soon change as legislation is under way to make teacher licensing 

less rigorous, facilitating schools struggling to find teachers. 

Life License in Indiana 

Teachers completing their school work are able to apply for an Indiana Teacher’s 

Certificate.  In the past, teachers would only need to apply one time, hence the term life license.  

Upon receiving the license, teacher professional development was left up to the teacher, school, 

and/or local school district.  This rule was in effect until 1978. The next sections follow the 

licensing path in the state of Indiana to present day. 

Five-Year Licensure Rules 46-47 

Rules 46-47 became the next assessment code adopted by the Indiana Department of 

Education mandated for teachers who began teacher preparation programs after August 1, 1978.   

Prospective teachers had until July 1, 2006, to complete their teacher preparation programs and 

meet the requirements of Rules 46-47.  Rules 46-47 added a key change from previous licensure.  

Teachers under Rules 46-47 must complete six hours of professional development every five 

years.  In 1992, the state of Indiana created the Indiana Professional Standards Board.  The 

Indiana Professional Standards Board voted to require professional development for continued 

licensing.  This change was due to the Indiana Professional Standards Board’s position that 

professional development was a vital part of teacher development.  Rules 46-47 also added the 

requirement of passing a competence exam as part of the licensure requirements.  The National 

Teachers Exam went into effect on July 1, 1986, and became part of licensure.  Prospective 

teachers learned the pedagogy and content knowledge skills at the preparation school and then 
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demonstrated their basic knowledge on the National Teachers Exam Core Battery.  On 

September 1, 1999 the National Teachers Exam was replaced by the Praxis I and Praxis II 

exams. 

Rules 2002 

The state of Indiana continued to progress in the definitions and expectations for teachers, 

both current and prospective.  In 2002 Steven Kimball wrote a paper about performance-based 

teacher licensing for the state of Indiana.  In regard to the old traditional system of teaching 

licensure, Kimball (2002) stated, “The prior system of teacher licensure in the state of Indiana 

was typical of most state systems for credentialing teaching professionals.  Under the former 

system there was little continuity in requirements along the licensure continuum” (p. 1).  The 

Indiana Professional Standards Board began to immediately make changes to the licensure 

process with a renewed focus on teacher professional development.  The Indiana Professional 

Standards Board believed that teacher professional development would increase student 

achievement in Indiana.  Kimball noted,  

The key difference between the previous system of teacher licensure in Indiana and the 

one being developed and piloted is the use of new standards and performance-based 

assessments to ensure instructional quality across the education system.  In addition to 

instructional accountability, the system is also intended to help higher education 

institutions, school districts, schools, mentors, and teachers focus on the professional 

growth of teachers. (p. 3)  

Professional Growth Plans 

On July 1, 2011, Article 10 of the Indiana Administrative Code took effect (Indiana 

Administrative Code, 2011).  Article 10, or the professional growth plan, defined a new way for 
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educators to renew their licenses with professional development.  The focus shifted from 

traditional professional development opportunities, such as college courses, to teachers being 

able to count a wide range of activities like serving on the school improvement team, as 

professional development hours.  According to the Indiana Department of Education (2012b),  

Educators attend conferences, workshops, participate in curriculum development 

committees, participate in school improvement plans, and take coursework to stay up-to-

date on the latest educational reforms in addition to their classroom responsibilities.  The 

Professional Growth Plan (PGP) is an opportunity for teachers, administrators, and 

school service personnel to control their own professional development and use these 

experiences towards licensing renewal. (para. 1) 

Mandated Teacher Professional Development  

Rules 46-47 was the first teacher preparation change that required professional 

development for teachers for continued certification renewal from the state of Indiana.  Rules 

2002 increased the commitment from the state of Indiana in the value of teacher professional 

development after completion of the teacher preparation program.  The change in Indiana law 

widened the scope of license renewal through professional growth plan points.  The professional 

growth plan forces school districts to define what professional development will look like in their 

school district. 

In 2012 Indiana had a shift in leadership at the Department of Education level that forced 

many to reflect on the dramatic changes in legislation and policy being forced through over the 

previous four years.  A new teacher evaluation model was proposed and has been adopted by 

most schools in Indiana. This new model looks at professional development as a part of that 

evaluation (Indiana Department of Education, 2012c). 
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Teacher Licensure in States Near Indiana 

 Indiana is not the only state in the Midwest changing state requirements for teacher 

licensure.  Illinois, Kentucky, Michigan, Ohio, and Wisconsin have all created variations of 

teacher renewal that incorporate the idea of using growth points (Illinois Department of 

Education, n.d.; Kentucky Department of Education, 2012; Michigan Department of Education, 

2012; Ohio Department of Education, 2012; Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction, n.d.).  

Each state has its own terminology and total hours needed for license renewal; however, each 

state seems to have a similar structure.  A teacher may continue to use traditional professional 

development formats, such as university course work, or the teacher may use a variety of 

alternative professional development activities to collect a minimum number of hours for 

licensure renewal. 

Professional Development Defined 

Guskey (2009) argued that a school can only improve through professional development.  

Guskey stated,  

In addition, scouring the education literature for examples of school improvements 

occurring without professional development fails to yield a single case.  It is probably 

safe to say, in fact, that no improvement effort in the history of education has ever 

succeeded without thoughtfully planned and well-implemented professional development 

activities designed to enhance educators’ knowledge and skills. (p. 226)   

In reviewing the literature, the terms in-service and professional development continue to 

be used interchangeably.  Which term is used in the literature more defines the decade in which 

the term was used rather than having a different meaning.  West-Burnham and O’Sullivan (1998) 

defined in-service as “the term to define focused school improvement activities during the 
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1980s” (p. 5).  The term professional development replaced the term in-service in the 1990s.  For 

the purpose of this study, in-service and professional development pertains to any activity the 

educator participates in to improve his or her pedagogy practices.   

Blandford (1998) stated, “Professional development opportunities are the result of 

collaboration, participation, and negotiation. . . . A prerequisite for effective schools is, therefore, 

professional development” (p. 2).  Professional development should be able to increase the 

professional life of the teacher, remediate the struggling teacher, reflect the school improvement 

goals of the building, and help bring a systemic change to the building (Blandford, 1998).  

Blandford argued that effective professional development will change teacher behavior in the 

classroom.  Professional development needs to be focused and intentional.  According to 

Hargreaves and Fullan (1992), professional development “may entail creating a work 

environment which is supportive and not restrictive of professional learning, continuous 

improvement, and the opportunity to teach, and teach well, rather than merely survive” (p. 1). 

Hargreaves and Fullan argued that there are three types of training a new teacher should have to 

develop into an effective teacher.  The professional development should focus on (a) knowledge 

and skill development, (b) a self-understanding of that professional development, and (c) belief 

in the process as an ecological change.  Teacher professional development that is focused and 

intentional, according to Harnett and Carr (1995), “sees teacher development to be concerned 

with the processes, insights, structures, and ideas which enable teachers to reflect about, and 

improve, their practices throughout their careers” (p. 41).  B. M. Harris (1980) defined 

professional development as “any planned program of learning opportunities afforded staff 

members of schools, colleges, or other educational agencies for purposes of improving the 

performance of the individual in already assigned positions” (p. 20).   
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In 2001 the U.S. government passed the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB).  Within that 

document the definition of professional development (Appendix B) is extremely broad and 

includes almost everything that a teacher would normally do or participate in.  The definition is 

also meant to be all-inclusive so that it also covers other positions, such paraprofessionals and 

principals. 

The professional development needs are usually different for each staff member.  The 

needs of the first-year teacher may be different from a veteran teacher.  The Centre for Education 

Research and Innovation (1982) added, “What is lacking are simple and short methods of 

analyzing the different aspects of their jobs for in-service purposes” (p. 58).  The Centre for 

Education Research and Innovation affirmed in their 1982 study of teacher in-service that 

professional development is critical to teacher success.  A challenge they cited was in regard to 

teacher professional development.  The content and approach of the professional development 

must be designed for the adult leaner.  In addition, the professional development must be 

differentiated according to position and skill level.   

 B. M. Harris (1980) stated, “In-service education is to the school operation what good 

eating habits and a balanced diet are to human growth and vitality” (p. 13).  In-service is crucial 

to the professional development of the staff member and the school.  B. M. Harris believed that 

in order to conduct effective professional development experiences, one needs to make correct 

assumptions about people.  Once again, professional development must be seen through the lens 

of individual teacher learning.  B. M. Harris defined 13 assumptions about people that must be 

considered for effective in-service and professional development: 

1. People can and will learn on the job. 
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2. People tend to view each projected learning outcome as appropriate or inappropriate 

from an internal, personal frame of reference. 

3. People experience satisfaction from learning what is clearly perceived as appropriate. 

4. People need feedback on their own behavior to make efficient use of experiences for 

learning. 

5. People need cognitive organizers to make efficient use of feedback in guiding 

learning. 

6. People need direct intervention in accomplishing some learning outcomes but not 

others. 

7. People tend to want to learn some things, at some times, under certain conditions, at 

certain costs (but not all things, at all times, under all conditions and costs). 

8. People are capable of learning anything if the time, conditions, and motivations 

(rewards) are adequate. 

9. People learn best those things they perceive to be meaningful, purposeful, and 

satisfying.   

10. People have developmental as well as situational and personal needs that learning can 

help to satisfy. 

11. People’s needs are met partially by learning, but never completely (they have other 

needs, too). 

12. People must learn in order to survive in the long run.  But they do not have to learn to 

survive in the short run; instead, they can cope, resist, or endure. 

13. People learn in active states under conditions of mild arousal, attentiveness, and 

stress. (p. 10) 
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Providing meaningful professional development means understanding that there is a 

connection between a staff member’s desire for job satisfaction and appropriate feedback from 

the principal or supervisor on how to improve the staff member’s instructional decisions.  B. M. 

Harris (1980) added, “Without substantial continuing growth in competence in personnel serving 

in our elementary and secondary schools and colleges, the entire concept of accountability has 

little meaning” (p. 13).  

Timpson and Tobin (1982) argued that professional development is needed as a survival 

tool for teacher behavior.  They stated, “As a result, those who are ‘natural’ or ‘born’ teachers 

can survive and flourish; those with instincts less theatrical often sink into mediocrity, or worse” 

(Timpson & Tobin, 1982, p. 4).  In addition, Timpson and Tobin believed the challenge of a 

college professor is to create critical components and best-practice teaching strategies for pre-

service students.  In short, the best university preparation struggles to fully develop an educator 

with all the skills new teachers need for a career.  Pre-service teacher programs provide the new 

teacher with a desire to continue learning on the job and through professional development 

opportunities.  Effective professional development will hopefully satisfy this desire and 

ultimately change teacher behaviors in the classroom.  The more effective the teacher is in the 

classroom, the more students will achieve (Marzano, 2003).   

Professional development is needed to cultivate the educator to improve practice.  

According to Garman (1995), “One thing we can say about the decade of the 1980s; it brought a 

great deal of public attention to education in general and to teacher development in particular” 

(p. 24).  Studies such as A Nation at Risk and A Nation Prepared: Teachers for the 21st Century 

created a national desire for professional development (Guskey & Huberman, 1995).  Guskey 

(2000) stated, “Never before in education has there been greater recognition of the need for 
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ongoing professional development.  In-service training and other forms of professional 

development are crucial components in nearly every modern proposal for educational 

improvement” (p. 3).   

Guskey and Huberman (1995) felt that the expectations and work load practitioners had 

to manage resulted in the need for even more professional development.  Guskey (2000) added, 

“Every proposal for educational reform and every plan for school improvement emphasizes the 

need for high-quality professional development” (p. 3).  School schedules create challenges in 

finding time for consistent professional development.  Teacher contracts create additional 

challenges in providing the needed time for professional development.  As technology and 

research continue to evolve at a fast rate, educators need to find time for professional 

development, according to Guskey (2000) who wrote,  

As these knowledge bases expand, new types of expertise are required of educators at all 

levels.  Like practitioners in other professional fields, educators must keep abreast of this 

emerging knowledge and must be prepared to use it to continually refine their conceptual 

and craft skills. (p. 3) 

As we learn more about the students we teach, we need to be flexible in our delivery of content 

and approach to teaching.  

Why Professional Development Does Not Work 

Decades upon decades of research show a need for teacher in-service and professional 

development.  The biggest challenge is finding good research on what are the effective types of 

professional development (Guskey, 2009).  Guskey (2009) added,  

The challenge of assuring rigor in the methodological, the time and resources needed for 

the research, being able to collect meaningful data, and even when that happens being 
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able to conclude clear results creates a challenge that keeps most researchers away from 

studying the effectiveness of professional development.  (p. 226)   

B. M. Harris (1980) believed that the assumptions of professional development would 

stay relevant due to the fact that the assumptions are based on the adult as a learner.  The 

research shows that professional development is needed and that we must understand the teacher 

as a learner.  However, even though those conditions exist, why does professional development 

continue to fail or make only a minor impact?  Lieberman and McLaughlin (1996) stated,  

Yet the popularity of networks suggests that teachers stay away from conventional staff 

development activities—or attend only if required—not because of a lack of interest in 

professional growth but because the in-service training formats fail to meet their needs.  

(p. 63) 

Even with the research on how the teacher learns, the structure continues to not support 

the teacher learner.  Cochran-Smith and Lytle (1996) added,  

What is missing from the knowledge base for teaching are the voices of teachers 

themselves, the questions teachers ask, the ways teachers use writing and intentional talk 

in their work lives, and the interpretive frames teachers use to understand and improve 

their own classroom practices. (p. 92)  

A possible reason why professional development does not have the impact that it was 

designed to achieve may be due to teacher perceptions and attitudes.  It is the difference between 

the educator controlling the professional development and the professional development 

happening to the educator approach that may reveal hidden tensions.  Clark (1992) addressed this 

dilemma. 
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In some quarters the phrase “professional development of teachers” carries a great deal of 

negative undertones.  It implies a process done to teachers; that teachers need to be forced 

into developing; that teachers have deficits in knowledge and skill that can be fixed by 

training; and that teachers are pretty much alike.  Now, as a teacher, how eager would 

you feel about co-operating in a process in which you are presumed to be passive, 

resistant, deficient, and one of a faceless, homogeneous herd?  This is hardly an ideal set 

of conditions for adult learning, support, and development. (Clark, 1992, p. 75)  

The adult learner must be active in the process or in control of the learning.  The teacher must 

believe that they have control of their professional development.  Clark (1992) added,  

Why should teachers, individually and collectively, take charge of their own professional 

development?  Why is this a good idea?  First, we need to recognize that adult 

development is voluntary—no one can force a person to learn, change, or grow. (p. 77)   

The school culture can lead to an educator’s perception and attitude about learning.  Rosenholtz 

(1991) stated, 

When teachers conversed in either moderate or low consensus schools, they stressed 

students’ failing instead of their triumphs. . . . In high consensus schools, by contrast, 

shared goals, beliefs, and values led teachers through their talk to a more ennobling 

vision that placed teaching interests in the forefront, and that bound them, including 

newcomers, to pursue that same vision. (p. 39)  

Effective professional development ideas need time, and they need to build capacity in 

the teacher at the same time.  A. Harris and Muijs (2005) stated, 

Where professional development opportunities are insensitive to the concerns of 

individual participants, and make little effort to relate learning experiences to workplace 
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conditions, they make little impact upon teachers or their pupils. . . . Research has shown 

that to achieve improvements in teaching and better learning outcomes for students, 

teachers need to be engaged in meaningful professional development that promotes 

inquiry, creativity, and innovation. (p. 58) 

Reasons that A. Harris and Muijs gave as to why professional development does not work were 

lack of time, acknowledge when the teacher learns, negative experiences in the classroom, and 

lack of a true professional development plan.  Hardy (2012) found that most professional 

development fails due to the fact that the school structure has stayed in a traditional format, 

which in turn forces teachers to leave collaborative meetings to actually work and implement in 

isolation.  In addition, Guskey (2000) stated, “Reviews of the professional development literature 

typically do a better job of documenting inadequacies than prescribing solutions” (p. 32).  

Guskey argued that one reason that professional development fails is due to disagreement on the 

criteria used to evaluate professional development.  Thus we find the misalignment between 

teachers and principals emerging as a factor to consider. 

The Teacher as an Adult Learner 

 Blandford (2000) stated, “In order for professional development to be effective, the 

coordinators should be aware of the needs of teachers as adult learners” (p. 21).  The teacher 

must have a constancy of purpose, alertness to opportunities, and the insight into the variability 

of setting (Burke, 1997).  “Adults learn through their experiences and the experiences of others” 

(Webster-Wright, 2009, p. 720).  Teachers need time to experience, reflect, and be active and 

engaged in the learning process.  Traditional professional development focused on the individual, 

more recent professional development focuses on a learning community.  Webster-Wright stated, 

(2009), “Within most professions, the individual and his or her knowledge and practice has been 
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the focus of research into PL (personal learning), albeit with recent recognition of the importance 

of community and context” (p. 723).  Adults as learners need to experience, read, and reflect, but 

they also need to be able to discuss with colleagues the experiences they have had, successful or 

not.  This leads to the questions, what are the traditional forms of professional development and 

what are the current forms of professional development? Is it simply a group focus rather than 

individual focus all that needs to change? 

Traditional Styles of Professional Development 

The traditional styles are still commonly used today.  Progress in technology and the 

approach to professional development has created more avenues for a teacher to participate in 

professional development.  Technology such as Blackboard™ allows for the structure of a 

traditional university-style class setting from a student’s home or work environment.  Blandford 

(2000) divided professional development into four categories: practitioner development, 

professional education, professional training, and professional support.  

Blandford (2000) defined practitioner development as “school-based development, self-

development, induction, mentoring, observation, job-shadowing, and team teaching” (p. 6).  This 

approach has a progressive feeling to it as contrasted with what Blandford defined professional 

education as: “Award bearing courses managed and taught at higher education institutions 

(HEIs), focusing on the relationship between educational theory and practice, and leading to 

higher education accreditation and professional qualifications” (p. 6).  A more traditional 

approach is also found in the idea of professional training, which has been defined as 

“conferences, courses, and workshops that emphasize practical information and skills, managed 

and delivered by local education authority (LEAs), schools’ external consultants or trainers from 

HEIs.  Such courses may lead to academic awards or accreditation towards national standards” 



22 

(Blandford, 2000, p. 7).  Professional support has been defined as “provided by colleagues and 

managers in fulfillment of contractual conditions of service; e.g. recruitment and selection 

procedures (including job descriptions), promotion, career development, appraisal, mentoring, 

team building, redeployment and equality of opportunity” (Blandford, 2000, p. 7).  This 

approach seems to reflect the recent changes some states have positioned evaluation and 

licensure with. 

Workshops are typically a form of a one-day, or multi-day conference or training.  Cohen 

and Ball (1999) found that workshops do not necessarily connect to the academic content the 

teacher needs to increase student achievement.  Parsad, Lewis, and Farris (2001) found that 

workshops, due to the lack of connection to the teachers’ students’ needs, have little impact on 

changing teacher behavior in the classroom.  Hargreaves (1995) stated,  

Generally, professional development literature derides short, ‘one-shot deal’ in-service 

workshops that simply raise teachers’ awareness about new initiatives or expose them to 

new programs or skills, on the grounds that absence of follow-up, further training, or 

support minimizes the chances of initial or sustained impact, let alone of integrating 

newly learned skills into teachers’ existing repertoires. (p. 149)  

The inexpensive cost of most workshops is a main reason why workshops continue to stay 

popular.  Addressing the cost of workshops, Hargreaves added, “Nonetheless, these are the forms 

of professional development that continue to dominate in practice—largely because they are 

cheaper, clearer, more visibly concrete, and more easily controlled than most of their 

competitors” (p. 149).  Sparks and Hirsh (2000) found that professional development must 

evolve from an off-site general training in an area to a continuous learning that the adult is 

engaged in daily.  This approach advocates for school-level efforts that exist within a plan. 
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Current Styles of Professional Development 

In-Service Training 

 Koehler (1999) defined in-service in most schools as, “synonymous with large group 

presentations . . . periodic and relatively limited exposure to education’s most recent trends, 

usually followed by insufficient opportunities to practice and master the concepts” (p. 30).  

Schools select a few topics and then bring in speakers or give presentations on the topic 

(Koehler, 1999).  The concept of training brings to mind the idea that certain behaviors have 

been identified as efficient (not necessarily effective) and thus need to be adopted.  Koehler 

indicated that in-service should be “routine process for communicating new knowledge to 

teachers and other school professionals, and it should be followed by relevant opportunities to 

master such new knowledge” (p. 31).  Teachers need time after the in-service to collaborate and 

implement the information shared.  This provides a potential for in-service recipients to 

scrutinize the training and perhaps modify it to meet local needs. 

Collaborative Teacher Research 

Cochran-Smith and Lytle (1993) defined collaborative teacher research as “systematic 

and intentional inquiry carried out by teachers” (p. 7).  Building-level principals must provide 

teachers that want to work on teacher research the freedom to do so, yet the collaborative 

approach may not be appropriate for everyone.  As noted by Cochran-Smith and Lytle, “In many 

school systems, however, teachers have not been encouraged to work together on voluntary, self-

initiated projects or to speak out with authority about instructional, curricular, and policy issues” 

(p. 21).  In short, the building and district administration must be supportive of teacher research, 

encouraging it but not forcing it. 
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Collaborative teacher research allows teachers to respond and adjust their instructional 

practices through a process that involves a team of teachers.  Grimmett (1995) stated, “Teacher 

research focus groups provide the kind of cultural conditions in which individuals and groups 

can become familiar with and experiment around the goals and principles of the proposed 

change” (p. 124).  In collaborative teacher research, professional development comes from, and 

is driven by, what the teachers learn in the research.  Lassonde and Israel (2010) believed that 

collaborative groups allow teachers to reflect on and define their own needed professional 

development.  This provides ownership to the teacher and alignment to their area of need in new 

theory and knowledge.  Teachers then take turns sharing their research in a collaborative group.  

The sharing builds the expertise and knowledge of the whole group.   

Professional development should be continuous and based on research.  Collaborative 

teachers can become a learning community.  This form of professional development is teacher-

driven and is typically based on teacher preference in topic of research and of colleagues in the 

group.  Teachers may also write for publications information they learned during the process 

(Grimmett, 1995).  The intent is to further improve the effectiveness of the teacher participating 

in the research, and perhaps add to the body of knowledge in education.  Rust and Meyers (2003) 

argued that the collaborative teacher research approach better allows teachers to examine their 

classrooms and their schools.  Through this process teachers are able to participate in creating 

policies that affect the students, teachers, and community. 

Action Research 

 One approach to collaborative teacher research has evolved into a methodology.  Mertler 

(2009) defined action research as “systematic inquiry conducted by teachers, administrators, 

counselors, or others with a vested interest in the teaching and learning process or environment” 
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(p. 4).  Action research is a process that follows the steps of identifying an area of focus, 

collecting data, analyzing and interpreting the data, and developing a plan of action (Mertler, 

2009).  Grady (1998) defined action research as “reflective inquiry undertaken by educators in 

order to better understand the education environment and to improve practice” (p. 43).  Teachers 

review their own data and make professional development decisions about their own needs, 

based on the tenets of scientific inquiry.  This leads to teacher empowerment (Mertler, 2009).  

Davis (2008) argued that action research is “research in motion” (p. 18) and that due to the 

research being an active process for the teacher, the teacher will improve their teaching and the 

student will increase in achievement.  Davis stated, “Action research is flexible, adaptive, 

recursive, experimental, incremental, and woven into the daily work of teaching” (p. 18).  In this 

process teachers participating in the action research are able to identify answers to key areas.  

The teachers may begin by looking at three key areas; a teaching method, identifying a problem, 

and/or examining an area of interest (Mertler, 2009).  The responses then either provide the 

needed professional development or identify areas of need.   

Action research can be a form of qualitative research, which may be better suited for the 

busy and complex school experience (Grady, 1998).  Grady (1998) stated, “While action 

research projects follow the same research regimen as other forms of qualitative research, such 

projects are geared toward reflecting on practice and often toward solving specific school or 

classroom problems” (p. 43).  Macintyre (2000) added that a literature review is critical to high 

quality action research; “studying and selecting and eventually reporting the literature which has 

been used, gives the work an academic base” (p. 3).  The literature review must be completed to 

help with the planning and implementation of the action research and the interventions 

implemented (Hendricks, 2009).  The literature review demonstrates that the researchers have 



26 

studied developments in the particular field of inquiry and that they will begin their own 

investigations from an informed stance.   

Teachers that participate in action research generally have a more positive attitude 

towards professional development (Parsons & Brown, 2002).  Reflection is also an important 

component of action research and leads to more effective professional development.  Hendricks 

(2009) gave three reasons:  

Reflection must be critical, which requires going beyond merely thinking about 

experience. . . . Reflection is a meaningful and important part of a practitioner’s 

professional development. . . . Self-understanding, whether through autobiographical 

reflection or internally directed reflection, is an important part of the reflective process 

because it allows an educator to focus on the ways in which experiences and values affect 

actions. (pp. 29-30)   

Action research is a way to provide constant professional development and improve the 

teaching practices for a teacher and school (Grady, 1998).  Hardy (2012) stated, “Action research 

is also described as an approach to research which encourages teachers to theorize their own 

practice, such that the traditional division between theory and practice, and teaching and research 

encouraged by positivism is challenged” (p. 71). 

Mentoring or Peer-Coaching 

Johnson (2008) stated that the concept of mentoring to help beginning teachers survive 

and to improve teacher attrition began in the 1980s.  According to Johnson, the concept 

expanded, and by 1998 there were over 30 states whose departments of education had mandated 

teacher mentoring programs.  A key component of the mentoring program was having a 

seasoned or veteran teacher helping a beginning teacher navigate the first years of teaching.  
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Professional development is critical in the mentoring process.  Mentoring or peer-coaching, 

created in theory for the beginning teacher, is also useful for teachers who are no longer novice 

teachers.  Teachers on their own or by administrator direction may work with a mentor teacher in 

an identified area of weakness.  Learning groups (Johnson, 2008) is one way that teachers and 

mentors may work together.  The learning group concept is very familiar to professional learning 

communities (Dufour & Eaker, 1998), except that this learning group is differentiated to have a 

weaker teacher partnered with a stronger teacher.  This approach assumes the mentor derives less 

from the experience than the teacher. 

Johnson (2008) also discussed co-mentoring or peer-coaching.  Peer-coaching is more 

interactive between the two teachers and generally produces growth in both teachers.  Duchaine, 

Jolivette, and Fredrick (2011) found that implementing peer-coaching to provide professional 

development for special education and inclusion teachers increased the teachers’ ability to 

implement the program being used.  Johnson (2008) stated,  

Integration of professional development should be ongoing, incorporated in staff 

development programs as well as in more focused work on particular instructional skills.  

Development must include helping the new teacher increase content knowledge, master 

instructional techniques, and understand how students learn. (p. 90)   

Professional development in the co-mentoring concept, according to Johnson, includes setting 

goals, learning resources, engaging in discussion/reflection, and developing portfolios.  

Hargreaves (1995) added, “In some places, initiatives in peer coaching and mentoring between 

teachers have provided the structured contexts of practice, feedback, and support for teachers 

that are needed for successful implementation” (p. 149). 
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The critical component of the co-mentoring or peer-coaching approach is the selection of 

the veteran teacher.  Co-mentoring or peer coaching may not always have a positive effect on the 

beginning teacher.  Blandford (1998) warned of 

possible drawbacks to mentoring.  Mentors may: pass on bad habits, not be qualified or 

able to impart their knowledge of the job; lack the patience required; be reluctant to pass 

on their skills; be too closely involved to see their job from another person’s perspective 

(p. 87).   

A principal may be unknowingly passing on poor practices through the selection of a mentor 

whose values and beliefs do not reflect the vision of the school. 

E-Learning  

Technology has created and added new formats that teachers can use for professional 

development.  Halse and Mallinson (2009) found that podcasting, blogging, social networking 

tools, microblogging, and collaborative editing are the most issued forms of professional 

development.  Podcasting is defined by Educause Learning Initiative (2005) as “a term inspired 

by the Apple Computer Corporation’s iPod—a portable digital audio player that allows users to 

download music from their computer directly to the device for later listening” (para. 4).  The 

audio format is able to be downloaded using MP3 or iPod technology.  Blogging allows teachers 

to take part in collaborative professional development.  Carvin (2006) wrote, “Lots of educators 

blog so they can have a professional dialog with their colleagues.  Everyone can benefit from 

discussing the various challenges we all face in our work, and blogs serve as a mechanism for 

sharing those ideas” (para. 15).  Social networking tools continue to grow.  Examples of social 

networking sites are Facebook, Twitter, Pinterest, and LiveJournal (Carvin, 2006).  
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According to Faulkner and Watson (2007), microblogging is like blogging with a limited 

number of characters for the posting.  Examples of microblogging are Twitter, SMS, and instant 

messaging.  A far more full-featured tool, collaborative editing is when multiple people can work 

on a document at once, as with Google documents for instance.  Teachers are able to collaborate 

on the same document at the same time while physically being in different locations.   

E-learning has also accelerated the use of the personal learning network (PLN).  A PLN 

is developed by the teacher and is designed to meet his or her particular needs (Klingensmith, 

2012; Patnoudes 2012).  Teachers use PLNs to connect through social media for resources and 

professional development.  Most PLNs contain some or all of the following types of social 

media:  Facebook, Twitter, Pinterest, LinkedIn, microblogging, professional profiles, wikis, 

blogs, reader/news aggregators, social bookmarking, webinars, and backchanneling of 

conferences (Klingensmith 2012; Patnoudes, 2012).   

Although e-learning of all types continues to increase greatly due to ever-evolving 

technology, there is still little research on the effectiveness of its tools as a way to provide better 

professional development for teachers. This study may reveal some insight regarding teachers’ 

perceptions of these media for professional development use. 

Distance Learning, Webinars, Live Virtual Classrooms, Skype, and Video Conferencing 

 Distance learning, webinars, virtual classrooms, Skype, and other forms of video 

conferencing are all designed around a common theme of flexibility.  The teacher does not have 

to leave his or her classroom or house to participate in professional development.  The research 

is limited on the level of effectiveness of these formats.  Sherry warned in 1995,  

Too often, instructional designers and curriculum developers have become enamored of 

the latest technologies without dealing with the underlying issues of learner 
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characteristics and needs, the influence of media upon the instructional process, equity of 

access to interactive delivery systems, and the new roles of teacher, site facilitator, and 

the student in the distance learning process. (p. 337) 

The degree to which we are impressed with the format might overstate the value of the content. 

McCullagh (2012) argued that using video technology is a motivating form of 

professional development.  Teachers are able to view their own teaching skills and interactions 

with their pupils.  The teacher is also able to monitor their development of improving their 

instructional delivery.  Video recording also allows for peer conversation and supervisor 

conversation. This could be a form of data collection for an action research project. 

Data Teams 

Besser, Anderson-Davis, and Peery (2005) described the concept of having data teams as 

a process of an actual team of teachers, typically a grade or content-area team, that reviews 

student data.  The process is designed to be ongoing professional development with the intent of 

improving teaching practices.  Data teams look at previous grade-level or student data to plan for 

areas where the students need support.  Once an area of need is decided upon, the data team 

creates a pretest.  After the pretest, the data team reviews the student performance data to plan 

groups and instruction.  The data teams look at the student performance to plan which teaching 

strategies will be used in that data round.  Instruction is then given and students take a posttest at 

the end of the round.   

White (2005) added, “Data that is collected should be analyzed and used to make 

improvements (or analyzed to affirm current practices and stay the course)” (p. 13).  The data 

team then reviews the data to decide if students have made the expected growth.  If the data team 

decides the expected growth was not met, the team discusses the teaching strategies used and 



31 

selects new strategies.  If the data team decides expected growth was met, an intervention plan is 

created for students still not at the expected growth and the data team then looks at student data 

to create the next learning concept for the next round.  White stated, “Data teams adhere to 

continuous improvement cycles, examine patterns and trends, and establish specific timelines, 

roles, and responsibilities to facilitate analysis that results in action” (p. 18).   

Data teams that are well implemented are continuous professional development 

opportunities.  Teachers identify their instructional weaknesses, based on student data. In 

addition, teachers create the pretest and posttest, in which teachers complete on-going 

professional development on test writing.  The professional development really becomes 

differentiated for each data team within a building.  Oberman and Symonds (2005) stated,  

In schools that have made significant progress in closing the achievement gap, more than 

three quarters (77%) of respondents report discussing data with colleagues at least a few 

times a month, with about one-third (32%) talking about data a few times a week.  

Respondents in non-gap-closing schools discuss data far less frequently–just about one-

half (47%) only discuss data a few times a year. (p. 9)   

The teacher’s continuous use of data, test writing, and instructional strategies will show a 

positive effect on professional development and student achievement.  Teachers meet with 

colleagues to discuss the information and discuss strategies for instruction.  One aspect yet to be 

reconciled is the degree to which these data collections should become part of the student’s 

assessment profile.  If the intent is to identify teacher weaknesses, should those data also count 

toward the student’s grade? 
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Train the Trainer Model 

Pancucci (2007) argued that the “train the trainer model” (p. 15) is the second most-used 

form of professional development in schools.  The model, according to Pancucci, “focuses on 

bringing one or more lead teachers to central workshops, training them in specific skills or 

programs, and requiring them to train their colleagues at their home school in the demonstrated 

skills” (p. 15).  The model is cost-effective for a school district, but the professional development 

depends on the ability and credibility of the lead teacher and the school providing adequate time 

for teachers to implement the ideas. 

The lead teacher typically attends a full training that provides time to process the 

information and plan implementation (Pancucci, 2007).  The same level of training is usually not 

replicated at the school.  Pancucci (2007) added,  

A major limitation of the Train the Trainer model is that is does not provide the time for 

teachers to assimilate the knowledge, skills, philosophies, and concepts that are essential 

for a deep understanding and appropriate application of the training provided. (p. 15) 

Thus, to employ this approach may seem efficient, yet there are many subtle issues that may 

compromise its effectiveness.  School leaders need to be aware that efficiency and quality are not 

always easy to attain at the same time. 

Professional Learning Communities 

The structure a school uses to implement a professional learning community can look 

many different ways.  There is not a standard definition of the structure.  Hord (1997) stated, 

The professional community of learners is one in which the teachers in a school and its 

administrators continuously seek and share learning, and act on their learning.  The goal 

of their actions is to enhance their effectiveness as professionals for the students’ benefit; 
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thus, this arrangement may also be termed communities of continuous inquiry and 

improvement. (p. 1) 

According to Pancucci (2007), “One of the more complex models of professional 

development is that of the learning community, which has, in recent years, become the model of 

choice for many school boards” (p. 14).  A professional learning community (PLC) focuses on 

three big ideas (DuFour, 2004).  The first is ensuring that all students learn.  Dufour (2004) 

stated, “The professional learning community model flows from the assumption that the core 

mission of formal education is not simply to ensure that students are taught but to ensure that 

they learn” (p. 8).  The second big idea is having a culture of collaboration.  Dufour added, 

“Educators who are building a professional learning community recognize that they must work 

together to achieve their collective purpose of learning for all” (p. 9).  The final big idea of a 

professional learning community is a focus on results.   

Dufour and Eaker (1998) found that schools that implement professional learning 

communities show sustained school improvement, and the increase in student achievement can 

be attributed to the professional learning community.  In addition, Dufour and Eaker found that 

schools with professional learning communities also reported that teachers had a reduction of 

feeling of isolation, increased commitment to the mission and goals of the school, shared 

responsibility for student success, greater job satisfaction and higher morale, and lower rates of 

absenteeism.  Professional learning communities must be focused and teachers must agree on the 

shared goals of that community (Dufour, 2004).   

Little and McLaughlin (1993) stated,  

And for professional communities, what made the difference between communities 

rigidly vested in one right way or in unexamined orthodoxies and communities that could 
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play this teaching function was the existence of norms of ongoing technical inquiry, 

reflection, and professional growth. (p. 99)   

Stoll, Bolam, McMahon, Wallace, and Thomas (2006) found that professional learning 

communities can be most successful when their purpose is to enhance teacher effectiveness for 

the ultimate benefit to students.  Teachers are practicing in consistent professional development 

that is geared directly to their classroom.   

Fogarty and Pete (2011) explained that “a professional learning community is created 

when teams with common goals and needs are formed.  A professional learning community 

could be a grade level team, content team, vertical team, department team and so on” (p. 14).   

Huffman, Hipp, Pankake, and Moller (2001) discovered that three themes are apparent in well-

implemented professional learning communities.  The professional learning communities had (a) 

a proactive administrator along with teacher leadership, (b) purposeful decision making, and (c) 

job-embedded professional development.   

Bolam et al. (2005) identified schools with strong professional learning communities had 

a strong vision that is connected to student learning and continuous teacher improvement.  In 

addition, Moller (2006) found that shared leadership structures, including opportunities to build 

teacher leadership capacity, are more evident in schools that have better implemented 

professional learning communities.  Schools that have strong professional learning communities 

have a strong teacher professional development component.   

DuFour and Marzano (2011) argued that professional learning communities should have 

big ideas  
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to ensure that all students learn at high levels . . . that we are to help all students learn  . . . 

[and that] educators must create a results orientation in order to know if students are 

learning and to respond appropriately to their needs. (pp. 22-25)   

The belief of a professional learning community is that through a well-implemented learning 

community, students will have a guaranteed and viable curriculum (DuFour & Marzano, 2011).  

Rigelman and Ruben (2012) found that teacher candidates also benefited from being able to 

participate in a learning community.  “Teacher candidates stated that collaboration was central to 

their learning” (Rigelman & Ruben, 2012, p. 987). 

Measuring Professional Development 

Once professional development has been experienced, a feedback tool is needed.  This 

tool may provide feedback to the presenter of the professional development or show the level of 

implementation for the professional development.  Craft (1996) stated, “Questionnaires are the 

most commonly used evaluation method, although the typical ‘end of course questionnaire’, has 

its limitations” (p. 97).  Questionnaires can be featured in a variety of ways.  A questionnaire can 

range from a question with a ranking number, typically, to a one-to-five order to select 

preference (Craft, 1996; Koehler, 1999).  Another popular style is the open-ended evaluation 

question.  In addition to questionnaires, interviews are another commonly used form.  

Observation of the teacher is another way to measure the success of the professional 

development.  Through observation, a visiting teacher looks to what depth  the classroom teacher 

can implement the content from the professional development experience (Craft, 1996; Koehler, 

1999).  A teacher who sends in a collection of artifacts and then an analysis of those artifacts 

from peers can also provide feedback of the professional development experience.  A teacher 

who keeps a diary and writes in a narrative  explaining the implementation of the professional 
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development experience is another feedback form, as would be having the class audiotaped 

(Koehler, 1999).  When teachers audiotape themselves implementing the new learning, it allows 

the team to assess the degree to which the teacher implemented professional development ideas.  

Although the forms of collecting the information can be different, the purpose is the same, to 

determine the impact of the professional development experience.   

Marston, Brunetti, and Courtney (2005) found that elementary teachers preferred working 

in close groups whereas high school teachers preferred freedom and flexibility.  In addition, the 

research identified a difference between the attitudes of the elementary and high school teachers 

toward the subject area that they taught (Marston, 2010; Marston et al., 2005).  High school 

teachers will typically teach one subject area and elementary teachers generally teach multiple 

subjects. This may set up a preference aligned with grade level, making district-level productions 

potentially less inspiring. 

Relationships were also different.  Elementary teachers valued working with other 

teachers and the principals more so than secondary teachers.  Marston et al.’s (2005) research 

found a difference in beliefs of what teachers value between elementary school and high school.  

Again, these differences compound the potential for district-level professional development 

activities to be limited in how they can impact the behaviors of teachers in the classrooms.  This 

research sought to provide some focus on the various levels of school educators and the most 

effective professional development perceived by each.  

 Pancucci (2007) found that “professional learning communities are the most effective 

professional development” (p. 16).  A. Harris and Muijs (2005) stated,  

Building leadership capacity requires a constructivist approach to learning where teachers 

learn together and construct meaning from interaction, discussion, and professional 
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dialogue. . . . Improvements in teaching are most likely to occur when there are 

opportunities for teachers to work together and to learn from each other. (p. 58)   

In addition, Harris and Muijs (2005) found building professional learning communities as 

“one of the best ways to implement meaningful professional development” (p. 134).  Hardy 

(2012) stated that the purpose of a professional learning community is “providing an intellectual 

space to enable teachers’ professional growth.  This is achieved by organizing time in particular 

ways, structuring talk and text, and having a shared purpose” (p. 81).  DuFour, DuFour, and 

Eaker (2008) defined professional learning communities as “educators committed to working 

collaboratively in ongoing processes of collective inquiry and action research to achieve better 

results for their students” (p. 14).   

Unfortunately this approach may not be appreciated by secondary teachers as much as 

elementary teachers.  The idea of having to share and be somewhat dependent upon relationships 

seems to fit the elementary approach to learning.  If secondary teachers value freedom and 

flexibility, a PLC may be viewed as restricting that freedom.  The purpose of this research was to 

possibly reveal those attitudes and differences. 
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CHAPTER 3 

 

METHODOLOGY 

This chapter defines the design of the research study to include research questions, null 

hypotheses, research design, population and sample size of participants in this study, data 

collections, instrumentation, survey reliability, data analysis, and summary.  This chapter 

provides the methodological context of this research study as presented in Chapter 1.  Chapter 1 

attempted to explain how the quality of the teacher impacts student achievement, and how 

teacher quality is impacted by professional development.  Guskey (2000) wrote,  

Never before in the history of education has greater importance been attached to the 

professional development of educators.  Every proposal for educational reform and every 

plan for school improvement emphasize the need for high-quality professional 

development. (p. 3)  

Schools leaders need to be aware of the best professional development opportunities 

available and at the same time realize that few professional development experiences actually 

change teacher behavior in the classroom.  This problem creates a need to understand what the 

most effective professional development practices may be, according to teachers, and whether 

principals are in agreement?  If not, they may not support it.    

Chapter 2 provided a history of teacher licensure in the state of Indiana and how the 

concept of professional development has become part of that process.  In addition, a review of 
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the literature was provided on professional development, the various different types of 

professional development, and why professional development may not make a difference.  

Chapter 2 concluded with the idea that elementary teachers may prefer different approaches to 

professional development than secondary teachers. 

Technology has created an entirely new avenue for professional development.  

Professional development in the past generally consisted of a teacher attending a college class, a 

conference, or a workshop.  Technologies such as Skype, webinars, E-learning, Twitter, 

Pinterest, and Facebook all provide virtual classrooms.  Video conferencing has provided school 

teachers and principals with many more options for large-group professional development 

experiences.  Due to the multiple ways a school or district can provide professional development, 

teachers and building principals must find effective professional development that can be aligned 

and sustained (DuFour & Berkey, 1995; Goodlad, 1984; Sparks, 1984) to make a difference in 

teachers’ practices.  Hardy (2012) found that the traditional school structure is the main reason 

most professional development efforts fail; how do you create an effective professional 

development system when teachers leave the professional development to return to the isolation 

of their classrooms?  Which format of professional development has the biggest impact on 

changing teacher behavior in the classroom?  

This study sought to shed light on these issues.  The data collection was completed 

through an online survey.  To answer the questions of this study, an online survey was designed 

(Appendix C) for teachers and principals to respond to regarding professional development 

preferences.  The results from this online survey study were compared to current research on 

professional development at all school levels.  The online survey questions were based on the 

research of current professional development as presented in Chapter 2.  I will share what 
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teachers believe to be effective approaches to professional development from the perspective of 

being actually implemented in the classroom.   

Research Questions 

The following research questions guided this study:  

1. Is there significant interaction on the composite score for professional development 

among position type, years of experience, licensure, and gender? 

2. Is there significant difference based on position type on the composite score for 

professional development? 

3. Is there significant difference based on years of experience on the composite score for 

professional development? 

4. Is there significant difference based on licensure on the composite score for 

professional development? 

5. Is there significant difference based on gender type on the composite score for 

professional development? 

Null Hypotheses 

The following null hypotheses were addressed in the methodology of the research study. 

1. There is no significant interaction on the composite score for professional 

development among position type, years of experience, licensure, and gender. 

2. There is no significant difference based on position type on the composite score for 

professional development. 

3. There is no significant difference based on years of experience on the composite 

score for professional development. 
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4. There is no significant difference based on licensure on the composite score for 

professional development. 

5. There is no significant difference based on gender type on the composite score for 

professional development. 

Research Design  

This quantitative study sought to provide insight into what teachers believe to be the most 

effective professional development opportunities based on practitioner responses.  The survey 

design was based on literature support to establish content validity.  Each survey item was 

represented by a citation, denoting its importance to the research questions (Appendix C).  The 

survey was in an electronic format with a two-week timeframe for participants to respond. 

Responses were collected and analyzed using descriptive statistics, repeated measures t-test, and 

ANOVA.  Creswell (1996) supported the use of quantitative methods when the questions search 

for impact or differences.  This study sought to amass a large enough sample size to report 

findings with confidence.  Given the proposed sample size, findings should be easy to generalize 

to other schools across the Midwest.  The online survey was piloted by educators from school 

districts across Indiana.  The educators who participated in the piloting of the survey instrument 

provided feedback on the wording of the questions, the time they spent completing the survey 

instrument, and how easy the instrument was to complete. Based on the feedback from the pilot 

study, changes in the layout design, wording, and placement of questions were made to the 

survey. 

Data Collection and Instrumentation 

The survey was sent to 18 school districts from five Midwest states.  Each of the 

following states had school districts that participated in the study: Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, 
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Ohio, and Kentucky.  In order to ensure that a teacher was exposed to both school-level and 

district-level professional development, each district selected had a minimum of 5,000 students.  

Each school district in the state that had more than 5,000 students was assigned a number and 

placed on a number table.  Then numbers were randomly drawn.  The selected districts were 

requested to participate in the survey.  I was able to assume the survey results were applicable to 

all teachers in the Midwest in school districts with 5,000 student enrollments or higher due to the 

reasonable power of the survey.  The repeated measures t-test utilized an alpha level of .05 and a 

power of .8.  The ANOVA utilized an alpha level of .05 and a power of .8.  What teachers 

believe to be the most effective professional development approaches and discussion of the 

impact of alignment, or lack thereof, between the teacher and the building-level principal 

regarding professional development was documented. 

The online survey consisted of 35 questions regarding professional development 

(Appendix C) to 18 total school districts in the Midwest.  The survey was sent in accordance 

with Institutional Review Board (IRB) standards.  An email was placed to school district leaders 

for each of the identified schools in order to receive approval from the corporation office to 

email a letter to school teachers and building-level principals inviting them to participate.  Data 

from the survey were collected in the spring of 2013.  The 35 online survey questions addressed 

professional development approaches in the participant’s school and corporation.  The sample 

participants were asked to provide basic demographic information (gender, years experience, and 

licensure area).  Then they were asked to rate types of professional development using a 1 to 5 

Likert-scale system relative to impact with some differentiating between school-based and 

district-based experiences.  In this format, a 1 was considered a very low impact on changing the 
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teacher behavior and a 5 was considered a very high level of impact on changing the teacher 

behavior.    

Data Analysis 

For the first research question—What do teachers believe to be the most effective forms 

of professional development?—descriptive analyses revealed their preferences.  For the second 

research question— Are there significant differences among teachers regarding most effective 

forms of professional development relative to gender, years of experience, and licensure area?—

a 2 (gender) x 2 (licensure area) x 5 (years of experience) factorial ANOVA was run combining 

school-level and district-level responses.  Teacher perception of effective professional 

development was the dependent variable.  Gender, licensure area, and years of experience were 

the independent variables.  Using a factorial ANOVA, I was able to report on the main effect of 

each independent variable (gender, licensure area, and years of experience) and the interactions 

between the independent variables.  For the third research question—Is there a significant 

difference between teacher perceptions in regard to the ratings of quality of school-level versus 

district-level professional development?—because school level and district level were both 

independent variables and the same participant data were used, a repeated measures t-test was 

used.  For the fourth research question—Is there alignment between teachers’ responses and 

principals’ responses?—a descriptive analyses revealed if there is alignment in perceptions. 

Limitation 

One possible limitation of this study was how the teacher and principal would respond.  

The research study was an online survey.  I contacted school districts for permission to send 

teachers and principals the survey.  I informed teachers and principals that their responses would 

be confidential and only used for my reporting as a group in the research study.  Even with this 
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guarantee, some teachers and principals may have felt that their answers would be seen or known 

by their supervisors.  Some of their answers could be affected by believing that the information 

would not be truly confidential.     

Summary 

Public school leaders are typically responsible for the professional development 

opportunities teachers seek and participate in.  Sometimes they sponsor the activity, sometimes it 

is outsourced but still on the school property, sometimes the professional development occurs 

outside of the school jurisdiction.  As presented in Chapter 2, despite all the time and money 

given to professional development, there is usually little change in teacher behavior, thus, student 

achievement.  Well-implemented professional development should influence teacher behavior in 

the classroom.  A challenge that teachers and administrators face is choosing from the different 

types of professional development available, especially when electronic delivery systems choices 

have become vast.  Teachers and administrators need to know the best form of professional 

development and how to best implement that professional development, especially if it is 

produced by the school or district, with the intent of it making meaningful changes to teacher 

behavior in the classroom.   

The purpose of this study was to find the best way to provide professional development 

in all grade-level school settings.  The sample size in the study was currently employed, licensed, 

public school teachers and administrators from 18 different school corporations, in five different 

states in the Midwest. 
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CHAPTER 4 

 

ANALYSIS OF DATA 

The purpose of this quantitative study was to examine teachers’ and principals’ 

perception of the most effective professional development.  Randomly selected school districts in 

five Midwest states with an enrollment of over 5,000 students were asked to participate in this 

online survey.  Teacher and principal participation were completely voluntary.  The online 

survey was then analyzed to determine teacher and principal perceptions of the most effective 

professional development.  This chapter provides a description and analysis of the online survey.  

It presents a narrative of the descriptive data and the analysis of hypotheses and concludes with a 

summary. 

Descriptive Data 

This quantitative research study was focused on teacher and principal perception of 

effective professional development from five Midwest states: Indiana, Illinois, Ohio, Michigan, 

and Kentucky.  A total of 396 teachers and principals participated in the study. 

The research questions that guided this quantitative research study were: 

1. Is there significant interaction on the composite score for professional development 

among position type, years of experience, licensure, and gender? 

2. Is there significant difference based on position type on the composite score for 

professional development? 
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3. Is there significant difference based on years of experience on the composite score for 

professional development? 

4. Is there significant difference based on licensure on the composite score for 

professional development? 

5. Is there significant difference based on gender type on the composite score for 

professional development?  

The online survey gathered demographic data in order to analyze teacher and principal 

perception of effective professional development.  The first demographic question focused on the 

role of the participant, teacher or principal.  Teachers represented 370 (93.4%) of the online 

survey participants.  Principals represented 24 (6.1%) of the online survey participants.  The 

second demographic question focused on the years of experience for each participant.  The 

educators within this study had various levels of experience within the field of education.  There 

were 49 (12.4%) with 0–5 years, 89 (22.5%) with 6–10 years, 63 with (15.9%) with 11–15 years, 

63 with 16–20  years, and 106 educators with more than 20 years (26.8).  The online survey 

collected licensure area data as well.  Kindergarten–5th grade represented 197 (49.7%) of the 

online survey, 6th–12th grade represented 198 (50%) of the survey, and one participant (.3%) did 

not select a licensure type.  The final demographic question asked the participants to identify 

their gender.  There were 100 men (25.3%) and 295 women (74.5%) within the sample.  One 

participant (.3%) did not identify his or her gender. 

The participants were asked to complete an online survey of 35 questions on their 

perceptions of professional development.  The survey used a 5-point Likert scale.  The questions 

asked participants to answer professional development perception between school-level and 
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district-level professional development.  It also asked participants to rate their perceptions of 

effective forms of professional development.   

Table 1 shows the responses the participants selected on the online survey.  The table 

contains the survey question number, the number of participants to answer the survey question, 

and the percent of participants responses of strongly disagree, disagree, neutral, agree, and 

strongly agree. 

Table 1 

Number (and Percentage) of Responses to Survey Items 

  
Responses 

 
Item 

Strongly 
Disagree 

 
Disagree 

 
Neutral 

 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

 
Survey Question 1: I grow 
professionally through my experiences 
in professional development. 

 
9 

(2.3%) 

 
55 

(13.9%) 

 
59 

(14.9%) 

 
211 
(53.3%) 

 
61 

(15.4%) 

 
Survey Question 2A: I grow 
professionally through my experiences 
in professional development at the 
school level. 

 
2 
(.5%) 

 
23 
(5.8%) 

 
84 

(21.2%) 

 
157 
(39.6%) 

 
129 
(32.6%) 

 
Survey Question 2B: I grow more 
professionally by experience than 
professional development at the 
district level. 

 
8 

(2.0%) 

 
39 
(9.8%) 

 
122 
(30.8%) 

 
123 
(31.1%) 

 
91 

(23.0%) 

 
Survey Question 4: Professional 
development activities always have 
learning outcomes appropriate for me. 

 
29 
(7.3%) 

 
169 
(42.7%) 

 
61 

(15.4%) 

 
119 
(30.1%) 

 
16 
(4.0%) 

 
Survey Question 6A: I have a voice in 
professional development at the 
school level. 

 
64 

(16.2%) 

 
124 
(31.3%) 

 
68 

(17.2%) 

 
108 
(27.3% 

 
32 
(8.1%) 

 
Survey Question 6B: I have a voice in 
professional development at the 
district level. 

 
86 

(21.7%) 

 
154 
(38.9%) 

 
73 

(18.4%) 

 
66 

(16.7%) 

 
14 
(3.5%) 
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Table 1 (continued) 
 

     

  
Responses 

 
Item 

Strongly 
Disagree 

 
Disagree 

 
Neutral 

 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

 
Survey Question 7A: I receive 
appropriate feedback from 
administration about implementations 
of the professional development at the 
school level. 

 
62 

(15.7%) 

 
127 
(32.1%) 

 
84 

(21.2%) 

 
101 
(25.5%) 

 
22 
(5.6%) 

 
Survey Question 7B: I receive 
appropriate feedback from 
administration about implementation 
of the professional development at the 
district level. 

 
79 

(19.9%) 

 
145 
(36.6%) 

 
102 
(25.8%) 

 
60 

(15.2%) 

 
7 

(1.8%) 

 
Survey Question 8A: After 
professional development, I am left to 
implement by myself at the school 
level. 

 
8 

(2.0%) 

 
45 

(11.4%) 

 
56 

(14.1%) 

 
220 
(55.6%) 

 
67 

(16.9%) 

 
Survey Question 8B: After 
professional development, I am left to 
implement by myself at the district 
level. 

 
3 
(.8%) 

 
34 
(8.6%) 

 
53 

(13.5%) 

 
210 
(53.0%) 

 
93 

(23.5%) 

 
Survey Question 9A: Professional 
development is engaging at the school 
level. 

 
23 
(5.8%) 

 
88 

(22.2%) 

 
119 
(30.1%) 

 
149 
(37.6%) 

 
16 
(4.0%) 

 
Survey Question 9B: Professional 
development is engaging at the district 
level. 

 
29 
(7.3%) 

 
105 
(26.5%) 

 
125 
(31.6%) 

 
122 
(30.8%) 

 
12 
(3.0%) 

 
Survey Question 10A: I am allowed to 
provide feedback to administrators 
regarding professional development at 
the school level. 

 
29 
(7.3%) 

 
90 

(22.7%) 

 
62 

(15.7%) 

 
180 
(45.5%) 

 
34 
(8.6%) 

 
Survey Question 10B: I am allowed to 
provide feedback to administrators 
regarding professional development at 
the district level. 

 
34 
(8.6%) 

 
81 

(20.5%) 

 
70 

(17.7%) 

 
175 
(44.2%) 

 
33 
(8.3%) 
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Table 1 (continued) 
 

     

  
Responses 

 
Item 

Strongly 
Disagree 

 
Disagree 

 
Neutral 

 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

 
Survey Question 11A: I receive focus 
support from administrators to 
implement the professional 
development at the school level. 

 
40 

(10.1%) 

 
128 
(32.3% 

 
81 

(20.5%) 

 
134 
(33.8%) 

 
13 
(3.3%) 

 
Survey Question 11B: I receive focus 
support from administrators to 
implement the professional 
development at the district level. 

 
53 

(13.4%) 

 
145 
(36.6%) 

 
104 
(26.3%) 

 
85 

(21.6% 

 
6 

(1.5%) 

 
Survey Question 12A: I am given time 
and resources to implement the 
strategies from professional 
development by the school 
administrator. 

 
59 

(14.9%) 

 
134 
(33.8%) 

 
78 

(19.7%) 

 
117 
(29.5%) 

 
8 

(2.0%) 

 
Survey Question 12B: I am given time 
to implement the strategies from 
professional development by the 
district level administrators. 

 
65 

(16.4%) 

 
138 
(34.8%) 

 
89 

(22.6%) 

 
100 
(25.3%) 

 
1 
(.3%) 

 
Survey Question 13A: I would be 
successful without professional 
development at the school level. 

 
31 
(7.8%) 

 
95 

(24.0%) 

 
59 

(14.9%) 

 
167 
(42.3%) 

 
43 

(10.9%) 

 
Survey Question 13B: I would be 
successful without professional 
development at the district level. 

 
31 
(7.8%) 

 
83 

(21.0%) 

 
74 

(18.7%) 

 
157 
(39.6%) 

 
48 

(12.2%) 

 
Survey Question 14A: School level 
professional development is aligned to 
school goals. 

 
6 

(1.5%) 

 
25 
(6.3%) 

 
62 

(15.7%) 

 
240 
(60.6%) 

 
63 

(15.9%) 

 
Survey Question 14B: District level 
professional development is aligned to 
school goals. 

 
12 
(3.0%) 

 
41 

(10.4%) 

 
87 

(22.0%) 

 
207 
(52.3%) 

 
47 

(11.9%) 
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Table 1 (continued) 
 

     

  
Responses 

 
Item 

Strongly 
Disagree 

 
Disagree 

 
Neutral 

 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

 
Survey Question 15A: Professional 
development accommodates adult 
learning style at the school level. 

 
49 

(12.4%) 

 
142 
(35.9%) 

 
90 

(22.7%) 

 
105 
(26.5%) 

 
0 

(2.3%) 

 
Survey Question 15B: Professional 
development accommodates adult 
learning style at the district level. 

 
57 

(14.4%) 

 
150 
(37.9%) 

 
100 
(25.3%) 

 
81 

(20.5%) 

 
6 

(1.5%) 

 
Survey Question 16A: I try to fully 
implement school level professional 
develop activities in my classroom. 

 
4 

(1.0%) 

 
16 
(4.0%) 

 
74 

(18.7%) 

 
248 
(62.6%) 

 
50 

(12.6%) 

 
Survey Question 16B: I try to fully 
implement district level professional 
development activities in my 
classroom. 

 
6 

(1.5%) 

 
29 
(7.3%) 

 
89 

(22.5%) 

 
218 
(55.1%) 

 
48 

(12.1%) 

 
Survey Question 18A: Time to 
observe teachers at the school level 
would be effective professional 
development. 

 
5 

(1.3%) 

 
14 
(3.5%) 

 
39 
(9.8%) 

 
184 
(46.5%) 

 
154 
(38.9%) 

 
Survey Question 18B: Time to 
observe teachers at the district level 
would be effective professional 
development. 

 
6 

(1.5%) 

 
22 
(5.6%) 

 
53 

(13.4%) 

 
168 
(42.4%) 

 
144 
(36.4%) 

 
Survey Question 17: Receiving more 
money is a motivating factor to stay in 
education. 

 
15 
(3.8%) 

 
37 
(9.3%) 

 
38 
(9.6%) 

 
138 
(34.8%) 

 
167 
(42.3%) 

      
Survey Question 20: I believe that 
higher education institutions are an 
effective form of professional 
development. 

10 
(2.5%) 

38 
(9.6%) 

72 
(18.2%) 

188 
(47.5%) 

87 
(22.0%) 
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Table 1 (continued) 
 

     

  
Responses 

 
Item 

Strongly 
Disagree 

 
Disagree 

 
Neutral 

 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

 
Survey Question 21: Attending 
conferences and workshops away 
from school is an effective form of 
professional development. 

 
1 

(1.0%) 

 
10 
(2.5%) 

 
44 

(11.1%) 

 
192 
(48.5%) 

 
144 
(36.4%) 

 
Survey Question 22: More time to 
discuss student data and instructional 
practices is an effective form of 
professional development. 

 
6 

(1.5%) 

 
18 
(4.5%) 

 
28 
(7.1%) 

 
173 
(43.7%) 

 
170 
(42.9%) 

 
Survey Question 23: Time to watch a 
podcast or read a blog is an effective 
form of professional development. 

 
19 
(4.8%) 

 
81 

(20.5%) 

 
123 
(31.1%) 

 
138 
(34.8%) 

 
35 
(8.8%) 

 
Survey Question 24: Social media 
(Facebook, Twitter, Pinterest, or Live 
Journal) is an effective form of 
professional development. 

 
51 

(12.9%) 

 
120 
(30.3%) 

 
107 
(27.0%) 

 
94 

(23.7%) 

 
21 
(5.3%) 

 
Survey Question 25: Webinars, virtual 
classrooms, Skype, and video 
conferencing are effective forms of 
professional development. 

 
12 
(3.0%) 

 
68 

(17.2%) 

 
120 
(30.3%) 

 
166 
(41.9%) 

 
30 
(7.6%) 

 
Survey Question 26: Working in a 
professional learning community 
would be an effective form of 
professional development. 

 
3 
(.8%) 

 
12 
(3.0%) 

 
41 

(10.4%) 

 
218 
(55.1%) 

 
121 
(30.6%) 

 
Survey Question 29: Professional 
development provides me with more 
leadership opportunities in the 
building. 

 
39 
(9.8%) 

 
116 
(29.3%) 

 
92 

(23.2%) 

 
118 
(29.8%) 

 
31 
(7.8%) 

 
Survey Question 30: Principal led 
professional development makes a 
better teacher. 

 
35 
(8.8%) 

 
90 

(22.7%) 

 
126 
(31.8%) 

 
115 
(29.0%) 

 
28 
(7.1%) 
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Table 1 (continued) 
 

     

  
Responses 

 
Item 

Strongly 
Disagree 

 
Disagree 

 
Neutral 

 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

 
Survey Question 31: I implement 
deeper with a community of learners 
versus by myself. 

 
4 

(1.0%) 

 
19 
(4.8%) 

 
58 

(14.6%) 

 
209 
(52.8%) 

 
104 
(26.3%) 

 
Survey Question 27: My school uses a 
professional learning community 
model for professional development. 

 
28 
(7.1%) 

 
75 

(18.9%) 

 
105 
(26.5%) 

 
138 
(34.8%) 

 
46 

(11.6%) 

 
Survey Question 32: I would be more 
effective implementing professional 
development with a mentor or peer-
coach. 

 
28 
(7.1%) 

 
75 

(18.9%) 

 
105 
(26.5%) 

 
138 
(34.8%) 

 
46 

(11.6%) 

 
Survey Question 34: Accountability 
by a team of teachers will increase 
implementation of professional 
development. 

 
14 
(3.5%) 

 
48 

(12.1%) 

 
65 

(16.4%) 

 
214 
(54.0%) 

 
54 

(13.6%) 

 
Survey Question 35: Accountability 
by the principal will increase 
implementation of professional 
development. 

 
23 
(5.8%) 

 
72 

(18.2%) 

 
80 

(20.2%) 

 
176 
(44.4%) 

 
43 

(10.9%) 

 
Survey Question 36: I enjoy my career 
as an educator. 

 
4 

(1.0%) 

 
10 
(2.5%) 

 
24 
(6.1%) 

 
134 
(33.8%) 

 
224 
(56.6%) 

 
 
 

 Of the 61 respondents who strongly agreed to this Question 1, 41 of the respondents were 

licensed in kindergarten–5th grade.  Of the 64 respondents that who disagreed or strongly 

disagreed, 33 were also licensed in kindergarten–5th grade. 

In terms of years of experience, 28% of teachers with 0–5 years of experience and 26.9% 

of teachers with 6–10 years of experience disagreed or strongly disagreed.  For teachers with 21 

or more years of experience, 9.4% chose disagree or strongly disagree.  Male and female 
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responses were similar to each other.  Male respondents (N = 15, 15%) chose strongly agree as 

did 15.6% of the female respondents.  A higher percentage of principals (N = 19, 78.9%) chose 

agree or strongly agree as compared to teachers (N = 255, 67.9%).  Also, proportionately more 

principals (N = 3, 12.5%) chose strongly disagree compared to teachers (N = 9, 2.4%).   

 Teachers and principals regardless of licensure area, years of experience, or gender 

responded that they believe they grow more from experience than they do by professional 

development.  Teachers and principals showed a difference in their choice of strongly agree to 

Question 2A.  Teachers (N = 125, 33.8%) selected that they strongly agreed to classroom 

experience over professional development as compared to principals (N = 4, 16.7%).  

Teacher and principals (N = 214, 54.1%) chose classroom experience over professional 

development at the district level.  Question 2B also reported a high number of neutral (N = 122, 

30.8%) responses.  Principals (N = 15, 62.5%) took more of a neutral, disagree, or strongly 

disagree response versus teachers (N = 154, 41.6%).  Teachers and principals selected agree or 

strongly agree to show that they believed that they grew more through professional development 

at the school level (N = 286, 72.2%) versus district level (N = 214, 54.1%).  Teachers and 

principals selected disagree or strongly disagree more at the district level (N = 47, 11.8%) than 

at the school level (N = 25, 6.3%).  In both responses school-level and district-level participants 

showed that their perceptions were that they learned more through experience than professional 

development. 

Both areas of licensure, in 6th–12th grade (N = 107, 54.0%) and kindergarten–5th grade 

(N = 90, 45.7%) showed a higher percent that strongly disagreed or disagreed to Question 4.  

Years of experience did show a difference of perception, especially after the first five years of 

teaching.  Years of experience showed the following results for strongly disagree or disagree: 0–
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5 (N =19, 38.7%); 6–10 (N = 50, 56.2%); 11–15 (N = 48, 53.9%); 16–20 (N = 32, 50.8%); and 21 

or more years of experience (N = 49, 45.2%).  Female respondents (N = 155, 52.6%) were more 

likely to strongly disagree or disagree versus male respondents (N = 42, 42%).  Principal and 

teacher perception was also different.  Principals (N = 13, 54.2%) believed that there was more 

alignment and chose agree or strongly agree versus teachers (N = 120, 32.4%). 

 In Question 6A perception of having no voice in professional development at the school 

level, licensure area for both kindergarten–5th grade (N = 89, 45.2%) and 6th–12th grade (N = 

98, 49.2%) responded with strongly disagree or disagree.  The perception of having no voice in 

professional development at the school level stayed constant through years of experience: 0–5 (N 

= 24, 49%); 6–10 (N = 46, 51.7%); 11–15 (N = 41, 46.1%); 16–20 (N = 27, 42.9%); and 20 or 

more years of experience (N = 50, 47.2%).  In addition, male respondents (N = 46; 46%) and 

female respondents (N = 141, 47.8%) continued the perception of having no voice in professional 

development at the school level.  Teachers and principals showed a difference in perception of 

having a voice in professional development at the school level.  Teachers (N = 184, 49.7%) 

revealed a high percent of not having a voice in comparison to principals (N = 4, 16.7%). 

 In Question 6B perception of having no voice in professional development at the district 

level Kindergarten–5th grade (N = 120, 61.2%) and 6th–12th grade (N = 119, 60.7%) licensure 

areas participants both selected strongly disagree or disagree.  Years of experience also showed 

a higher perception of strongly disagree or disagree on having a voice on professional 

development activities at the district level; 0–5 (N = 26, 53.1%); 6–10 (N = 57, 64%); 11–15 (N 

= 57, 16–20; N = 33, 54.1%); and 20 or more years of experience (N = 67, 63.2%).  Male 

respondents (N = 64, 64%) and female respondents (N = 175, 59.9%) continued the high 

response of having a perception of no voice in district level professional development.  Teachers 
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and principals showed different perceptions of voice in district level professional development.  

Teachers (N = 233, 63.5%) strongly disagreed or disagreed on having a voice versus principals 

(N = 7, 29.2%).  If you add in the category neutral to the teachers and principals, the split of 

perception becomes greater—teachers (N = 300, 82%) and principals (N = 11, 45.8%).  In 

responses at both the school level and district level to having a voice in professional 

development, there was a lack of a perception of a voice.  Teachers at both levels, school (N = 

184, 49.7%) and district (N = 233, 63.5%) showed a perception of no voice.  Teacher perception 

for strongly agree or agree was a little stronger for school level (N = 140, 35.4%) voice versus 

district level (N = 80, 20.2%). 

 The respondents in Question 7A with a 6th–12th grade licensure (N =102, 51.5%) were 

more likely to strongly disagree or disagree than kindergarten–5th grade licensure respondents 

(N = 86, 43.7%) on receiving appropriate feedback from their building administrator.  Years of 

experience showed a difference in teacher perception of receiving appropriate feedback from 

their building administrators.  Participants responded strongly disagree or disagree by years of 

experience: 0–5 (N = 18, 36.7%); 6–10 (N = 45, 50.6%); 11–15 (N = 44, 49.4%); 16–20 (N = 35, 

55.6%); and 20 or more years of experience (N = 47, 44.3%).  Principals (N = 13, 54.1%) held 

the perception that they agreed or strongly agreed that they provide appropriate feedback about 

teacher implementation of the professional development.  Teachers (N = 109, 29.5%) held the 

perception that they agreed or strongly agreed that the building principal provides appropriate 

feedback in order to implement the professional development. 

 Kindergarten–5th grade licensure respondents (N = 35, 17.8%) and 6th–12th licensure 

respondents (16.1%) areas both had a small percent of participants that had the perception that 

they received appropriate feedback from district level administrators by choosing agree or 
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strongly agree in Question 7B.  Years of experience also showed a small percent of participants 

had the perception that the district level provides appropriate feedback for the implementation of 

professional development based on agree or strongly agree responses: 0–5 (N = 10, 20.4%); 6–

10 (N = 10, 11.2%); 11–15 (N = 17, 19.1%); 15–20 (N = 8, 12.7%); and 20 or more years of 

experience (N = 22, 20.8%).  Female respondents (N = 176, 60.3%) had a much higher percent 

than male respondents (N = 47, 47%) to have a perception that the district level did not provide 

appropriate feedback as indicated by strongly disagree or disagree response.  Teachers (N = 55, 

14.9%) and principals (N =11, 45.8%) showed a very different perception of the level of 

appropriate feedback from the district level based by agree or strongly agree responses.  

Participants’ perceptions of appropriate feedback by an administrator of the implementation of 

the professional development showed higher percent of appropriate feedback for school level 

administration (N = 123, 31.1%) versus district level administration (N = 67, 17%) based on 

agree or strongly agree responses. 

 The respondents in Question 8A who were 6th–12th grade teachers (N = 152, 76.8%) had 

a higher perception of being left alone to implement professional development than 

kindergarten–5th grade teachers (N = 134, 68%).  Both identified a high perception regardless of 

licensure that they are left alone to implement the professional development at the school level.  

Years of experience showed a small percent of participants felt a perception of support after the 

professional development, based on responses of agree or strongly agree that they are left alone 

to implement professional development: 0–5 (N = 31, 63.2%), 6–10 (N = 66, 74.1%), 11–15 (N 

= 68, 76.4%), 16–20 (N =47, 74.6%), and 20 or more years of experience (N = 75, 70.8%).   

Female respondents (N = 217, 73.6%) had a greater perception of being left alone to 

implement professional development compared to male respondents (N = 69, 69.0%).  Teachers 
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(N = 271, 73.3%) had the perception that they are left alone to implement school level 

professional development.  Principals (N = 15, 62.5%) had the perception that they are left alone 

to implement professional development. 

 Participants in Question 8B for both licensure area kindergarten–5th grade (N = 20, 

10.1%) and 6th–12th grade (N = 17, 8.6%) showed perception of a low level of support from the 

district level to implement the information from the professional development.  Years of 

experience showed a perception of low level of district support to implement the information 

from the professional development training: 0–5 (N = 3, 6.1%), 6–10 (N = 9, 10.1%), 11–15 (N 

= 11, 12.3%), 16–20 (N = 5, 7.9%), and 20 or more years of experience (N = 9, 8.5%).  Male 

respondents (N = 11, 11%) and female respondents (N = 26, 8.8%) showed a perception of lack 

of support from the district level.  Teachers (N = 33, 8.9%) displayed that teachers have a strong 

perception of being left alone to implement professional development by the district level.  

Participants’ perceptions of professional development were that they are left alone to implement 

the professional development at both the school and district level. 

 Less than half of the participants in Question 9A in both licensure area kindergarten–5th 

grade (N = 86, 43.7%) and 6th–12th grade (N = 78, 39.4%) had the perception that professional 

development was engaging at the school level.  This perception of lack of engaging professional 

development activities was seen in every level of years of experience: 0–5 (N = 24, 49%), 6–10 

(N = 30, 33.7%), 11–15 (N = 39, 43.8%), 15–20 (N = 28, 44.4%), and 20 or more years of 

experience (N = 44, 41.5%), in both male respondents (N = 40, 40%) and female respondents (N 

= 125, 42.3%).  Principals (N = 15, 62.5%) and teachers (N = 149, 40.3%) had very different 

perceptions of the engagement of school level professional development. 
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 In Question 9B, both licensure area, kindergarten–5th grade (N = 73, 37.1%) and 6th–

12th grade (N = 61, 30.8%) have a strong perception that they agree or strongly agree that district 

level professional development is not engaging.  Teachers with 0–5 (N = 50, 44.9%) years of 

experience were more likely to have a perception that district level professional development is 

engaging compared to other levels: 6– (10 N = 25, 28%), 11–15 (N = 26, 29.2%), 16–20 (N = 21, 

33.3%) and 20 or more years of experience (N = 40, 37.7%).  Principals (N = 16, 66.7%) were 

much more likely to have the perception that district level professional development was 

engaging compared to teachers (N = 117, 31.6%). 

 In focusing on the perception of engagement at both the school level (N = 165, 41.6%) 

and district level (N = 134, 33.8%), participants had a perception that professional development 

is not engaging.  In addition principals were much more likely to have the perception that 

professional development was engaging when compared to teachers. 

 About half of participants in Question 10A, regardless of whether the licensure area was 

kindergarten–5th grade (N = 96, 53.8%) or 6th–12th grade (N = 108, 54.6%), had the perception 

that they were allowed to provide meaningful feedback to administrators about professional 

development at the school level.  Teachers with 20 or more years of experience (N = 61, 57.6%) 

and those in the range 0 – 5 (N = 29, 59.2%) were more likely to have the perception that they 

could provide meaningful feedback to the school level administrator verses other levels of years 

of experience: 6–10 (N = 46, 51.7%), 11–15 (N = 47, 52.8%) and 16–20 (N = 31, 49.2%).  

Principals (N = 18, 75%) had a much higher perception that opportunity is provided for 

meaningful feedback than teachers (N = 195, 52.7%). 

 About half of participants in Question 10B regardless of licensure area, kindergarten–5th 

(N = 109, 55.3%) and 6th–12th (N = 99, 50%), had the perception that they were allowed to 
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provide meaningful feedback to administrators about professional development at the district 

level.  Participants with 20 or more years of experience (N = 59, 55.7%) and 6–10 (N = 51, 

57.3%) reported the highest percent of perception that they could provide meaningful feedback 

to district level administrators as compared to other levels: 0–5 (N = 26, 53.1%), 11–15 (N = 41, 

46%), and 16–20 (N = 31, 49.2%).  Female respondents (N = 165, 55.9%) reported a higher 

perception of being able to provide meaningful feedback of professional development to district 

level administrators than male respondents (N = 44, 44%).  Principals (N = 16, 66.7%) reported a 

higher perception of being able to provide meaningful feedback of professional development to 

district level administrators than teachers (N = 191, 51.6%).  Just over half of the participants at 

the school level (N = 214, 54.1%) and at the district level (N = 208, 52.5%) had a perception that 

they had an opportunity to provide meaningful feedback to administrators. 

 In Question 11A, participants from both licensure areas, kindergarten–5th (N = 82, 

41.6%) and 6th–12th grade (N = 65, 32.8%), had a perception that they agree or strongly agree 

that they received focus support from administrators to implement the professional development.  

In every level of experience, less than half the participants had the perception that they received 

focus support from the building administrator when implementing professional development.  

Participants with 0–5 years of experience (N = 22, 44.9%)  and 20 years or more of experience 

(N = 47, 44.4%) were more likely to have the perception that they receive focus support from the 

school level administrator to implement the professional development compared to other levels 

of years of experience: 6–10 (N = 24, 26.9%), 11–15 (N = 29, 32.6%), and 16–20 (N = 25, 

39.6%).   

Female respondents (N = 103, 35%) were more likely to have the perception of support 

compared to male respondents (N = 31, 31%).  Principals (N = 20, 83.3%) reported a high level 
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of perception of providing focus support of implementation of professional development.  In 

fact, not one principal recorded that they disagreed or strongly disagreed.  Teachers (N = 126, 

34.1%) reported a much lower level of perception that they receive focus support to implement 

professional development. 

 In Question 11B, kindergarten–5th (N = 69, 35%) and 6th–12th grade teachers (N = 45, 

22.7%) responded that they agree or strongly agree with the perception that they received focus 

support from a district administrator to implement the professional development.  Both licensure 

areas had a lower percent agree or strongly agree compared to the school level.  Participants with 

20 or more years of experience (N = 32, 30.2%) and 16 – 20 years of experience (N = 20, 31.8%) 

reported the highest level of perception that they receive focus support to implement professional 

development from a district administrator as compared to the other levels of experience: 0–5 (N 

= 12, 24.5%), 6–10 (N = 11, 12.4%), and 11–15 (N = 16, 17.9%).  Male respondents (N = 42, 

42%) reported a higher agree or strongly agree with the perception of focus support from a 

district administrator as compared to female respondents (N = 60, 20.4%).  Principals (N = 15, 

62.5%) reported a much higher perception of focus support by a district administrator than 

teachers (N = 75, 20.3%).  Participants had a perception of more focus support from the school 

level (N = 144, 37.1%) administrator than from the district level (N = 91, 23%) administrator.  

At both the school level and the district level, principals were much more likely to agree or 

strongly agree that support is provided. 

In Question 12A, kindergarten–5th grade (N = 85, 43.2%) reported a perception that they 

disagree or strongly disagree that they are given ample time and resources to implement 

professional development by the school level administrator with (N = 43, 21.8%) selecting 

neutral.  When neutral was included, 65% of kindergarten–5th grade licensure teachers did not 
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agree or strongly agree with Question 12A.  Teachers in 6th–12th grade (N = 107, 54.1%) 

licensure also showed a perception of disagree or strongly disagree that they are given ample 

time and resources to implement professional development by the school level administrator with 

(N = 35, 17.7%) selecting neutral.  When neutral was included, 71.8% of 6th–12th grade 

licensure teachers did not agree or strongly agree.  Participants with 0–5 (N = 15, 30.6%) years 

of experience were much more likely to not choose strongly disagree or disagree as compared to 

the other levels of years of experience; 6–10 (N = 50, 56.2%), 11–15 (N = 39, 43.8%), 16–20 (N 

= 33, 54.0%), and 20 or more years of experience (N = 33, 54%).   

Male respondents (N = 42, 42%) were much more likely to agree or strongly agree that 

they received ample time and resources than female respondents (N = 83, 28.2%).  Principals (N 

= 16, 66.7%) had a much higher perception that ample time and resources to implement 

professional development activities by the school level administrator than teachers (N = 109, 

29.5%). 

 In Question 12B, only one participant indicated strongly agree that the district level 

provided ample time and resources to implement professional development.  Only 25.3% (N = 

101) responded agree or strongly agree that the district provides ample time and resources to 

implement professional development.  Kindergarten–5th grade licensure participants (N = 97, 

50%) selected strongly disagree or disagree and (N = 45, 22.8%) neutral accounting for 73.2% 

of participants.  Licensure participants in 6th to 12th grades (N = 105, 53%) selected strongly 

disagree or disagree and (N = 44, 22.2%), neutral accounting for 75.2% of participants.  

Participants with 0–5 years of experience (N = 13, 26.5%) were the least likely to disagree or 

strongly disagree with the perception that they are given ample time and resources to implement 

professional development as compared to other levels of years of experience: 6–10 (N = 53, 
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59.6%), 11–15 (N = 44, 49.4%), 16–20 (N = 38, 61.3%), and 20 years or more of experience (N 

= 55, 52.9%).   

Female respondents (N = 160, 54.8%) were much more likely to strongly disagree or 

disagree than male respondents (N = 42, 42%) with the perception that they are given ample time 

and resources to implement professional development.  Teachers (N = 199, 54.2%) were much 

more likely to strongly disagree or disagree than principals (N = 3, 12.5%) with the perception 

that they are given ample time and resources to implement professional development by the 

district level.  At both the school level (N = 193, 48.7%) and the district level (N = 203, 51.2%), 

participants perception was that they strongly disagreed or disagreed with Questions 12A that 

they are given ample time and resources to implement professional development.  Principals and 

teachers also showed a very different perception to Question 12B. 

 In Question 13A, kindergarten–5th grade licensure participants (N = 92, 46.7%) and 6th–

12th grade licensure participants (N = 118, 59.6%) selected agree or strongly agree with the 

perception that they would be successful without professional development at the school level.  

When looking at years of experience, 0–5 (N = 25, 51%), 6–10 (N = 48, 53.9%), 11–15 (N = 51, 

53.7%), 16–20 (N = 31, 49.2%), and 20 or more years of experience (N = 55, 51.9%) chose 

agree or strongly agree with the perception that they would be successful without professional 

development at the school level.   

Male respondents (N = 51, 51%) and female respondents (N = 149, 50.5%) showed 

almost the exact same response of agree or strongly agree with the perception that they would be 

successful without professional development at the school level.  Teachers (N = 201, 54.4%) 

were more likely to have the perception that they would successful without professional 

development than principals (N = 9, 37.5%). 
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 In Question 13B, the respondents with a 6th–12th grade licensure (N = 117, 59.1%) were 

more likely to have the perception of strongly agree or agree to being successful without 

professional development by the district level compared to kindergarten–5th grade licensure 

participants (N = 88, 44.6%).  Participants with 15–20 years of experience (N = 48, 76.2%) were 

more likely to have the perception of strongly agree or agree to being successful without 

professional development by the district level as compared to other levels of experience: 0–5 (N 

= 24, 49%), 6–10 (N = 46, 51.7%), 11–15 (N = 48, 53.9%), or 20 or more years of experience (N 

= 54, 51%).   

Male respondents (N = 61, 61%) were more likely to have the perception of strongly 

agree or agree to being successful without professional development by the district level 

compared to female respondents (N = 144, 48.8%).  Teachers (N = 195, 52.57%) were more 

likely to have the perception of strongly agree or agree to being successful without professional 

development by the district level compared to principals (N = 10, 41.7%). 

 In Question 14A, both kindergarten–5th grade (N = 150, 76.1%) and 6th–12th grade (N = 

152, 76.8%) responded with the perception of agree or strongly agree that their professional 

development at the school level is aligned to school goals.  Participants with 0–5 (N = 42, 

85.7%) were much more likely to have the perception of agree or strongly agree compared to 

other levels of experience; 6–10 (N = 63, 70.8%), 11–15 (N = 70, 78.7%), 16–20 (N = 48, 

76.2%), and 20 or more years of experience (N = 80, 75.4%).  Principals (N = 21, 87.5%) had 

more of a perception that school level professional development is aligned to school goals in 

comparison to teachers (N = 235, 75.7%). 

 In Question 14B, kindergarten–5th grade licensure (N = 124, 62.9%) and 6th–12th grade 

licensure participants (N = 130, 65.7%) provided similar perceptions to district level professional 
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development being aligned to school goals.  Participants with 0–5 (N = 36, 73.4%) years of 

experience had a perception to agree or strongly agree that district level professional 

development was aligned to school goals in comparison to other levels of experience: 6–10 (N = 

54, 60.7%), 11–15 (N = 50, 56.2%), 16–20 (N = 42, 66.6%), and 20 or more years of experience 

(N = 72, 67.9%).  Male respondents (N = 68, 68%) were a little more likely to agree or strongly 

agree with perception that district level professional development was aligned to school goals 

compared to female respondents (N = 186, 63.1%).  Principals (N = 17, 70.8%) were a little more 

likely to agree or strongly agree with the perception that district level professional development 

was aligned to school goals compared to teachers (N = 186, 73.5%).  Participants perception of 

professional development being aligned to school goals resulted in agree or strongly agree at the 

school level (N = 303, 76.5%) more so than at the district level (N = 254, 64.2%). 

In Question 15A, kindergarten–5th grade licensure participants’ (N = 57, 29%) and 6th–

12th grade licensure participants’ (N = 57, 28.8%) perception that school level professional 

development takes into account adult learning styles.  Participants with 0–5 (N = 17, 34.7%) had 

a higher perception that school level professional development takes into account adult learning 

styles in comparison to other levels of experience: 6–10 (N = 24, 27%), 11–15 (N = 25, 28.1%), 

16–20 (N = 19, 30.2%), and 20 or more years of experience (N = 29, 27.4%).   

Female respondents (N = 86, 29.1%) were a little more likely to agree or strongly agree 

with the perception that school level professional development takes into account adult learning 

styles compared to males (N = 28, 28%).  Principals (N = 12, 50%) were a little more likely to 

agree or strongly agree with the perception that school level professional development takes into 

account adult learning styles compared to teachers (N = 101, 27.3%). 



65 

 In Question 15B, kindergarten–5th grade licensure participants (N = 44, 22.8%) and 6th–

12th grade licensure participants (N = 42, 21.2%) had the perception that district level 

professional development takes into account adult learning styles.  Participants with 0–5 (N = 13, 

26.5%) had a higher perception that district level professional development takes into account 

adult learning styles in comparison to other levels of experience: 6–10 (N = 17, 19.1%), 11–15 

(N = 18, 20.2%), 16–20 (N = 15, 23.8%), and 20 or more years of experience (N = 24, 23.8%).  

Female respondents (N = 232, 78.6%) were a more likely to agree or strongly agree with the 

perception that district level professional development takes into account adult learning styles 

compared to male respondents (N = 65, 65%).  Principals (N = 10, 41.7%) were much more 

likely to agree or strongly agree with the perception that district level professional development 

takes into account adult learning styles compared to teachers (N = 101, 25.3%).  Both school 

level (N = 114, 28.8%) and district level (N = 87, 22%) had a low percent of participants to agree 

or strongly agree with the perception that the school or district took into account their adult 

learning style when providing professional development. 

 Both kindergarten–5th grade licensure teachers (N = 155, 78.7%) and 6th–12th grade 

licensure teachers (N = 142, 71.7%) had a high perception of agree or strongly agree with 

Question 16A that they try to fully implement school level professional development into their 

classroom.  Participants regardless of years of experience had a high perception that they try to 

fully implement school level professional development into their classrooms: 0–5 (N = 40, 

81.6%), 6–10 (N = 60, 67.4%), 11–15 (N = 68, 76.4%), 16–20 (N = 50, 79.4%), and 20 or more 

years of experience (N = 80, 75.5%).    

Although both had a high perception, female respondents (N = 222, 78.6%) had a little 

higher agree or strongly agree response with Question 16A that they try to fully implement 
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school level professional development into their classroom than males (N = 65, 65%).  Teachers 

(N = 278, 75.1%) and principals (N = 18, 75%) had almost the exact same perception based on 

percent for trying to fully implement school level professional development into the classroom. 

In Question 16B, both kindergarten–5th grade licensure teachers (N = 142, 72.1%) and 

6th–12th grade licensure teachers (N = 123, 62.1%) showed by selecting agree or strongly agree 

that they do have a high perception of trying to fully implement district level professional 

development into their classrooms.  Female respondents (N = 210, 71.2%) had a much higher 

perception of trying to fully implement district level professional development than male 

respondents (N = 55, 55%).  Teachers (N = 248, 67.1%) responded with a higher perception of 

trying to implement district level professional development than principals (N = 16, 66.6%).   

 In Question 18A, both kindergarten–5th grade licensure teachers (N = 169, 85.8%) and 

6th–12th grade licensure teachers (N = 168, 84.9%) selected agree or strongly agree that their 

perception is that being given time to observe other teachers in their school would be an effective 

form of professional development.  Principals (N = 22, 91.7%) were slightly higher in their 

perception based on agree or strongly agree that time to observe teachers at the school level 

would be effective professional development than teachers (N = 314, 84.9%).   

 In Question 18B, both licensure area kindergarten–5th grade (N = 159, 80.7%) and 6th–

12th grade (N = 152, 76.7%) reported a high agree or strongly agree perception percent that 

having time to observe teachers at a district level would be an effective form of professional 

development.  Teachers with 20 or more years of experience (N = 76, 71.7%) reported the 

smallest percent to have the perception of agree or strongly agree compared to other levels of 

experience: 0–5 (N = 40, 81.7%), 6–10 (N = 74, 83.2%), 11–15 (N = 70, 78.7%), and 16–20 (N = 

52, 82.5%).  Female respondents (N = 236, 80%) were just a little higher than male respondents 
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(N = 75, 75%).  Principals (N = 22, 91.6%) had a higher perception than teachers (N = 288, 

77.8%) that observing other teachers a district level is an effective form of professional 

development. 

 In Question 17, both licensure area kindergarten–5th grade teachers (N = 151, 76.7%) and 

6th–12th grade teachers (N = 153, 77.2%) reported a high agree or strongly agree perception that 

receiving more money is a motivating factor to continue in education.  Although all levels of 

experience reported a high percent, teachers with 0–5 (N = 45, 91.9%) years or experience 

reported a higher perception that making more money was a motivating factor compared to other 

level of years of experience: 6–10 (N = 74, 83.2%), 11–15 (N = 68, 76.4%), 16–20 (N = 49, 

77.8%).  Male respondents (N = 75, 75%) and female respondents (N = 229, 77.6%) reported 

close to the same perception percent for agree or strongly agree.  Principals (N = 12, 50%) 

showed the lower perception of agree or strongly agree than teachers (N = 298, 79%). 

 In Question 20, kindergarten–5th grade licensure teachers (N = 137, 69.5%) and 6th–12th 

grade licensure teachers (N = 137, 69.2%) had almost the exact same perception that higher 

education institutions is an effective form of professional development.  Teachers with 0–5 (N = 

39, 79.6%) years of experience reported the highest perception percent that higher education 

institutions are an effective form of professional development compared to other levels of 

experience: 6–10 (N = 60, 67.4%), 11–15 (N = 64, 71.9%), 16–20 (N = 33, 68.2%) and 20 or 

more years of experience (N = 69, 65.1%).  Male respondents (N = 69, 69%) and female 

respondents (N = 206, 69.8%) reported almost the same percent.  Principals (N = 19, 79.2%) 

reported a high perception than teachers (N = 156, 69.2%) that continuing courses at higher 

education institutions are an effective form of professional development. 
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 In Question 21, both Kindergarten–5th grade licensure teachers (N = 170, 86.3%) and 

6th–12th grade licensure teachers (N = 165, 83.4%) showed a high selection of agree or strongly 

agree to the perception that attending conferences and workshops away from school is in 

effective form of professional development.  Teachers with 0–5 (N = 45, 91.8%) reported the 

highest agree or strongly agree with the perception that attending conferences and workshops 

away from school is in effective form of professional development compared to other levels of 

experience: 6–10 (N = 72, 80.9%), 11–15 (N = 72, 80.9%), 16–20 (N = 54, 85.7%), and 20 or 

more years of experience (N = 93, 87.7%).  Female respondents (N = 259, 87.8%) reported a 

higher perception of agree or strongly agree than male respondents (N = 77, 77%).  Principals (N 

= 20, 83.3%) and teachers (N = 315, 85.2%) reported close to the same percent of perception of 

agree or strongly agree. 

 In Question 22, kindergarten–5th grade licensure teachers (N = 176, 89.3%) and 6th–12th 

grade licensure teachers (N = 166, 83.9%) both reported high levels of agree or strongly agree 

with the perception that more time to discuss student data and instructional practices is an 

effective form of professional development.  All levels of years of experience, 0–5 (N = 43, 

87.8%), 6–10 (N = 76, 85.3%), 11–15 (N = 79, 88.8%), 16–20 (N = 55, 87.3%) and 20 or more 

years of experience (N = 90, 84.9%), reported a high percent of agree of strongly agree with the 

perception that more time to discuss student data and instructional practices is an effective form 

of professional development.   

Female respondents (N = 264, 89.5%) were more likely to have a perception to agree or 

strongly agree that more time to discuss student data and instructional practices is an effective 

form of professional development than male respondents (N = 78, 78%).  Principals (N = 23, 

95.8%) were more likely to have a perception that  they agree or strongly agree that more time 
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to discuss student data and instructional practices is an effective form of professional 

development than teachers (N = 318, 85.9%).   

 In Question 23, kindergarten–5th grade licensure teachers (N = 93, 47.2%) and 6th–12th 

grade licensure teachers (N = 80, 40.4%) reported a perception of agree or strongly agree that 

more time to watch a professional podcast or read a professional blog is an effective form of 

professional development.  All levels of years of experience, 0–5 (N = 23, 47%), 6–10 (N = 40, 

45%), 11–15 (N = 37, 41.6%), 16–20 (N = 24, 38.1%) and 20 or more years of experience (N = 

49, 46.2%), reported less than half of the participants agree of strongly agree with the perception 

that more time to watch a professional podcast or read a professional blog is an effective form of 

professional development.   

Female respondents (N = 139, 47.1%) reported a higher percent of perception that more 

time to watch professional podcast or read a professional blog is an effective form of 

professional development compared to male respondents (N = 34, 34%).  Principals (N = 14, 

58.4%) reported a higher percent of perception that more time to watch professional podcast or 

read a professional blog is an effective form of professional development compared to teachers 

(N = 159, 43%). 

 In Question 24, kindergarten–5th grade licensure teachers (N = 72, 36.5%) reported a 

higher level of agree or strongly agree with the perception that social media (Facebook, Twitter, 

Pinterest, and Live Journal) is an effective form of professional development than 6th–12th grade 

licensure teachers (N =43, 21.7%).  Participants with 6–10 years of experience (N = 37, 41.6%) 

reported a higher level of agree or strongly agree with the perception that social media 

(Facebook, Twitter, Pinterest, and Live Journal) is an effective form of professional development 

than other levels of experience: 0–5 (N = 16, 32.6%), 11–15 (N = 13, 14.6%), 16–20 (N = 18, 



70 

28.6%), and 20 or more years of experience (N = 31, 29.3%).  Female respondents (N = 101, 

34.3%) reported a higher level of agree or strongly agree than male respondents (N = 14, 14%).  

Teachers (N = 112, 30.3%) reported a higher level of agree or strongly agree than principals (N 

= 3, 12.5%). 

 In Question 25, kindergarten–5th grade licensure teachers (N = 103, 52.3%) reported a 

higher level of perception of agree or strongly agree that distance learning through webinars, 

live virtual classrooms, Skype, and video conferencing is an effective form of professional 

development compared to 6th–12th grade licensure teachers(N = 93, 47%).  Years of experience 

stayed consistent on perception of agree or strongly agree that distance learning through 

webinars, live virtual classrooms, Skype, and video conferencing is an effective form of 

professional development: 0–5 (N = 24, 48.9%), 6–10 (N = 46, 51.7%), 11–15 (N = 42, 47.2%), 

16–20 (N = 32, 50.8%), and 20 or more years of experience (N = 52, 49%).   

Female respondents (N = 156, 52.7%) did have a higher percent response than male 

respondents (N = 39, 39%) for agree or strongly agree that distance learning through webinars, 

live virtual classrooms, Skype, and video conferencing is an effective form of professional 

development.  Principals (N = 13, 54.1%) did have a higher percent response than teachers (N = 

183, 49.5%) for agree or strongly agree that distance learning through webinars, live virtual 

classrooms, Skype, and video conferencing is an effective form of professional development.   

 In Question 26, kindergarten–5th grade licensure teachers (N = 176, 89.3%) and 6th–12th 

grade licensure teachers (N = 162, 81.8%) both reported a high perception of agree or strongly 

agree that working in a professional learning community is an effective form of professional 

development.  Years of experience responses stayed consistent on the perception of agree or 

strongly agree that working in a professional learning community is an effective form of 
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professional development: 0–5 (N = 42, 85.7%), 6–10 (N = 73, 82%), 11–15 (N = 77, 86.5%), 

16–20 (N = 52, 82.5%), and 20 or more years of experience (N = 139, 89.6%).   

Female respondents (N = 266, 88.9%) did have a higher percent response than male 

respondents (N = 76, 76%) for agree or strongly agree that professional learning community is 

an effective form of professional development.  Principals (N = 23, 95.9%) did have a higher 

percent response than teachers (N = 314, 84.8%) for agree or strongly agree that professional 

learning community is an effective form of professional development. 

In Question 29, kindergarten–5th grade licensure teachers (N = 75, 38%) and 6th–12th 

grade licensure teachers (N = 73, 36.9%) reported a lower percent of perception of agree or 

strongly agree that professional development provides leadership opportunities in the building.  

Participants with 15–20 (N = 27, 42.9%) reported the highest percent of perception of agree or 

strongly agree that professional development provides leadership opportunities in the building 

compared to other levels: 0–5 (N = 19, 38.8%), 6–10 (N = 32, 35.9%), 11–15 (N = 32, 36%), 20 

or more years of experience (N = 39, 36.8%).  Principals (N = 17, 70.8%) reported a higher 

perception of agree or strongly agree that professional development provides leadership 

opportunities in the building than teachers (N = 131, 35.4%). 

 In Question 30, kindergarten–5th grade licensure teachers (N = 80, 40.7%) reported a 

higher perception of agree or strongly agree that professional development led by the principal 

makes a better teacher than 6th–12th grade licensure teachers (N = 63, 31.8%).  Participants with 

0–5 (N = 21, 42.8%) reported the highest percent of perception to agree or strongly agree that 

professional development led by the principal makes a better teacher compared to other levels of 

experience: 6–10 (N = 32, 35%), 11–15 (N = 28, 31.5%), 16–20 (N = 21, 33.3%), and 20 or more 
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years of experience (N = 41, 38.7%).  Principals (N = 18, 75%) reported a higher agree or 

strongly agree perception percent than teachers (N = 290, 78.3%).   

 In Question 31, kindergarten–5th grade licensure teachers (N = 161, 81.8%) reported a 

higher percent level of agree or strongly agree on the perception that the implementation of the 

professional development is deeper with a community of learners than 6th–12th grade licensure 

teachers (N = 151, 76.3%).  Participants with 15–20 years of experience (N = 55, 87.3%) 

reported the highest percent perception to agree or strongly agree that the implementation of the 

professional development is deeper with a community of learners compared to other levels of 

experience: 0–5 (N = 38, 77.6%), 6–10 (N = 67, 65.2%), 11–15 (N = 75, 84.2%) and 20 or more 

years of experience (N = 56, 52.9%).  

Female respondents (N = 240, 81.1%) reported a higher percent level of agree or strongly 

agree on the perception that the implementation of the professional development is deeper with a 

community of learners than male respondents (N = 72, 72%).  Principals (N = 21, 87.5%) 

reported a higher of a percent level of agree or strongly agree on the perception that the 

implementation of the professional development is deeper with a community of learners than 

teachers (N = 290, 78.3%).   

 In Question 27, the respondents with a 6th–12th grade licensure teachers (N = 108, 

54.9%) reported a little higher percent of perception that they agree or strongly agree that their 

school uses a professional learning community model for professional development compared to 

kindergarten–5th grade licensure teachers (N = 106, 53.8%).  Participants with 20 or more years 

of experience (N = 56, 52.9%) reported the highest percent perception to agree or strongly agree 

that their school uses a professional learning community model for professional development 
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compared to other levels of experience: 0–5 (N = 24, 49%), 6–10 (N = 35, 39.4%), 11–15 (N = 

40, 44.9%) and 16 – 20 (N = 29, 46.1%).   

Male respondents (N = 53, 53%) reported a higher percent of perception that they agree 

or strongly agree that their school uses a professional learning community model for 

professional development compared to female respondents (N = 131, 44.4%).  Principals (N = 

17, 70.9%) reported a higher percent of perception that they agree or strongly agree that their 

schools use a professional learning community model for professional development compared to 

teachers (N = 165, 44.6%).   

 In Question 32, kindergarten–5th grade licensure teachers (N = 106, 53.8%) and 6th–12th 

grade licensure teachers (N = 108, 54.5%) report almost the same perception percent that they 

agree or strongly agree that they would be more effective in a professional learning community 

model for professional development.  Participants with 0–5 years of experience (N = 32, 65.3%) 

reported the highest percent perception to agree or strongly agree that they would be more 

effective in a professional learning community model for professional development compared to 

other levels of experience: 6–10 (N = 48, 53.9%), 11–15 (N = 52, 58.4%), 16–20 (N = 31, 

49.2%) and 20 or more years of experience (N = 52, 49.1%).   

Male respondents (N = 58, 58%) reported a higher perception percent that they agree or 

strongly agree that they would be more effective in a professional learning community model for 

professional development than female respondents (N = 157, 53.3%).  Principals (N = 20, 83.4%) 

reported a higher perception percent that they agree or strongly agree that they would be more 

effective in a professional learning community model for professional development than teachers 

(N = 193, 52.2%).   
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 In Question 34, kindergarten–5th grade licensure teachers (N = 139, 70.5%) reported a 

higher level of agree or strongly agree with the perception that accountability by a team of 

teachers will increase the implementation of professional development compared to 6th–12th 

grade licensure teachers (N = 128, 64.6%).  Participants with 20 or more years of experience (N 

= 58, 54.7%) reported the lowest percent perception to agree or strongly agree that that 

accountability by a team of teachers will increase the implementation of professional 

development compared to other levels of experience: 0–5 (N = 38, 77.5%), 6–10 (N = 59, 

66.3%), 11–15 (N = 65, 73%), and 16–20 (N = 48, 76.2%).   

Female respondents (N = 209, 70.9%) reported a higher level of agree or strongly agree 

with the perception that accountability by a team of teachers will increase the implementation of 

professional development compared to male respondents (N = 59, 59%).  Principals (N = 20, 

83.3%) reported a higher level of agree or strongly agree with the perception that accountability 

by a team of teachers will increase the implementation of professional development compared to 

teachers (N = 246, 66.5%). 

 In Question 35, kindergarten–5th grade licensure teachers (N = 113, 57.4%) reported a 

higher level of agree or strongly agree with the perception that accountability by the principal 

will increase the implementation of professional development compared to 6th–12th grade 

licensure teachers (N = 105, 53%).  Participants with 0–5 years of experience (N = 35, 71.4%) 

reported the highest percent perception to agree or strongly agree that accountability by the 

principal will increase the implementation of professional development compared to other levels 

of experience: 6–10 (N = 46, 51.7%), 11–15 (N = 53, 59.6%), 16–20 (N = 40, 63.5%), and 20 or 

more years of experience (N = 46, 51.7%).   
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Female respondents (N = 164, 55.2%) reported a very slightly higher level of agree or 

strongly agree with the perception that accountability by the principal will increase the 

implementation of professional development compared to male respondents (N = 56, 56%).  

Principals (N = 20, 83.3%) reported a higher level of agree or strongly agree with the perception 

that accountability by the principal will increase the implementation of professional development 

compared to teachers (N = 199, 53.8%). 

 In Question 36, the respondents with a 6th–12th grade licensure (N = 183, 92.4%) 

reported a higher level of agreement (agree or strongly agree) with the perception that they 

enjoy their career as an educator compared to kindergarten–5th grade licensure teachers (N = 

174, 88.3%).  Participants with 0–5 years of experience (N = 46, 93.9%) reported the highest 

percent perception to agree or strongly agree that they enjoy their career as an educator 

compared to other levels of experience: 6–10 (N = 80, 89.8%), 11–15 (N = 79, 88.8%), 16–20 (N 

= 55, 87.3%), 20 or more years of experience (N = 98, 92.4%).  Females respondents (N = 268, 

90.8%) reported a slightly higher level of agree or strongly agree with the perception that they 

enjoy their career as an educator compared to males respondents (N = 90, 90%).  Principals (N = 

23, 95.8%) reported a higher level of agree or strongly agree with the perception they enjoy their 

career as an educator compared to teachers (N = 334, 90.3%). 

A composite mean and standard deviation were found for position type, years of 

experience, licensure area, and gender.  Then, a composite mean and standard deviation was 

found for each subgroup.   

 For position type, principals (M = 3.778, SD = .424) responded with a much higher 

composite score mean than whole sample (M = 3.25, SD = .636).  Teachers (M = 3.218, SD = 

.633) responded with a lower composite score mean than the whole sample (M = 3.25, SD = 
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.636).  Principal perception of effective forms of professional development was higher than 

teacher composite score mean. 

 Teachers with 0–5 years of experience (M = 3.439, SD = .492) responded much higher 

than the whole sample (M = 3.25, SD = .636).  Interestingly, teachers with 6–10 years of 

experience (M = 3.1.36, SD = .725) responded much lower than the whole sample (M = 3.25, SD 

= .636).  Teachers with 11–15 years of experience (M = 3.260, SD = .540) reported a composite 

mean score slightly above the whole sample (M = 3.25, SD = .636).  Teachers with 16–20 years 

of experience (M = 3.244, SD = .689) responded slightly below the whole sample (M = 3.25, SD 

= .636).  Teachers with 20 or more years of experience (M = 3.269, SD = .645) reported higher 

than the whole sample (M = 3.25, SD = .636). 

Elementary licensure, kindergarten–5th grade (M = 3.337, SD = .658), responded with a 

much higher composite mean than the whole sample (M = 3.25, SD = .636).  Secondary 

licensure, 6th to12th grade (M = 3.175, SD = .604) reported a much lower composite mean than 

the whole sample (M = 3.25, SD = .636).  

Male respondents (M = 3.248, SD = .669) reported slightly below the whole sample 

composite score (M = 3.25, SD = .636).  Female respondents (M = 3.258, SD = .625) responded 

slightly above the whole sample (M = 3.25, SD = .636). 

Analysis of Hypotheses 

Null Hypothesis 1 

 The first null hypothesis was there is no significant interaction on the composite score for 

professional development among position type, years of experience, licensure, and gender. 
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This hypothesis was tested by using a factorial ANOVA.  The dependent variable was the 

composite score for professional development and the factors were position type, years of 

experience, licensure, and gender.   

 The first assumption tested sought to detect outliers within the model.  The test looked for 

outliers in the dependent variable for each group tested within the factorial ANOVA.  Boxplots 

were used to determine whether any of the data points were more than 1.5 box-lengths away 

from the edge of the box thus indicating a presence of an outlier.  The assumption was met as no 

data points were outside 1.5 box-lengths from the edge of the box.  A Shapiro-Wilk test was used 

to test the assumption of normality.  The assumption was met as all Shapiro-Wilk tests were non-

significant with p > .05.  Levene’s test of equality of variances was used to test the assumption of 

homogeneity of variances.  This assumption was met as values were non-significant with p > .05.  

The assumption of independence was met, as no data points were present in multiple groups.  

Using a factorial ANOVA, no significant interaction between the dependent variable scores 

within position type, years of experience, licensure, and gender were found, F(4, 391) = .303, p = 

.582, two tailed. 

Null Hypothesis 2 

 The second null hypothesis was there is no significant difference based on position type 

on the composite score for professional development.  This hypothesis was tested using an 

independent samples t-test.  The dependent variable was the composite score for professional 

development and the independent variable was the respondent’s position type (principal or 

teacher).   

 The first assumption tested sought to detect outliers within the model.  The test looked for 

outliers in the dependent variable for each group analyzed within this test.  Boxplots were used 
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to determine whether any of the scores were more than 1.5 box-lengths away from the edge of 

the box thus indicating a presence of an outlier.  The assumption was met as no data points were 

outside 1.5 box-lengths from the edge of the box.  A Shapiro-Wilk test was used to test the 

assumption of normality.  The assumption was met as the Shapiro-Wilk test was non-significant 

with p > .05.   

 The Levene’s test of equality of variances was used to test the assumption of 

homogeneity of variances.  This assumption was not met with a significant Levene’s test value of 

F = 4.88, p = .028.  To correct this assumption violation, the degrees of freedom utilized within 

this test were reduced from 392 to 30.08.  The assumption of independence was met, as no 

dependent variable scores were present in multiple groups.  Using an independent samples t-test, 

it was determined that significant differences existed between the position type, t(30.08) =           

-6.045, p < .001, two tailed.  Principals (M = 3.778, SD = .424) reported a significantly higher 

perception of professional development importance over teachers (M = 3.218, SD = .633).   

Null Hypothesis 3 

 The third null hypothesis was there is no significant difference based on years of 

experience on the composite score for professional development.  This hypothesis was tested by 

using one-way ANOVA.  The dependent variable was the composite mean score and the 

independent variable was the five levels of experience within the study: 0–5 (M = 3.439, SD = 

.491, 6–10 (M = 3.136, SD = .725), 11–15 (M = 3.261, SD = .539), 16–20 (M = 3.244, SD = 

.689), and 20 or more years of experience (M = 3.269, SD = .645).   

 The first assumption tested looked to detect outliers within the model.  The test looked 

for outliers in the dependent variable for each group tested within the one-way ANOVA.  

Boxplots were used to determine whether any of the scores were more than 1.5 box-lengths away 
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from the edge of the box thus indicating a presence of an outlier.  The assumption was met as no 

data points were outside 1.5 box-lengths from the edge of the box.  A Shapiro-Wilk test was used 

to test the assumption of normality.  The assumption was met as all Shapiro-Wilk tests were non-

significant with p > .05.  The Levene’s test of equality of variances was utilized to test the 

assumption of homogeneity of variances and this assumption was met as the Levene’s value was 

non-significant with p > .05.  The assumption of independence was met, as no data points were 

present in multiple groups.  Using a one-way ANOVA, it was determined there were no 

significant differences on the dependent variable among the levels of years of experience, F(4, 

391) = 1.841, p = .120, two tailed. 

Null Hypothesis 4 

 The fourth null hypothesis was there is no significant difference based on licensure on the 

composite score for professional development.  This hypothesis was tested by using an 

independent samples t-test.  The dependent variable was the composite mean score and the 

independent variable was licensure type, elementary licensure (kindergarten–5th grade) and 

secondary licensure (6th–12th grade).  

 The first assumption tested looked to detect outliers within the model.  The test looked 

for outliers in the dependent variable for each group tested within the t-tests.  Boxplots were used 

to determine whether any of the scores were more than 1.5 box-lengths away from the edge of 

the box thus indicating a presence of an outlier.  The assumption was met as no data points were 

outside the 1.5 box-lengths from the edge of the box.  A Shapiro-Wilk test was used to test the 

assumption of normality.  The assumption was met as the Shapiro-Wilk test was non-significant 

with p > .05.  The Levene’s test of equality of variances was utilized to test the assumption of 

homogeneity of variances.  The assumption was met as the Levene’s value was non-significant, 
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F = 2.44, p = .12.  The assumption of independence was met, as no data points were present in 

multiple groups.  Using an independent samples t-test, it was found that significant differences 

did exist on the dependent variable among the different types of licensure, t(393) = 2.548, p = 

.011, two tailed.  Elementary licensure, kindergarten–5th grade (M = 3.337, SD = .658) reported 

a significantly higher perception of professional development over secondary licensure, 6th–12th 

grade (M = 3.175, SD = .604).  

Null Hypothesis 5 

 The fifth null hypothesis was there is no significant difference based on gender type on 

the composite score for professional development.  This hypothesis was tested by using an 

independent samples t-test.  The dependent variable was the professional development composite 

score and the independent variable was gender, male and female.   

 The first assumption tested sought to detect outliers within the model.  The test looked for 

outliers in the dependent variable for each group tested within the t-test.  Boxplots were used to 

determine whether any of the scores were more than 1.5 box-lengths away from the edge of the 

box thus indicating a presence of an outlier.  The assumption was met as no data points were 

outside 1.5 box-lengths from the edge of the box.  A Shapiro-Wilk test was used to test the 

assumption of normality.  The assumption was met as the Shapiro-Wilk test was non-significant, 

p > .05.  The Levene’s test of equality of variances was tested to test the assumption of 

homogeneity of variances.  This assumption was met as the Levene’s value was non-significant, 

F = .22, p = .64.  The assumption of independence was met, as no data points were present in 

multiple groups.  Using an independent samples t-test, it was determined that no significant 

differences exist on the professional development composite score among gender, t(393) =    -

.131, p = .896, two tailed.  Male respondents (M = 3.248, SD = .669) and female respondents (M 
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= 3.258, SD = .625) did not have significant differences for their perceived level of importance 

regarding the most effective forms of professional development.  Gender did not impact 

perception of professional development importance.   

Summary 

 This quantitative research study focused on the perceptions of professional development.  

Teachers and principals voluntarily took on online survey about their perceptions of the most 

effective professional development.  The participants provided some basic demographic data: 

position type (principal and teacher), years of experience (0–5, 6–10, 11–15, 16–20, 20 or more 

years), licensure (kindergarten–5th grade and 6th–12th grade), and gender.  Participants were 

then asked to answer a series of questions on the most effective forms of professional 

development.  A Likert scale was used with a 1 considered a very low impact on changing the 

teacher behavior and a 5 considered a very high level of impact on changing the teacher behavior.  

The survey was then analyzed to determine if there were differences within each demographic 

category and if the interaction of these independent variables demonstrated significant 

differences.   

The tests that were run showed that the various factors did not have a significant 

interaction between them.  The tests also showed that there were no significant differences in 

both gender (males and females) and years of experience (0–5, 6–10, 11–15, 16–20, 20 or more 

years).  The test did show that there were significant differences between position type (principal 

and teacher) and licensure (kindergarten–5th grade and 6th–12th grade).  Chapter 5 explains 

what the results mean, the impact of the results for the education field, and what research could 

be done in the future based on the results provided in this chapter.  
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CHAPTER 5 

 

SUMMARY OF THE STUDY 

Chapter 5 is divided into four sections.  The first section of this chapter will be a 

presentation of the findings of this study.  The first section will also include a summary of the 

descriptive data.  In addition, the first section will include a summary of the hypotheses that were 

tested and conclusions.  The second section of this chapter will include a summary of the study.  

The third section of this chapter will focus on the implications of this quantitative study.  The 

fourth and final section of this chapter will discuss recommendations for future research on the 

topic of Kindergarten–12th grade professional development at the school level and the district 

level.  

Summary of Descriptive Data 

 The purpose of this quantitative study was to better understand the perceptions of 

educators to help school and district leaders create the optimal professional development 

experience.  The research study focused on five Midwest states: Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, 

Ohio, and Kentucky.  In all, 18 school districts with student enrollments of over 5,000 from 

across five Midwest states participated in the research study.  Participants were asked to identify 

their perceptions of the most effective forms of professional development using a 5-point Likert 

scale with a 1 being considered a very low impact on changing the teacher behavior and a 5 being 

considered a very high level of impact on changing the teacher behavior.  Data for this research 
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study were collected using an online survey instrument.  Participants were asked to provide some 

basic demographic information: position type (principal or teacher), years of experience (0–5, 6–

10, 11–15, 16–20, 20 or more), licensure area (Kindergarten–5th grade, 6th–12th grade) and 

gender (male or female).  A composite score mean and standard deviation was determined for 

each demographic subgroup.  T-tests, factorial ANOVA, and a one-way ANOVA were used to 

test the null hypotheses.  Significance for the statistical analysis of tests used was identified at 

the .05 level. 

From the total of 18 school districts across five Midwest states that participated in the 

online survey, 396 teachers and principals completed the online survey instrument.  Of the 396 

participants, 370 (93.4%) were teachers, 24 (6.1%) were principals and 2 (.5%) did not identify a 

position.  For years of experience 49 (12.4%) were identified with 0–5 years of experience, 89 

(22.5%) were identified with 6–10 years of experience, 89 (22.5%) were identified with 11–15 

years of experience, 63 (15.9%) were identified with 15–20 years of experience, and 106 

(26.8%) were identified with 20 or more years of experience.  In terms of licensure, 197 (49.7%) 

were identified with a Kindergarten–5th grade licensure, 198 (50%) were identified with a 6th–

12th grade licensure and one participant (.3%) did not identify area of licensure.  Finally, for 

gender, 100 (25.3%) were identified as male, 295 (74.5%) were identified as female, and one 

participant (.3%) did not identify a gender. 

School Level Versus District Level 

The study asked participants about their perceptions of the most effective forms of 

professional development at the school level and the district level.  Table 2 reflects the 

perception percent of the participants’ beliefs on whether they agree or strongly agree to the 

question about professional development. 
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Table 2 

School Level Versus District Level 

 
 
 
Professional development statement 

 
School level % 
who agree or 
strongly agree 

 
District level % 
who agree or 
strongly agree 

 
Survey Question 2: I grow professionally through my 
experiences in professional development. 

 
72.2% 

 
54.1% 

 
Survey Question 3: I have a voice in professional 
development. 

 
35.4% 

 
20.2% 

 
Survey Question 7: I receive appropriate feedback from 
administration about implementation of the professional 
development. 

 
31.1% 

 
18.0% 

 
Survey Question 8: I am left to implement by myself. 

 
72.5% 

 
76.5% 

 
Survey Question 9: I believe professional development is 
engaging. 

 
41.6% 

 
33.8% 

 
Survey Question 10: I am provided meaningful feedback. 

 
54.1% 

 
52.5% 

 
Survey Question 11: I received focused support from 
administration. 

 
37.1% 

 
23.0% 

 
Survey Question 12: I am given ample time and resources 
to implement. 

 
31.5% 

 
25.6% 

 
Survey Question 13: I would be successful without 
professional development. 

 
53.1% 

 
51.7% 

 
Survey Question 14: I believe professional development is 
aligned to school goals. 

 
76.5% 

 
64.2% 

 
Survey Question 15: My learning style is taken into 
account. 

 
28.8% 

 
22.0% 

 
Survey Question 16: I try to fully implement in my 
classroom. 

 
75% 

 
67.2% 

 
Survey Question 18: I would observe other teachers. 

 
84.4% 

 
78.8% 
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Table 2 shows the comparison of participants’ perceptions of professional development 

of school level versus district level.  The percent reflects that participants agree or strongly 

agree. 

Traditional and Current Styles  

 Social media and technology has increased the available forms of professional 

development.  The study defined and described in Chapter 2 both traditional and current styles of 

professional development.  Participants were asked about their perceptions of the most effective 

forms of professional development.  Table 3 provides the participants perception percentage of 

agree or strongly agree to both traditional and current styles of professional development. 

Table 3 

Traditional and Current Styles 

 
Professional development statement 

 
% who agree or strongly agree 

 
Survey Question 20: Higher education institutions 

 
69.6% 

 
Survey Question 21: Conferences and workshops 

 
84.9% 

 
Survey Question 22: More time to work with colleagues 

 
86.6% 

 
Survey Question 23: Podcast or professional blog 

 
33.6% 

 
Survey Question 24: Facebook, Twitter, Pinterest, 
LiveJournal 

 
29.0% 

 
Survey Question 25: Webinars, virtual classrooms, Skype, 
video conferencing 

 
49.5% 

 
Survey Question 26: Professional learning communities 
(PLC) 

 
85.7% 

 
Survey Question 27: School is currently PLC 

 
46.6% 
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Educator Perceptions 

 Chapter 2 discussed evaluation measures, like Indiana’s RISE model, which contains 

components that rate teachers based on how well they collaborate and their involvement in 

professional development.  These components are part of the entire evaluation that determines 

teacher pay and continuation of employment.  Table 4 provides participant perceptions of 

accountability, salary motivation, and career enjoyment.  The results in the table reflect 

combined participant perception percentage of agree or strongly agree with the questions. 

 Table 4 shows perceptions on accountability, pay, and job satisfaction.  The table reflects 

the combined response of agree or strongly agree with Questions 34, 35, 17, and 36. 

Table 4 

Educator Perceptions 

 
Professional development statement 

 
% who agree or strongly agree 

 
Survey Question 34: I believe being held accountable by 
working with a team of teachers will make implementation of 
the professional development more likely. 

 
67.6% 

 
Survey Question 35: I believe being held accountable by the 
principal will make implementation of the professional 
development more likely. 

 
55.3% 

 
Survey Question 17: Receiving more money on the pay scale 
is a motivating factor for me to continue in education. 

 
78.4% 

 
Survey Question 36: I enjoy my career in education. 

 
90.4% 

 
  
 

Summary of the Hypotheses and Conclusions 

 The following is a summary of the five hypotheses that were tested and the conclusions 

from each of the tests. 



87 

1. The first hypothesis was is there significant interaction on the composite score for 

professional development among position type, years of experience, licensure, and 

gender?  The first hypothesis was tested by using a factorial ANOVA.  Using the 

factorial ANOVA, it was found that there were no significant differences between the 

interactions of position type, years of experience, licensure, and gender,  F(1, 392) = 

.303, p = .582, two tailed, on perception of the most effective forms of professional 

development.   

Conclusion: There is no significant difference in the interactions between all 

independent variables of position type, years of experience, licensure, and gender.  By 

showing no significant difference in interaction between all the independent 

variables, any significant differences would need to come from within an independent 

variable. 

2. The second hypothesis was is there significant difference based on position type on 

the composite score for professional development?  The second hypothesis was tested 

using t-tests.  By using t-tests, it was found that significant differences exist between 

the interactions of position type, principal and teacher, t(30.08) = -6.045, p < .001, 

two tailed.   

Conclusion: There are significant differences between principal and teacher 

perceptions of professional development.  As stated in Chapter 2, evaluation 

measures, such as Indiana’s RISE, have greatly changed the evaluation system in 

education.  The focus is changed to more evidence-based professional development 

and principals have a large percent of their evaluation tied to teacher training, growth, 

and test scores.  It is possible that principals are more motivated and see the 
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professional development as an opportunity to train the teachers so that the programs 

the school or district is currently using are being fully implemented to fidelity.  

Through the training, the principal would hope that the teacher’s implementation of 

professional development in the classroom increases, thus improving instruction and 

student achievement.  If this process is done well, the principal may believe that his 

or her evaluation will be higher.  The principal is directly tied to the ability of the 

teacher.  The teacher, however, in evaluation systems such as Indiana’s RISE, creates 

student learning objectives (SLOs).  Where the principal and teacher agree on the 

SLO, the teacher has a lot of control over the SLO.  There is a good chance that the 

teacher would use a program that he or she already knows well to create his or her 

SLO thus meaning that most of the school-level or district-level professional 

development would be not be seen as relatable to their own personal goals.  In this 

study, there was also a low level of agree or strongly agree with the perception of 

having a voice in the professional development structure, appropriate feedback to the 

implementation of the professional development, support from the school-level and 

district-level administrators during the implementation process, a lack of engaging 

professional development activities, and a view that the professional development 

does not incorporate the adult learning style.  Teachers may see professional 

development that they must attend as something happening to them versus the teacher 

being a part of the process of creating the professional development.  In Chapter 2, 

professional learning networks were discussed.  Teachers may feel they have more 

control of or a voice in professional development and find professional development 

more engaging and a better alignment to their adult learning styles if the principal 
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allowed the teachers to create a professional learning network as their professional 

development.  

3. The third research question in the study was is there significant difference based on 

years of experience on the composite score for professional development?  The third 

hypothesis was tested using a one-way ANOVA.  Using a one-way ANOVA, it was 

found that no significant differences exist between the interactions of years of 

experience, F(4, 391) = 1.841, p = .582, two tailed. 

Conclusion: There were no significant differences in years of experience for 

perception on effective forms of professional development.  The results did show that 

teacher’s with 0–5 years of experience (M = 3.439, SD = .492) had the highest 

composite mean and standard deviation.  Based on the composite score mean, 

teachers with 0–5 years of experience responded with the highest perception of 

effective forms of professional development.  In addition, in today’s technology-

driven culture of Smartphones, tablets, and information on demand, they ranked 

conferences/workshops and higher education institutions as the top two most effective 

forms of professional development.  Teachers with 20 or more years of experience (M 

= 3.269, SD = .645) were the second highest.  Also interesting was that educators 

with 6–10 years of experience (M = 3.136, SD = .725) had the lowest composite score 

mean.  A reason for this could be that they value experience over professional 

development.  States have adoption cycles for curriculum that could range around 

eight years.  Educators in this bracket could also have only taught one curriculum and 

feel that they have mastered the curriculum thus not needing additional professional 

development to improve teaching behavior in the classroom.  Another reason could 
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be that education has seen many pendulum swings, like phonics to whole language to 

phonics.  Teachers in this range of years of experience may have taught long enough 

to feel they have mastered the current belief of instructional curriculum but not taught 

long enough to have that belief swing on them to another belief, whereas teachers 

with 11–15 years of experience (M = 3.260, SD = .539), 16–20 (M = 3.244, SD = 

.688), and 20 or more years of experience may have.      

4. The fourth hypothesis tested was, is there significant difference based on licensure on 

the composite score for professional development?  A t-test was used to test for 

licensure.  Using a t-test, it was found that significant differences do exist between the 

interactions of licensure, t(393) = 2.548, p = .011, two tailed. 

Conclusion: There are significant differences based on licensure, kindergarten–5th 

grade and 6th grade–12th grade.  Kindergarten–5th grade licensure had a higher 

perception of effective professional development (M = 3.337, SD = .658) compared to 

6th–12th grade licensure (M = 3.175, SD = .604).  It is possible that some of the 

recent changes in education could be the reason for the significant differences.  The 

literacy block in elementary school has increased from 60 minutes to 90 minutes.  

Common core has added an increase in text complexity, lexile ranges, and 

information text.  The movement to a growth model increases the emphasis on high 

math and English/language arts test scores, which in elementary school is typically 

taught by the same teacher.  In addition, many states are still trying to figure out a 

growth model in high school grades or the high school model does not include all 

taught content areas.  For example, the high school’s Future Farmers of America 

(FFA) teacher’s knowledge of literacy or math may not carry the same weight as the 
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English department teacher’s knowledge of literacy.  In elementary school, teachers 

typically teach everything and the state uses the state assessments as the measure of 

teacher ability.  In Indiana, there has been the addition of the IREAD assessment.  

The lack of the same level of accountability for the educator with a secondary 

licensure may also mean items such as the literacy standards are implemented at a 

slower rate versus the educator with an elementary licensure.  Following this same 

line of thought, an FFA teacher may find professional development on literacy not 

engaging or relevant to the classroom.  The teacher’s accountability to the 

implementation of the professional development would be more tied to a teacher’s 

controlled SLO.  Again, at the elementary school setting, a professional development 

focusing on literacy will more than likely address most of the teachers.  The teacher’s 

accountability to the implementation of the professional development may more 

likely be tied to a growth model, or an assessment like DIBELS, Aimsweb, NWEA, 

or the state assessments.          

5. The fifth hypothesis tested was is there significant difference based on gender type on 

the composite score for professional development?  A t-test was conducted to address 

this hypothesis.  Using a t-test, it was found that no significant differences existed 

between the interactions of gender, t(393) = -.131, p = .896, two tailed. 

Conclusions: There was no significant difference between the composite score mean 

of male respondents and female respondents.  An educator’s gender will not impact 

his or her perception of the most effective forms of professional development. 
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Summary of the Study 

 The purpose of this study was to find the most optimal professional development.  If a 

school or district level administrator has a better understanding of teacher perception of the most 

effective forms of professional development, there is a better chance of a higher level of 

implementation of the professional development.  This should have a positive change on teacher 

behavior in the classroom, thus increasing teacher ability and raising student achievement.  The 

research questions for this study were  

1.  Is there significant interaction on the composite score for professional development 

among position type, years of experience, licensure, and gender? 

2. Is there significant difference based on position type on the composite score for 

professional development? 

3. Is there significant difference based on years of experience on the composite score for 

professional development? 

4. Is there significant difference based on licensure on the composite score for 

professional development? 

5. Is there significant difference based on gender type on the composite score for 

professional development? 

The perception composite score mean of professional development between the 

principals (M = 3.778, SD = .424) and the teacher (M = 3.218, SD = .632) was significant.  

Principals reported a much higher perception.  Principals may want to conclude from this study 

that teachers may not see the same value in professional development as they do.  In addition, the 

principal will want to stay cognizant that this study found a perception of not having a voice, 

lack of appropriate feedback on the implementation, little support through time and resources to 
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implement, and the professional development not taking into account their adult learning style, 

thus not being engaging.  On this point, a district-level administrator would also want to take 

notice.  The school-level responses were higher than the district responses.  This means that the 

perception of district-level professional development is even lower than that of the school level.  

District-level administrators will have to work even harder to make their professional 

development more engaging and relative to the educator in the hopes for higher implementation 

and changed teacher behavior.   

Chapter 2 of the literature review addressed that elementary and secondary teachers have 

different values and expectations for professional development.  This study found there was a 

significant difference in perception of professional development between elementary 

(Kindergarten–5th grade; M = 3.337, SD = .658) and secondary (6th grade–12th grade; M = 

3.175, SD = .604) licensure areas.  It is possible that some of the recent changes in education, 

such as the 90-minute literacy block, Common core, growth model, and state assessments have 

increased the perception of a necessity of professional development at the elementary level 

versus the secondary level. 

All other research questions in this study showed no significant differences in perception.  

Male respondents (M = 3.249, SD = .669) and female respondents (M = 3.258, SD = .625) did 

not show a significant difference.  In addition, there were no significant differences in different 

levels of years of experience; 0–5 (M = 3.439, SD = .492), 6–10 (M = 3.136, SD = .725), 11–15 

(M = 3.261, SD = .539), 16–20 (M = 3.244, SD = .689) and 20 or more years of experience (M = 

3.269, SD = .645) on perception.  Finally, there was also no significant difference in the 

interaction between position type, levels of experience, licensure, and gender on perception. 
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Other findings in the study showed that despite the changes in education, such as the 

Indiana RISE model, 90.4% of participants agreed or strongly agreed that they enjoyed their 

career.  In addition, 78.4% of participants had the perception that receiving more money on the 

pay scale is a motivating factor to continue in education.   

Participants’ perceptions of social media tools such as Facebook, Twitter, Pinterest, and 

Live Journal (29%) was rated as the least effective form of professional development.  In fact, 

other forms of professional development that involve technology also received much lower 

perception percent of agree or strongly agree as being an effective form of professional 

development: podcast or professional blog (33.6%) and webinars, virtual classrooms, Skype, and 

video conferencing (49.5%).  The study also found that participants continue to have a strong 

perception of the effectiveness of higher education institutions (69.6%) as professional 

development.  Participants rated conferences and workshops (84.9%) as the second highest form 

of effective professional development.  Participants’ perceptions of the most effective form of 

professional development were PLCs (85.7%).  In addition, participants indicated agree or 

strongly agree that more time to work with colleagues on data and instructional strategies 

(86.6%) would increase their implementation of professional development.  Teacher perception 

of the most effective form of professional development aligns with the research review presented 

in Chapter 2.  A reason for this could be, as suggested in Chapter 2, the adult learning style 

needs.  Participants, however, only reported agree or strongly agree at 46% the perception that 

their school used a professional learning community model. 

Implications 

 As states continue to emphasize professional development and collaboration in evaluation 

tools, as with Indiana’s RISE model, understanding the most effective forms of professional 
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development is critical.  The implications of this research study and their implications for school 

level and district level administrators are as follows: 

1. Men and women have no significant differences in their perception of professional 

development.  In addition, years of experience does not matter either.  One item the 

study did find was that teachers with 6–10 years of experience had the lowest 

perception of professional development.  This could mean for principals and district- 

level administrators their biggest resistance to professional development is the 

teachers in this experience bracket.  Finally, position type, years of experience, 

licensure, and gender do not have any significant interactions with one another. 

2. Perception of the most effective forms of professional development is critical.  

Principals and teachers showed a significant difference in their perceptions of 

effective professional development.  The result of this study aligns with Guskey’s 

(2000) study, which found the misalignment between teacher and principal could be a 

reason professional development fails.  This becomes even more critical for district- 

level administrators as participants in this study had a lower perception of 

professional development at the district level for every question in the study that 

compared school and district level professional development.  This study found that 

participants felt they had no voice, lacked appropriate feedback, lacked adequate time 

and resources for implementation, and thought the activities were not engaging.  

Administrators need to be cognizant of the teachers as an adult learner.  The results of 

this study aligned with Cochran-Smith and Lytle’s (1996) finding that teachers 

believe they have no voice in professional development.  The participants showed a 
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perception that aligned with Lieberman and McLaughlin’s (1996) finding that 

teachers do not find professional development engaging. 

3. There is a significant difference in perception of the most effective forms of 

professional development between elementary licensure and secondary licensure.  

Elementary educators have a more favorable perception.  This could be that many of 

the recent changes in education focus more on the elementary level.  Elementary 

teachers have more accountability through growth models, state assessment, and local 

assessments such as DIBELS, Aimsweb, and NWEA.  In addition elementary 

teachers have had changes such as the 90-minute literacy block and Common Core.  

Secondary professional development may need to be more differentiated to meet the 

needs of educators.  Administrators may want to look at a couple professional 

development models.  One would be PLNs.  According to Klingensmith (2012), 

teachers create PLNs for resources, support, and professional development.  Consider  

the following example of how it could look in a school setting.  A teacher creates a 

plan based on his or her personal strengths and weaknesses.  The teacher creates his 

or her own professional development goal and a plan to reach the goal.  The 

administrator and teacher meet throughout the year to discuss and review the plan.  A 

second example would be a professional learning community, which will be 

discussed later in this chapter. 

4. The study found that teachers want to observe other teachers.  Eighty-four percent of 

participants responded agree or strongly agree to the perception that observing other 

teachers would be an effective form of feedback.  Hardy (2012) found that most 

professional development fails because teachers leave to work in isolation.  Webster-
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Wright (2009) found that adults need time to experience, read, and reflect.  Teachers 

being able to observe each other and collaborate could be a way to lessen the feeling 

of isolation.  Principals and district-level administrators may want to discuss and find 

ways to allow teachers to observe other teachers.  One model could be a special 

assignment building sub.  The staff member reports to the school each day and covers 

rooms so teachers can observe other teachers.  Another model could be to rearrange 

schedules to allow for teachers to cover a classroom so that a given teacher would be 

able to observe another room. 

5. This study also found that teachers prefer accountability from their peers (67.6%) 

over their principal (55.3%).  Fogarty and Pete (2011) found that student achievement 

will increase when a group of teachers create common goals and common needs are 

formed.  

6. Participants’ perceptions of PLCs ranked it as the most effective form of professional 

development (85.7%).  In addition, participants also had a perception that more time 

to work with colleagues to review data and instructional strategies would increase the 

success of fully implementing professional development (86.6%).  Dufour and Eaker 

(1998) found that educators that build a community of learners saw and sustained an 

increase in student achievement.  Huffman et al. (2001) found that PLCs created job-

embedded professional development.  Rigelman and Ruben (2012) found that teacher 

candidates believe that collaboration through a learning community was central to 

their learning.  An interesting finding in this study was that although elementary 

licensure (81.8%) did have a higher perception of PLCs that would align with the 

literature review in Chapter 2, secondary licensure (76.3%) also had a high perception 
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for PLCs.  Although the perception that PLCs are the most effective form of 

professional development, 46.6% of participants responded that they agree or 

strongly agree that their school uses a PLC model.  Principals and district level 

administrators may want to implement a PLC model.   

7. Educators are motivated to earn more money.  This study did not look at or ask about 

pay for performance.  Participants were only asked if receiving more money on the 

pay scale is a motivating factor to continue in education.  Of the participants in the 

study, 75% responded with agree or strongly agree. 

8. Educators enjoy teaching.  Despite all the political pressure and changes in education, 

90.4% of participants indicated agree or strongly agree that they enjoy their career. 

Research Recommendations 

 This research study focused on finding educators’ perceptions of the optimal professional 

development experience.  Based on the findings in this research study, the following 

recommendations for future research are made. 

1. A qualitative research study should be completed to discover the meaning behind 

perceptions of professional development for both teachers and principals. 

2. A qualitative research study to define teacher perception on items such as what ample 

time means, what support means or looks like, and how they define appropriate 

feedback. 

3. A comparative study on the perceptions of principals and teachers. 

4. A qualitative research study to better understand the dip in professional development 

perception of teachers with 6–10 years of experience.   
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5. A quantitative research study that more separates current professional development 

styles, including aggregating formats of social media such as Twitter, Facebook, and 

Pinterest. 

6. A mixed research study that focuses deeper into the different teacher perceptions of 

school level and district level professional development. 

7. A quantitative research study that includes the opinions of district office personal.  

This would allow for perceptions from all levels: teacher, principal, and district 

administrator.   
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APPENDIX A: RISE INDIANA DOMAIN 3: TEACHER LEADERSHIP 

RISE Indiana dedicates one of the three domains in the evaluation rubric to teacher 

leadership.  Competency 3.1 addresses contributing to school culture.  An effective teacher uses 

educational knowledge to contribute ideas and expertise to further the schools’ mission and 

initiatives and a highly effective teacher meets that criteria and in addition, seeks out leadership 

roles.  Competency 3.2 focuses on collaboration with peers.  An effective teacher seeks out 

collaboration opportunities to both learn from and provide help to peers.  A highly effective 

teacher meets that criteria and also coaches peers and takes leadership roles such as leading the 

school’s professional learning community.  The first two competencies have an indirect focus on 

professional development.  A teacher would need to stay current in order to be highly effective.  

Competency 3.3 is directly aligned to professional development.  A teacher is marked needs 

improvement if the teacher only attends mandatory professional development.  An effective 

teacher is a teacher who seeks out professional development.  A highly effective teacher meets 

the criteria of the effect teacher and is a building leader in sharing the new knowledge and 

leading professional development. 
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APPENDIX B: NO CHILD LEFT BEHIND DEFINITION OF PROFESSIONAL 

DEVELOPMENT 

The term professional development includes activities that improve and increase teachers' 

knowledge of the academic subjects the teachers teach, and enable teachers to become highly qualified; 

are an integral part of broad school-wide and district-wide educational improvement plans; give teachers, 

principals, and administrators the knowledge and skills to provide students with the opportunity to meet 

challenging state academic content standards and student academic achievement standards; improve 

classroom management skills; are high quality, sustained, intensive, and classroom-focused in order to 

have a positive and lasting impact on classroom instruction and the teacher's performance in the 

classroom; and  are not 1-day or short-term workshops or conferences; support the recruiting, hiring, and 

training of highly qualified teachers, including teachers who became highly qualified through State and 

local alternative routes to certification; advance teacher understanding of effective instructional strategies 

that are based on scientifically based research (except that this subclause shall not apply to activities 

carried out under part D of title II); and strategies for improving student academic achievement or 

substantially increasing the knowledge and teaching skills of teachers; and are aligned with and directly 

related to State academic content standards, student academic achievement standards, and assessments; 

and the curricula and programs tied to the standards; are developed with extensive participation of 

teachers, principals, parents, and administrators of schools to be served under this Act; are designed to 

give teachers of limited English proficient children, and other teachers and instructional staff, the 

knowledge and skills to provide instruction and appropriate language and academic support services to 

those children, including the appropriate use of curricula and assessments; to the extent appropriate, 

provide training for teachers and principals in the use of technology so that technology and technology 



112 

applications are effectively used in the classroom to improve teaching and learning in the curricula and 

core academic subjects in which the teachers teach;  as a whole, are regularly evaluated for their impact 

on increased teacher effectiveness and improved student academic achievement, with the findings of the 

evaluations used to improve the quality of professional development; provide instruction in methods of 

teaching children with special needs; include instruction in the use of data and assessments to inform and 

instruct classroom practice; and  include instruction in ways that teachers, principals, pupil services 

personnel, and school administrators may work more effectively with parents; and may include activities 

that involve the forming of partnerships with institutions of higher education to establish school-based 

teacher training programs that provide prospective teachers and beginning teachers with an opportunity to 

work under the guidance of experienced teachers and college faculty; create programs to enable 

paraprofessionals (assisting teachers employed by a local educational agency receiving assistance under 

part A of title I) to obtain the education necessary for those paraprofessionals to become certified and 

licensed teachers; and provide follow-up training to teachers who have participated in activities described 

in subparagraph (A) or another clause of this subparagraph that are designed to ensure that the knowledge 

and skills learned by the teachers are implemented in the classroom. 
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APPENDIX C: ONLINE SURVEY 

1. I believe that I grow professionally through my experiences in the classroom (Harris, 1980, 
p. 10, Assumption 1). (Research Questions 2, 4) 
 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
 

2. I believe that I grow professionally through my experiences in professional development 
activities (Harris, 1980, p. 10, Assumption 1). (Research Questions 2, 3, 4) 
 
A. At the school level: 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
B. At the district level: 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
 

3. I believe that I grow more professionally from my experiences in the classroom compared to 
professional development activities (Harris, 1980, p. 10, Assumption 1). (Research Questions 
2, 3) 

 
A. At the school level: 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
B. At the district level: 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 

 
4. I believe that professional development activities always have learning outcomes appropriate 

for me (Harris, 1980, p. 10, Assumption 2; Muijs, 2005, p. 58). (Research Questions 2, 3) 
 
At the school level: 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
At the district level: 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 

 
5. I believe that professional development activities meet my needs as a teacher (Harris 1980, p. 

10, Assumption 3; Muijs, 2005, p. 58). (Research Questions 2, 3) 
 

A. At the school level: 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
B. At the district level: 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
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6. I have a voice in the structure of professional development activities (Smith & Lytle, 1996, p. 
92, Clark, 1992, p. 75). (Research Questions 2, 3) 
 
At the school level: 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
At the district level: 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
 

7. I believe that I receive appropriate feedback from administration about my classroom 
implementation from professional development activities (Harris 1980, p. 10, Assumption 4). 
(Research Questions 2, 3, 4) 
 
At the school level: 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
At the district level: 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
 

8. I believe that after I participate in professional development activities I am left to implement 
the training by myself (Hardy, 2012, p. 75). (Research Questions 2, 3) 
 
A. At the school level: 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
B. At the district level: 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
 

9. I believe that professional development activities are engaging (Webster-Wright 2009, p. 
720). (Research Questions 2, 3) 
 
A. At the school level: 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
B. At the district level: 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
 

10. I am provided with an opportunity to provide meaningful feedback to administrators 
regarding professional development activities (Guskey, 2000, p. 32-33). (Research Questions 
2, 3, 4) 
 
A. At the school level: 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
B. At the district level: 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
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11.  I believe I receive focused support from administration that helps me fully implement the 
strategies from professional development activities (Harris, 1980, p. 10, Assumption 6). 
(Research Questions 2, 3, 4) 
 
A. At the school level: 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
B. At the district level: 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
 

12. I believe that I am given ample time and resources to implement the strategies presented at 
professional development activities (Harris, 1980, p. 10, Assumption 8). (Research Questions 
2, 3, 4) 
 
A. At the school level: 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
B. At the district level: 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
 

13. I believe that I would be successful without professional development activities (Timpson & 
Tobin, 1982, p. 4). (Research Questions 2, 3) 
 
A. At the school level: 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
B. At the district level: 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
 

14. I believe that professional development activities are aligned with my school’s goals 
(Rosenholtz, 1991, p. 39). (Research Questions 2, 3) 
 
A. At the school level: 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
B. At the district level: 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
 
 

15. I believe professional development activities take into account my learning style as an adult 
learner (Blandford, 2000, p. 21). (Research Questions 2, 3, 4) 
 
A. At the school level: 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
B. At the district level: 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
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16. I try to fully implement professional development activities into my classroom (Webster-
Wright, 2009). (Research Questions 2, 3) 
 
A. At the school level: 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
B. At the district level: 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
 

17. Receiving more money on the pay scale is a motivating factor for me to continue my 
education (Harris, 1980, p. 10, Assumption 8). (Research Question 2) 
  
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
 

18. I believe time allowed to observe other teachers would be an effective form of professional 
development (Blandford, 2000, p. 6, Practitioner Development). (Research Questions 1, 2, 4) 
 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
 

19. I believe being able to observe other teachers would not benefit my professional development 
as a teacher (Blandford, 2000, p. 6, Practitioner Development). (Research Questions 1, 2, 4) 
 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
 

20. I believe continuing my education in courses from higher education institutions would be an 
effective form of professional development (Blandford, 2000, p. 6, Professional Education). 
(Research Questions 1, 2, 4) 
 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
 

21. I believe that attending conferences and workshops away from school would be an effective 
form of professional development (Blandford, 2000, p. 7, Professional Training). (Research 
Questions 1, 2, 4) 
 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
 

22. I believe more time working with my colleagues to discuss student data and instructional 
practices would be an effective form of professional development (Blandford, 2000, p. 7, 
Professional Support). (Research Questions 1, 2, 4) 
  
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
 

23. I believe that having time to watch a professional podcast or read a professional blog would 
be an effective form of professional development (Halse & Mallinson, 2009). (Research 
Questions 1, 2, 4) 
 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
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24. I believe that having time to search social media networking sites like Facebook, Twitter, 
Pinterest, or Live Journal would be an effective from of professional development (Carvin, 
2006). (Research Questions 1, 2, 4) 
 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
 

25. I believe that distance learning through webinars, live virtual classrooms, Skype and video 
conferencing would be an effective form of professional development (Harrison & Yaffe, 
2012, p. 159). (Research Questions 1, 2, 4) 
 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
 

26. I believe that a professional learning community, working with small groups of teachers, 
would be an effective form of professional development (Hord, 1997). (Research Questions 
1, 2, 4) 
 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
 

27. My school uses a professional learning community model for professional development 
(DuFour & Eaker, 1998). (Research Questions 1, 2, 4) 
 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
 

28. I believe that I could teach more effectively if I did not have to spend so much time on 
professional development (Martston, 2005). (Research Questions 1, 2, 4) 
 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
 

29. I believe that the professional development activities I participate in provide me with more 
leadership opportunities in the building (Harris & Muijs, 2005). (Research Questions 1, 2, 4) 
 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
 

30. I believe professional development guided by my principal makes me a better teacher 
(Martston, 2010). (Research Questions 1, 2, 4) 
 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
 

31. I believe that I implement professional development ideas more effectively when I am 
working with a community of learners rather than in isolation (Webster-Wright, 2009). 
(Research Questions 1, 2, 4) 

 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
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32. I believe I would implement professional development ideas more effectively in my 
classroom if I worked with a mentor or peer-coach (Johnson, 2008). (Research Questions 1, 
2, 4) 
 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
 

33. I believe analyzing student data with a team of teachers would be the best way to create 
effective professional development (White, 2005). (Research Questions 1, 2, 4) 
 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
 

34. I believe that being held accountable by working with a team of teachers will make 
implementation of my professional development ideas more likely (Oberman & Symonds, 
2005). (Research Questions 1, 2, 4) 
 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
 

35. I believe that being held accountable by working with my principal will make 
implementation of my professional development ideas more likely (Oberman & Symonds, 
2005). (Research Question 4) 
 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
 

36. I enjoy my career as an educator. 
 
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree       5 Strongly Agree 
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APPENDIX D: REQUIREMENT REQUEST LETTER 

Dear Superintendent, 
 
Effective professional development is a need in the Midwest. Teacher evaluation rubrics 

and school/district improvement plans continue to emphasize professional development. At the 
same time, school budgets continue to tighten. The purpose of this quantitative research study is 
to understand teacher and principal perception of effective professional development. Through 
better understanding the teacher and principal's perception of effective professional development, 
building and district level administrators will be able to provide more effective professional 
development. This quantitative research study is being completed through an online survey based 
on content validity research on professional development and the adult learner. 

 
We are requesting your permission to contact your district's teachers and principals by 

email to request their participation in this dissertation research project. Teachers and principals 
will not receive any money for participating in this study. Their names and the district they work 
for will not be collected. Your teachers and principals will benefit through results found in the 
study that will help increase the effectiveness of professional development. We will contact your 
teachers and principals through e-mail and provide them with the letter attached to this email. 
Then teachers and principals will be asked to click on the online survey link. The survey should 
not take the teacher or principal more than 5-10 minutes to complete. 

 
If you would be willing to allow us to contact your teachers and principals by email, 

please contact me at (317) 738-5780 or respond to this email. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration of this request for assistance. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 

Kent L. Pettet     Dr. Steve Gruenert, Associate Professor 
Principal Investigator    Department Chairperson 
Needham Elemenary School   Indiana State University 
1399 Upper Shelbyville Road   Bayh College of Education 
Franklin, IN  46131    Terre Haute, IN 47809 
(317) 738-5780    (812) 237-2902 
pettetk@franklinschools.org   steve.gruenert@indstate.edu  
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APPENDIX E: INFORMED CONSENT ANONYMOUS LETTER 

You are being invited to participate in a research study about educators’ perceptions of 
what is the optimal professional development.  The purpose of this study is to provide more 
effective professional development.  This study is being conducted by Kent Pettet and Dr. Steve 
Gruenert, from the Educational Leadership Department at Indiana State University.  The research 
is being conducted for the completion of a doctoral dissertation. 

 
You were selected as a possible participate in this study because you are currently a teacher or a 

principal and you either participate in or help organize your school or district’s professional development. 
 
There are no known risks if you decide to participate in this research study.  There are no costs to 

you for participation.  The information you provide will be collected as part of a five state data collection 
on teacher and principal perception of effective professional development.  The survey will take about 5-
10 minutes to complete.  The information collected may not benefit you directly, but the information 
learned in this study should provide more general benefits to how professional development is delivered. 

 
This survey is anonymous.  The researcher will not be collecting IP addresses nor asking for or 

attaching names to the data base.  The researcher cannot guarantee there will be absolute anonymity on an 
Internet survey.  No one will be able to identify you or your answer, and no one will know whether or not 
you participated in the study.  Individuals from Indiana State University and the Institutional Review 
Board may inspect these records.  Should the data be published, no individual information will be 
disclosed. 

 
Your participation in this study is voluntary.  By completing the online survey embedded in the 

email you received, you are voluntarily agreeing to participate.  If you have any questions about the study, 
please contact Kent Pettet, Principal Investigator, by mail at Needham Elementary School 1399 Upper 
Shelbyville Rd. Franklin, IN 46131, by phone at (317) 738-5780, or e-mail pettetk@franklinschools.org 

 
If you have any questions about your rights as a research subject or if you feel you’ve been placed 

at risk, you may contact the Indiana State University Institutional Review Board (IRB) by mail at Indiana 
State University, Office of Sponsored Programs, Terre Haute, IN, 47809, by phone at (812) 237-8217, or 
by e-mail at irb@indstate.edu.  

 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Kent L. Pettet      Dr. Steve Gruenert, Associate Professor 
Principal Investigator     Department Chairperson 
Needham Elemenary School    Indiana State University 
1399 Upper Shelbyville Road    Bayh College of Education 
Franklin, IN  46131     Terre Haute, IN 47809 
(317) 738-5780      (812) 237-2902 
pettetk@franklinschools.org    steve.gruenert@indstate.edu 
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