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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this quantitative study was to exantine educator’s perception of the optimal
professional development experience. Researclesthdve concluded that the biggest indicator
to predict student achievement is teacher effecéigse (Aaronson, Barrow, & Sander, 2007;
Marzano, 2003; Sanders & Horn, 1998; Wong 2001)skey (2000) stated, “Never before in
the history of education has greater importance la¢gtached to the professional development of
educators” (p. 3). School districts continue twefaeduced budgets and continue to expend
resources on professional development. In addistates such as Indiana have recently
changed their evaluation system to encourage mofegsional development at the school and
district level. A survey was created to analyzeoador perceptions of professional development
in five Midwest states: Indiana, lllinois, Michiga®hio, and Kentucky. The survey collected
basic teacher demographic data: gender (male/f¢phiaknsure (elementary K-5, secondary 6—
12), years of experience (0-5, 6-10, 11-15, 16a20,20 or more), and position type
(teacher/principal). The survey consisted of 3&gtgions that focused on educator perceptions of
professional development. In all, 396 educatamfl8 school districts across five Midwest
states responded to the survey instrument. Assitatl analysis of the responses provided
composite mean scores and standard deviationfactérial ANOVA was used to test the first
hypothesis. An independent samplsst was used to test the second, fourth, artd fift
hypotheses. A one-way ANOVA was used to testltivd hypothesis. There was a significant

difference between position type (teacher/pringipad licensure (elementary K-5, secondary



6—12) on their perceptions of professional develepim Principals responded with a higher
perception of professional development than teachElementary licensure, K-5th grade
teachers, also responded with a higher percepfiprofessional development. There was no
significant difference between gender (male/femate) years of experience (0-5, 6-10, 11-15,
16-20, and 20 or more). Educators respondedhbatgerception of the most effective forms of
professional development were having more timeddkwith colleagues (86.6%), using a
professional learning community model (85.7%), atidnding conferences and workshops
(84.9%). In addition, educators had a higher gerae of the effectiveness of professional

development at the school level versus the didticl.
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CHAPTER 1

BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

“Nothing has promised so much and has been sadtirsgly wasteful as the thousands
of workshops and conferences that led to no sicanti change in practice when teachers
returned to their classrooms” (Fullan, 1991, p.)318esearch studies have concluded that the
biggest indictor to predict student achievememasher effectiveness. Wong (2001) found that
over 40 years of educational research has poiotdtetclassroom teacher as the most important
factor in increasing student achievement. AaronBanrow, and Sander (2007) found in their
study of Chicago public schools that student acmant was almost directly tied to teacher
effectiveness. Yet teacher training programs, s/eéexperience, and licensure were not
significant factors when looking at increasing stnidachievement. Rivkin, Hanushek, and Kain
(2005) authored a study in Texas that also fouadher level of education does not, by itself,
impact student achievement.

Marzano (2003) published a policy brief that addeelsstudent achievement and teacher
effectiveness. Marzano found similar results todeas and Horn’s (1998) research, which had
found as much as a 39 percentage-point differemstudent achievement when compaitest
effective andnosteffective teachers, which led to the creation tdacher value-added
assessment system in the state of Tennessee. nddmand that a student performing in the

50th percentile who spends two years with an aweetagcher will likely continue performing at



the 50th percentile. That same student perforratriibe 50th percentile who spends two years
with a highly-effective teacher, however, will pamih at the 96th percentile. Student
achievement research has shown a correlation beti@aeher effectiveness and student
achievement (Marzano, 2003; Sanders & Horn, 1998)dents 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 té& btudent achievement to the teacher.
Since this landmark study was published, improyirafessional development has become an
area of focus in research. Guskey (2000) statéeyér before in the history of education has
greater importance been attached to the profedsienalopment of educators. Every proposal
for educational reform and every plan for schogbiovement emphasizes the need for high-
guality professional development” (p. 3). Sucaaigsfofessional development of the teacher is
critical to the success of the school district anodool. This study sought to demonstrate how
guality professional development has a greaterahahimpacting student performance through
the perceptions of teachers; if they think someghuil work, it probably will. Hargreaves
stated (1995),

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

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

engagement, passion, challenge, creativity, and Mgeting such goals is not only a

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

27-28)



Significance of Study

School districts throughout the Midwest contina@xpend resources on professional
development, whether that becomes time away frdradcin-service events, or purchasing
materials. In addition, states such as Indianantig changed their teacher evaluation system to
encourage more professional development at theatliahd building levels. Indiana RISE
(Indiana Department of Education, 2012c) dedicatesl of the three domains in the teacher
evaluation rubric to teacher leadership. Teachersated akighly effective effective
improvement necessamgndineffectivebased on the teacher’s professional developmeht an
collaboration of their professional developmentwpeers (Appendix A).

These changes may bring professional developmeseicto the top of school leaders’
priorities. Marzano’s (2003) research concluded gtudent achievement is directly linked to
the teacher behavior. Increasing teacher effantis®e through changing teacher behavior by
professional development should result in studehtexement gains. The results of this
research will provide school leaders with a battea as to what an effective professional
development approach might look like, with the imitef increasing teacher effectiveness by
changing teacher behavior to increase student\zaient.

Resear ch Questions

The following research questions guided this study:

1. Is there significant interaction on the composders for professional development

among position type, years of experience, licensamd gender?

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

professional development?



Is there significant difference based on yearsxpkeeéence on the composite score for
professional development?

Is there significant difference based on licensiréhe composite score for
professional development?

Is there significant difference based on gendee typ the composite score for
professional development?

Null Hypotheses

The following null hypotheses were addressed imtieéhodology of the research study.

1.

There is no significant interaction on the compmsitore for professional
development among position type, years of expeéglmensure, and gender.
There is no significant difference based on pasitigoe on the composite score for
professional development.

There is no significant difference based on ye&experience on the composite
score for professional development.

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

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

Per sonal Statement

When | interviewed for teaching positions, | wouoliten be asked about my future

personal educational goals and what type of reeeareducational books | read. On the

applications | completed, | would always have $b the educational organizations | had

membership in and for how long | was a member.s Téd me to a core belief about educators



and the field of education. | believed that alieators constantly focused on improving their
own professional development as a teacher—leaMgmother is a retired teacher and is still
taking classes and participating in professionaketigment opportunities. With a family of
teachers, conversations were always focused oegsiohal development. | believed that
educators were open sponges at staff traininggshiops, and conferences. In addition, |
thought that they spent their time researchingsindying. | have discovered over the course of
my career that not every teacher believes theralig in professional development. |do
believe that every teacher has an internal firelédhhim or her to education. As a building
principal, | am driven to find the best professiodevelopment strategy that will inspire teachers
to be engaged in professional development and immgaié what they learned at the professional
development in their classroom. | believe thid miéke the teacher better and increase student
achievement.

Definition of Terms Used

District andcorporationsrefer to the larger setting of schools situatetthiwia boundary
typically aligned with geographical interests. Mdgitricts in the Midwest will be composed of
one or many elementary schools, middle schoolshaidschools.

Professional developmersfers to the total of formal and informal learneperiences
throughout one’s career, from pre-service teactiec&ion programs to when a teacher retires.
The purpose of the learning experiences is to btteeteacher as a classroom instructor (Fullan,
1991). For the purpose of this study, in-service professional development pertains to any

activity the educator participates in to improve or her pedagogical practices as a teacher.



Professional learning communitgfers toa group of educators who meet regularly to
review student data, discuss instructional prastiaad seek needed professional development
for a teacher-learner or the whole group (DuFouEaker, 1998).

Quality professional developmenetffers to professional development that gradually
changes teacher behavior in the classroom over time

Professional learning networnlefers to professional development where a tednhiéds
a network of professionals through various inforioval outlets to connect with other colleagues
to collaborate on a topic (Klingensmith, 2012).isTallows an educator to not work in isolation.

School level versus district leuefers to who is organizing the professional
development. School level is organized by thedmog administrator and district level is
organized by a district administrator.

Sponsorrefers to whoever is providing the professionalaliepoment. The providers
could be internal, as with a school or the distactexternal, such as an outside consultant or
professional development organization.

Appropriate feedbackefers to an administrator providing the opportyifor the teacher
to have the concise and detailed information ne¢dl@dplement the professional development
as well as the concise and detailed informatidiolilow-up observations to the teacher.

Teacher—learnerefers to the teacher in the role of the studeng kearner.

Composite mean score the mean of the Likert scale responses for padhcipant in
the survey.

Summary
The purpose of this chapter was to reveal a neeletter professional development in

schools. Professional development done well shibeld engage teachers in activities that



improve their performance in the classroom. Initald professional development of the
teacher—learner has become a focus with recengeban teacher evaluations in some states,
i.e., adopting pay-for-performance models. If stutchchievement is contingent on a highly
effective teacher, then the duty of every schosirdit and building-level administrator is to find
and implement the best professional developmenbroypities.

Chapter 1 provided an introduction to this stu@hapter 2 presents a literature review of
professional development in the school settingap@dr 3 focuses on the methodology used in
the research study. Chapter 4 presents the sunohtrg data from the study. Chapter 5 is a

presentation of the summary of the study.



CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
“Professional development should be able to inerd¢las professional life of the teacher,
remediate the struggling teacher, reflect the skingerovement goals of the building, and help
bring a systemic process change to the buildingér{8ford, 1998, p. 2).
History of Teacher Licensurein Indiana
Prior to Licensure
Indiana’s first state constitution, in 1816, praaddfor a free and appropriate education
under Article XI. The General Assembly createceaagal education system for township
schools and a state university. The state of hal@stablished the first Normal School for
teacher training in 1865. In 1870 the Indiana&Skawrmal School in Terre Haute officially
opened with the intent to prepare teachers foreecan education. Crumrin (n.d.) noted,
“Normal schools rose upon the tide to thought beieved teaching was a ‘science’ which
could be taught and learned just as any other sgigpara. 2). According to Crumrin (n.d.), “it
[Normal School] adopted a philosophy that thoughbt only important to teach students how
to teach, but also what to teach by giving themo@dggrounding in various subjects” (para. 11).
The establishment of the Indiana State Normal Siclwed those in other states was to
provide professional development prior to accepéingaching position. This belief of providing

professional development prior to teaching exstigy. All states as of 2013, including Indiana,



require prospective teachers to complete some @reollege degree work and, in addition, take
a competence exam, which currently is the Praxige$é test (Indiana Department of
Education, 2012a). This may soon change as leigislet under way to make teacher licensing
less rigorous, facilitating schools struggling itadfteachers.
LifeLicensein Indiana

Teachers completing their school work are ableyafor an Indiana Teacher’s
Certificate. In the past, teachers would only nieegpply one time, hence the telifa license
Upon receiving the license, teacher professionatid@ment was left up to the teacher, school,
and/or local school district. This rule was ineeff until 1978. The next sections follow the
licensing path in the state of Indiana to presant d
Five-Year Licensure Rules 46-47

Rules 46-47 became the next assessment code adypieel Indiana Department of
Education mandated for teachers who began teachganation programs after August 1, 1978.
Prospective teachers had until July 1, 2006, topteta their teacher preparation programs and
meet the requirements of Rules 46-47. Rules 4&eé4iéd a key change from previous licensure.
Teachers under Rules 46-47 must complete six lafypofessional development every five
years. In 1992, the state of Indiana createdrii@ha Professional Standards Board. The
Indiana Professional Standards Board voted to requofessional development for continued
licensing. This change was due to the Indianad3sibnal Standards Board’s position that
professional development was a vital part of teadegelopment. Rules 46-47 also added the
requirement of passing a competence exam as ptre ditensure requirements. The National
Teachers Exam went into effect on July 1, 1986, mewhme part of licensure. Prospective

teachers learned the pedagogy and content knowkddligeat the preparation school and then
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demonstrated their basic knowledge on the Natibrathers Exam Core Battery. On
September 1, 1999 the National Teachers Exam vpéacedl by the Praxis | and Praxis I
exams.
Rules 2002

The state of Indiana continued to progress in #fanidions and expectations for teachers,
both current and prospective. In 2002 Steven Kihvlax@te a paper about performance-based
teacher licensing for the state of Indiana. Irardgo the old traditional system of teaching
licensure, Kimball (2002) stated, “The prior systefteacher licensure in the state of Indiana
was typical of most state systems for credentiaiaghing professionals. Under the former
system there was little continuity in requiremealtsng the licensure continuum” (p. 1). The
Indiana Professional Standards Board began to inatedygl make changes to the licensure
process with a renewed focus on teacher profedsievalopment. The Indiana Professional
Standards Board believed that teacher professamadlopment would increase student
achievement in Indiana. Kimball noted,

The key difference between the previous systersaxfher licensure in Indiana and the

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

assessments to ensure instructional quality atih@essducation system. In addition to

instructional accountability, the system is alseimied to help higher education

institutions, school districts, schools, mentors] seachers focus on the professional

growth of teachers. (p. 3)

Professional Growth Plans
On July 1, 2011, Article 10 of the Indiana Admingdive Code took effect (Indiana

Administrative Code, 2011). Article 10, or the fassional growth plan, defined a new way for
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educators to renew their licenses with professideaklopment. The focus shifted from
traditional professional development opportunites;h as college courses, to teachers being
able to count a wide range of activities like segvon the school improvement team, as
professional development hours. According to titeadna Department of Education (2012b),

Educators attend conferences, workshops, partecipaturriculum development

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

date on the latest educational reforms in addtiotieir classroom responsibilities. The

Professional Growth Plan (PGP) is an opportunitytdachers, administrators, and

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

experiences towards licensing renewal. (para. 1)

Mandated Teacher Professional Development

Rules 46-47 was the first teacher preparation ahémat required professional
development for teachers for continued certificatienewal from the state of Indiana. Rules
2002 increased the commitment from the state aaivalin the value of teacher professional
development after completion of the teacher preéjpargprogram. The change in Indiana law
widened the scope of license renewal through psajaal growth plan points. The professional
growth plan forces school districts to define whiatfessional development will look like in their
school district.

In 2012 Indiana had a shift in leadership at theddenent of Education level that forced
many to reflect on the dramatic changes in legiednd policy being forced through over the
previous four years. A new teacher evaluation rha@s proposed and has been adopted by
most schools in Indiana. This new model looks atgwsional development as a part of that

evaluation (Indiana Department of Education, 2012c)
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Teacher Licensurein States Near Indiana

Indiana is not the only state in the Midwest chaggtate requirements for teacher
licensure. lllinois, Kentucky, Michigan, Ohio, aMdisconsin have all created variations of
teacher renewal that incorporate the idea of ugiogrth points (lllinois Department of
Education, n.d.; Kentucky Department of Educatf1.2; Michigan Department of Education,
2012; Ohio Department of Education, 2012; Wiscoipartment of Public Instruction, n.d.).
Each state has its own terminology and total haeesled for license renewal; however, each
state seems to have a similar structure. A teaolagrcontinue to use traditional professional
development formats, such as university course warthe teacher may use a variety of
alternative professional development activitiesdiect a minimum number of hours for
licensure renewal.

Professional Development Defined

Guskey (2009) argued that a school can only imptbraugh professional development.
Guskey stated,

In addition, scouring the education literaturedaamples of school improvements

occurring without professional development failyild a single case. It is probably

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

succeeded without thoughtfully planned and welllenpented professional development

activities designed to enhance educators’ knowleahgeskills. (p. 226)

In reviewing the literature, the ternrsserviceandprofessional developmeabntinue to
be used interchangeably. Which term is used ititdr@ture more defines the decade in which
the term was used rather than having a differerammg. West-Burnham and O’Sullivan (1998)

defined in-service as “the term to define focusdtbs! improvement activities during the
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1980s” (p. 5). The term professional developmeptaced the term in-service in the 1990s. For
the purpose of this study, in-service and profesdidevelopment pertains to any activity the
educator participates in to improve his or her geds practices.

Blandford (1998) stated, “Professional developnugortunities are the result of
collaboration, participation, and negotiation. A prerequisite for effective schools is, therefor
professional development” (p. 2). Professionalaligment should be able to increase the
professional life of the teacher, remediate thaggfling teacher, reflect the school improvement
goals of the building, and help bring a systemiarde to the building (Blandford, 1998).
Blandford argued that effective professional depeient will change teacher behavior in the
classroom. Professional development needs toduséal and intentional. According to
Hargreaves and Fullan (1992), professional devesmprfimay entail creating a work
environment which is supportive and not restrico¥@rofessional learning, continuous
improvement, and the opportunity to teach, andneeall, rather than merely survive” (p. 1).
Hargreaves and Fullan argued that there are thipes of training a new teacher should have to
develop into an effective teacher. The professidagelopment should focus on (a) knowledge
and skill development, (b) a self-understandinthat professional development, and (c) belief
in the process as an ecological change. Teach&rgsional development that is focused and
intentional, according to Harnett and Carr (1998¢gs teacher development to be concerned
with the processes, insights, structures, and idésdsh enable teachers to reflect about, and
improve, their practices throughout their care¢ps™41). B. M. Harris (1980) defined
professional development as “any planned progral@ashing opportunities afforded staff
members of schools, colleges, or other educat@agehcies for purposes of improving the

performance of the individual in already assigneslifions” (p. 20).
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In 2001 the U.S. government passed the No Child Behind Act (NCLB). Within that
document the definition of professional developn{@mipendix B) is extremely broad and
includes almost everything that a teacher wouldnadily do or participate in. The definition is
also meant to be all-inclusive so that it also eeweher positions, such paraprofessionals and
principals.

The professional development needs are usuallgrdift for each staff member. The
needs of the first-year teacher may be differamnfa veteran teacher. The Centre for Education
Research and Innovation (1982) added, “What isacare simple and short methods of
analyzing the different aspects of their jobs feservice purposes” (p. 58). The Centre for
Education Research and Innovation affirmed in th882 study of teacher in-service that
professional development is critical to teacherccess. A challenge they cited was in regard to
teacher professional development. The contenbppdoach of the professional development
must be designed for the adult leaner. In additio& professional development must be
differentiated according to position and skill leve

B. M. Harris (1980) stated, “In-service educatismo the school operation what good
eating habits and a balanced diet are to humantgramd vitality” (p. 13). In-service is crucial
to the professional development of the staff menalpelrthe school. B. M. Harris believed that
in order to conduct effective professional develeptrexperiences, one needs to make correct
assumptions about people. Once again, professi@valopment must be seen through the lens
of individual teacher learning. B. M. Harris defth13 assumptions about people that must be
considered for effective in-service and profesdioiexelopment:

1. People can and will learn on the job.
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2. People tend to view each projected learning outcasngppropriate or inappropriate
from an internal, personal frame of reference.

3. People experience satisfaction from learning whatearly perceived as appropriate.

4. People need feedback on their own behavior to reffle@ent use of experiences for
learning.

5. People need cognitive organizers to make effiaisetof feedback in guiding
learning.

6. People need direct intervention in accomplishingesdearning outcomes but not
others.

7. People tend to want to learn some things, at somest under certain conditions, at
certain costs (but not all things, at all timesjemall conditions and costs).

8. People are capable of learning anything if the ticomditions, and motivations
(rewards) are adequate.

9. People learn best those things they perceive tadmningful, purposeful, and
satisfying.

10.People have developmental as well as situatiorcapansonal needs that learning can
help to satisfy.

11.People’s needs are met partially by learning, lewen completely (they have other
needs, t0o).

12.People must learn in order to survive in the lamg rBut they do not have to learn to
survive in the short run; instead, they can cogsist, or endure.

13.People learn in active states under conditionsitaf arousal, attentiveness, and

stress. (p. 10)
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Providing meaningful professional development mearerstanding that there is a
connection between a staff member’s desire fospiisfaction and appropriate feedback from
the principal or supervisor on how to improve ttefanember’s instructional decisions. B. M.
Harris (1980) added, “Without substantial contirqugrowth in competence in personnel serving
in our elementary and secondary schools and caljeége entire concept of accountability has
little meaning” (p. 13).

Timpson and Tobin (1982) argued that professiopaetbpment is needed as a survival
tool for teacher behavior. They stated, “As a Itegiuiose who are ‘natural’ or ‘born’ teachers
can survive and flourish; those with instincts léssatrical often sink into mediocrity, or worse”
(Timpson & Tobin, 1982, p. 4). In addition, Timpsand Tobin believed the challenge of a
college professor is to create critical componeants$ best-practice teaching strategies for pre-
service students. In short, the best universigparation struggles to fully develop an educator
with all the skills new teachers need for a card&e-service teacher programs provide the new
teacher with a desire to continue learning on ¢egind through professional development
opportunities. Effective professional developmeiiithopefully satisfy this desire and
ultimately change teacher behaviors in the classrodhe more effective the teacher is in the
classroom, the more students will achieve (Marzano.3).

Professional development is needed to cultivatetheator to improve practice.
According to Garman (1995), “One thing we can dayua the decade of the 1980s; it brought a
great deal of public attention to education in gahand to teacher development in particular”
(p. 24). Studies such @sNation at RislandA Nation Prepared: Teachers for the 21st Century
created a national desire for professional devetpr(Guskey & Huberman, 1995). Guskey

(2000) stated, “Never before in education has theen greater recognition of the need for
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ongoing professional development. In-service tngrand other forms of professional
development are crucial components in nearly ewegern proposal for educational
improvement” (p. 3).

Guskey and Huberman (1995) felt that the expectatamd work load practitioners had
to manage resulted in the need for even more mioiesl development. Guskey (2000) added,
“Every proposal for educational reform and evenplor school improvement emphasizes the
need for high-quality professional development”3p. School schedules create challenges in
finding time for consistent professional developmenheacher contracts create additional
challenges in providing the needed time for pratesd development. As technology and
research continue to evolve at a fast rate, edigcat®ed to find time for professional
development, according to Guskey (2000) who wrote,

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

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

emerging knowledge and must be prepared to usecdritinually refine their conceptual

and craft skills. (p. 3)

As we learn more about the students we teach, @ toebe flexible in our delivery of content
and approach to teaching.
Why Professional Development Does Not Work

Decades upon decades of research show a needdbetan-service and professional
development. The biggest challenge is finding g@sgarch on what are the effective types of
professional development (Guskey, 2009). Guské9gpadded,

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

the research, being able to collect meaningful ,datd even when that happens being
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able to conclude clear results creates a challtrai&keeps most researchers away from

studying the effectiveness of professional develepm (p. 226)

B. M. Harris (1980) believed that the assumptioigrofessional development would
stay relevant due to the fact that the assumpaoadased on the adult as a learner. The
research shows that professional development gegeand that we must understand the teacher
as a learner. However, even though those conditarst, why does professional development
continue to fail or make only a minor impact? leanan and McLaughlin (1996) stated,

Yet the popularity of networks suggests that teexch@y away from conventional staff

development activities—or attend only if requiredet-hecause of a lack of interest in

professional growth but because the in-servicaitigiformats fail to meet their needs.

(p. 63)

Even with the research on how the teacher leanessttucture continues to not support
the teacher learner. Cochran-Smith and Lytle (1@8@ed,

What is missing from the knowledge base for teaglire the voices of teachers

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

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

their own classroom practices. (p. 92)

A possible reason why professional development doekave the impact that it was
designed to achieve may be due to teacher perosmiad attitudes. It is the difference between
the educator controlling the professional developnaed the professional development
happening to the educator approach that may rénveaén tensions. Clark (1992) addressed this

dilemma.
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In some quarters the phrase “professional developofdeachers” carries a great deal of
negative undertones. It implies a process donesachers; that teachers need to be forced
into developing; that teachers have deficits inidealge and skill that can be fixed by
training; and that teachers are pretty much alidew, as a teacher, how eager would
you feel about co-operating in a process in whioh gre presumed to be passive,
resistant, deficient, and one of a faceless, homeges herd? This is hardly an ideal set
of conditions for adult learning, support, and depeent. (Clark, 1992, p. 75)
The adult learner must be active in the process oontrol of the learning. The teacher must
believe that they have control of their professiatevelopment. Clark (1992) added,
Why should teachers, individually and collectiveBke charge of their own professional
development? Why is this a good idea? First, aegdrto recognize that adult
development is voluntary—no one can force a petsdsarn, change, or grow. (p. 77)
The school culture can lead to an educator’'s pémepnd attitude about learning. Rosenholtz
(1991) stated,
When teachers conversed in either moderate or tmsansus schools, they stressed
students’ failing instead of their triumphs. In high consensus schools, by contrast,
shared goals, beliefs, and values led teacheraghrtheir talk to a more ennobling
vision that placed teaching interests in the fanetfirand that bound them, including
newcomers, to pursue that same vision. (p. 39)
Effective professional development ideas need tand,they need to build capacity in
the teacher at the same time. A. Harris and Ma®5) stated,
Where professional development opportunities asenasitive to the concerns of

individual participants, and make little effortrelate learning experiences to workplace
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conditions, they make little impact upon teachergheir pupils. . . . Research has shown

that to achieve improvements in teaching and bkttegning outcomes for students,

teachers need to be engaged in meaningful professievelopment that promotes

inquiry, creativity, and innovation. (p. 58)
Reasons that A. Harris and Muijs gave as to whyegsional development does not work were
lack of time, acknowledge when the teacher learegative experiences in the classroom, and
lack of a true professional developmetan. Hardy (2012) found that most professional
development fails due to the fact that the schtvatture has stayed in a traditional format,
which in turn forces teachers to leave collabomtheetings to actually work and implement in
isolation. In addition, Guskey (2000) stated, “iR&ws of the professional development literature
typically do a better job of documenting inadegaacthan prescribing solutions” (p. 32).
Guskey argued that one reason that professional@@went fails is due to disagreement on the
criteria used to evaluate professional developm&hus we find the misalignment between
teachers and principals emerging as a factor teiden

The Teacher asan Adult Learner

Blandford (2000) stated, “In order for professibt@velopment to be effective, the
coordinators should be aware of the needs of tea@seadult learners” (p. 21). The teacher
must have a constancy of purpose, alertness tortypyittes, and the insight into the variability
of setting (Burke, 1997). “Adults learn througteithexperiences and the experiences of others”
(Webster-Wright, 2009, p. 720). Teachers need torexperience, reflect, and be active and
engaged in the learning process. Traditional goémal development focused on the individual,
more recent professional development focuses earaihng community. Webster-Wright stated,

(2009), “Within most professions, the individuadams or her knowledge and practice has been
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the focus of research into PL (personal learnialipgit with recent recognition of the importance
of community and context” (p. 723). Adults as fesas need to experience, read, and reflect, but
they also need to be able to discuss with colleawthue experiences they have had, successful or
not. This leads to the questions, what are thtiomal forms of professional development and
what are the current forms of professional develep? 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 tod&rogress in technology and the
approach to professional development has created avenues for a teacher to participate in
professional development. Technology such as Blaaid™ allows for the structure of a
traditional university-style class setting fromtadent’s home or work environment. Blandford
(2000) divided professional development into foategories: practitioner development,
professional education, professional training, pralessional support.

Blandford (2000) define@ractitioner developmerds “school-based development, self-
development, induction, mentoring, observation;gobdowing, and team teaching” (p. 6). This
approach has a progressive feeling to it as cdettasith what Blandford defingorofessional
educationas: “Award bearing courses managed and taughgléheducation institutions
(HEIs), focusing on the relationship between edooat theory and practice, and leading to
higher education accreditation and professionalifizetions” (p. 6). A more traditional
approach is also found in the idegpobfessional trainingwhich has been defined as
“conferences, courses, and workshops that emphpisazécal information and skills, managed
and delivered by local education authority (LEAs)hools’ external consultants or trainers from

HEIs. Such courses may lead to academic awardsooeditation towards national standards”
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(Blandford, 2000, p. 7)Professional suppothas been defined as “provided by colleagues and
managers in fulfilment of contractual conditiorfsservice; e.g. recruitment and selection
procedures (including job descriptions), promoticereer development, appraisal, mentoring,
team building, redeployment and equality of oppaititi (Blandford, 2000, p. 7). This
approach seems to reflect the recent changes dates bave positioned evaluation and
licensure with.

Workshops are typically a form of a one-day, ortivdéy conference or training. Cohen
and Ball (1999) found that workshops do not neadgsannect to the academic content the
teacher needs to increase student achievemergad?&rewis, and Farris (2001) found that
workshops, due to the lack of connection to thehees’ students’ needs, have little impact on
changing teacher behavior in the classroom. Havg®(1995) stated,

Generally, professional development literatureaksishort, ‘one-shot deal’ in-service

workshops that simply raise teachers’ awarenesgtat®sw initiatives or expose them to

new programs or skills, on the grounds that abseht@low-up, further training, or
support minimizes the chances of initial or sustdiimpact, let alone of integrating

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

The inexpensive cost of most workshops is a maiaae why workshops continue to stay
popular. Addressing the cost of workshops, Hargre@dded, “Nonetheless, these are the forms
of professional development that continue to doteiapractice—largely because they are
cheaper, clearer, more visibly concrete, and masédyecontrolled than most of their

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

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

engaged in daily. This approach advocates forddegel 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 sch@ss“synonymous with large group
presentations . . . periodic and relatively limieegbosure to education’s most recent trends,
usually followed by insufficient opportunities togetice and master the concepts” (p. 30).
Schools select a few topics and then bring in speadr give presentations on the topic
(Koehler, 1999). The concepttpéining brings to mind the idea that certain behaviorsehav
been identified as efficient (not necessarily dffex) and thus need to be adopted. Koehler
indicated that in-service should be “routine precies communicating new knowledge to
teachers and other school professionals, and itidhoe followed by relevant opportunities to
master such new knowledge” (p. 31). Teachers tisedlafter the in-service to collaborate and
implement the information shared. This providgmgential for in-service recipients to
scrutinize the training and perhaps modify it toetrlecal needs.
Collaborative Teacher Research

Cochran-Smith and Lytle (1993) defined collaboratigacher research as “systematic
and intentional inquiry carried out by teachers™{p Building-level principals must provide
teachers that want to work on teacher researcfrdbdom to do so, yet the collaborative
approach may not be appropriate for everyone. ddschby Cochran-Smith and Lytle, “In many
school systems, however, teachers have not beeniaged to work together on voluntary, self-
initiated projects or to speak out with authoribpat instructional, curricular, and policy issues”
(p- 21). In short, the building and district admtration must be supportive of teacher research,

encouraging it but not forcing it.
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Collaborative teacher research allows teacherssjpond and adjust their instructional
practices through a process that involves a teatmaghers. Grimmett (1995) stated, “Teacher
research focus groups provide the kind of cultaoalditions in which individuals and groups
can become familiar with and experiment aroundyiteds and principles of the proposed
change” (p. 124). In collaborative teacher redegooofessional development comes from, and
is driven by, what the teachers learn in the reteatassonde and Israel (2010) believed that
collaborative groups allow teachers to reflect nd define their own needed professional
development. This provides ownership to the telaahd alignment to their area of need in new
theory and knowledge. Teachers then take turngnghtheir research in a collaborative group.
The sharing builds the expertise and knowledgéefthole group.

Professional development should be continuous asddon research. Collaborative
teachers can become a learning community. Thim tdrprofessional development is teacher-
driven and is typically based on teacher preferem¢epic of research and of colleagues in the
group. Teachers may also write for publicatiorfenimation they learned during the process
(Grimmett, 1995). The intent is to further imprdhe effectiveness of the teacher participating
in the research, and perhaps add to the body aflkedge in education. Rust and Meyers (2003)
argued that the collaborative teacher researctoapprbetter allows teachers to examine their
classrooms and their schools. Through this proesshers are able to participate in creating
policies that affect the students, teachers, anthuanity.

Action Research

One approach to collaborative teacher researckvasged into a methodology. Mertler

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

counselors, or others with a vested interest inghehing and learning process or environment”
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(p- 4). Action research is a process that follthessteps of identifying an area of focus,
collecting data, analyzing and interpreting theagahd developing a plan of action (Mertler,
2009). Grady (1998) defined action research afetive inquiry undertaken by educators in
order to better understand the education envirohinahto improve practice” (p. 43). Teachers
review their own data and make professional devety decisions about their own needs,
based on the tenets of scientific inquiry. Thede to teacher empowerment (Mertler, 2009).
Davis (2008) argued that action research is “rese@r motion” (p. 18) and that due to the
research being an active process for the teadteeteicher will improve their teaching and the
student will increase in achievement. Davis stdtadtion research is flexible, adaptive,
recursive, experimental, incremental, and woveo the daily work of teaching” (p. 18). In this
process teachers participating in the action rebeae able to identify answers to key areas.
The teachers may begin by looking at three keysaeteaching method, identifying a problem,
and/or examining an area of interest (Mertler, 300Ehe responses then either provide the
needed professional development or identify aréased.

Action research can be a form of qualitative researvhich may be better suited for the
busy and complex school experience (Grady, 1988ady (1998) stated, “While action
research projects follow the same research regamsather forms of qualitative research, such
projects are geared toward reflecting on practimeaften toward solving specific school or
classroom problems” (p. 43). Macintyre (2000) abtitheat a literature review is critical to high
quality action research; “studying and selectind aventually reporting the literature which has
been used, gives the work an academic base” (pI'l#.literature review must be completed to
help with the planning and implementation of theacresearch and the interventions

implemented (Hendricks, 2009). The literature eavdemonstrates that the researchers have
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studied developments in the particular field ofumg and that they will begin their own
investigations from an informed stance.

Teachers that participate in action research généra/e a more positive attitude
towards professional development (Parsons & Br@&002). Reflection is also an important
component of action research and leads to moreteféeprofessional development. Hendricks
(2009) gave three reasons:

Reflection must be critical, which requires goireybnd merely thinking about

experience. . . . Reflection is a meaningful andantant part of a practitioner’s

professional development. . . . Self-understandiiether through autobiographical
reflection or internally directed reflection, is emportant part of the reflective process
because it allows an educator to focus on the wawyshich experiences and values affect

actions. (pp. 29-30)

Action research is a way to provide constant psatesl development and improve the
teaching practices for a teacher and school (GrH88). Hardy (2012) stated, “Action research
is also described as an approach to research whmburages teachers to theorize their own
practice, such that the traditional division betwé®ory and practice, and teaching and research
encouraged by positivism is challenged” (p. 71).

Mentoring or Peer-Coaching

Johnson (2008) stated that the concept of menteoihglp beginning teachers survive
and to improve teacher attrition began in the 1988scording to Johnson, the concept
expanded, and by 1998 there were over 30 statesendepartments of education had mandated
teacher mentoring programs. A key component ofiteatoring program was having a

seasoned or veteran teacher helping a beginnisgdeaavigate the first years of teaching.
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Professional development is critical in the memipprocess. Mentoring or peer-coaching,
created in theory for the beginning teacher, is akeful for teachers who are no longer novice
teachers. Teachers on their own or by administditection may work with a mentor teacher in
an identified area of weakness. Learning grouplkr(Son, 2008) is one way that teachers and
mentors may work together. The learning group ephis very familiar to professional learning
communities (Dufour & Eaker, 1998), except thas flearning group is differentiated to have a
weaker teacher partnered with a stronger teachieis approach assumes the mentor derives less
from the experience than the teacher.

Johnson (2008) also discussed co-mentoring or geshing. Peer-coaching is more
interactive between the two teachers and genguatiguces growth in both teachers. Duchaine,
Jolivette, and Fredrick (2011) found that implenmanpeer-coaching to provide professional
development for special education and inclusionfiees increased the teachers’ ability to
implement the program being used. Johnson (268&)ds

Integration of professional development should hhgoing, incorporated in staff

development programs as well as in more focuse# womparticular instructional skills.

Development must include helping the new teacheease content knowledge, master

instructional techniques, and understand how stsdearn. (p. 90)

Professional development in the co-mentoring con@geording to Johnson, includes setting
goals, learning resources, engaging in discussfdedtion, and developing portfolios.
Hargreaves (1995) added, “In some places, inigstin peer coaching and mentoring between
teachers have provided the structured contextsaatipe, feedback, and support for teachers

that are needed for successful implementation14g).
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The critical component of the co-mentoring or peaasiching approach is the selection of
the veteran teacher. Co-mentoring or peer coachaygnot always have a positive effect on the
beginning teacher. Blandford (1998) warned of

possible drawbacks to mentoring. Mentors may: padsad habits, not be qualified or

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

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

(p. 87).

A principal may be unknowingly passing on poor picas through the selection of a mentor
whose values and beliefs do not reflect the visibiine school.
E-Learning

Technology has created and added new formatsaaehérs can use for professional
development. Halse and Mallinson (2009) found guatcasting, blogging, social networking
tools, microblogging, and collaborative editing #re most issued forms of professional
development. Podcasting is defined by Educausmlrealinitiative (2005) as “a term inspired
by the Apple Computer Corporation’s iPod—a portabigtal audio player that allows users to
download music from their computer directly to thevice for later listening” (para. 4). The
audio format is able to be downloaded using MP®od technology. Blogging allows teachers
to take part in collaborative professional develeptn Carvin (2006) wrote, “Lots of educators
blog so they can have a professional dialog widir ttolleagues. Everyone can benefit from
discussing the various challenges we all face maark, and blogs serve as a mechanism for
sharing those ideas” (para. 15). Social networkoods continue to grow. Examples of social

networking sites are Facebook, Twitter, Pinterast, LiveJournal (Carvin, 2006).
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According to Faulkner and Watson (2007), microbloggs like blogging with a limited
number of characters for the posting. Examplasiofoblogging are Twitter, SMS, and instant
messaging. A far more full-featured tool, colladtore editing is when multiple people can work
on a document at once, as with Google documenisgtance. Teachers are able to collaborate
on the same document at the same time while pHlysiszing in different locations.

E-learning has also accelerated the use of thepartearning network (PLN). A PLN
is developed by the teacher and is designed to meet her particular needs (Klingensmith,
2012; Patnoudes 2012). Teachers use PLNs to cotimeagh social media for resources and
professional development. Most PLNs contain sonadl @f the following types of social
media: Facebook, Twitter, Pinterest, LinkedIn, noidogging, professional profiles, wikis,
blogs, reader/news aggregators, social bookmarlaginars, and backchanneling of
conferences (Klingensmith 2012; Patnoudes, 2012).

Although e-learning of all types continues to irage greatly due to ever-evolving
technology, there is still little research on tifile@iveness of its tools as a way to provide byette
professional development for teachers. This study raveal some insight regarding teachers’
perceptions of these media for professional deveéoy use.

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

Distance learning, webinars, virtual classroonkyp®, and other forms of video
conferencing are all designed around a common tleérfiexibility. The teacher does not have
to leave his or her classroom or house to partieipaprofessional development. The research
is limited on the level of effectiveness of thesarfats. Sherry warned in 1995,

Too often, instructional designers and curriculusnedopers have become enamored of

the latest technologies without dealing with thelentying issues of learner
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characteristics and needs, the influence of megla whe instructional process, equity of

access to interactive delivery systems, and thero&sg of teacher, site facilitator, and

the student in the distance learning process.3p) 3
The degree to which we are impressed with the formght overstate the value of the content.

McCullagh (2012) argued that using video technolisgy motivating form of
professional development. Teachers are able to thieir own teaching skills and interactions
with their pupils. The teacher is also able to rtwortheir development of improving their
instructional delivery. Video recording also allevor peer conversation and supervisor
conversation. This could be a form of data coltetfor an action research project.
Data Teams

Besser, Anderson-Davis, and Peery (2005) desctiimedoncept of having data teams as
a process of an actual team of teachers, typiealisade or content-area team, that reviews
student data. The process is designed to be opgoaiessional development with the intent of
improving teaching practices. Data teams lookravipus grade-level or student data to plan for
areas where the students need support. Onceaofaneed is decided upon, the data team
creates a pretest. After the pretest, the data tegiews the student performance data to plan
groups and instruction. The data teams look astix@ent performance to plan which teaching
strategies will be used in that data round. Ilsion is then given and students take a posttest at
the end of the round.

White (2005) added, “Data that is collected shdadcanalyzed and used to make
improvements (or analyzed to affirm current praagiand stay the course)” (p. 13). The data
team then reviews the data to decide if studente hede the expected growth. If the data team

decides the expected growth was not met, the tesgnsbes the teaching strategies used and
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selects new strategies. If the data team decijsesceed growth was met, an intervention plan is
created for students still not at the expected tiamd the data team then looks at student data
to create the next learning concept for the nexhdo White stated, “Data teams adhere to
continuous improvement cycles, examine patterngr@mdis, and establish specific timelines,
roles, and responsibilities to facilitate analytbiast results in action” (p. 18).

Data teams that are well implemented are continpoofessional development
opportunities. Teachers identify their instrucabweaknesses, based on student data. In
addition, teachers create the pretest and pogtieshich teachers complete on-going
professional development on test writing. The @ssfonal development really becomes
differentiated for each data team within a buildir@berman and Symonds (2005) stated,

In schools that have made significant progressasitng the achievement gap, more than

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

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

Respondents in non-gap-closing schools discussaaless frequently—just about one-

half (47%) only discuss data a few times a year9)p
The teacher’s continuous use of data, test writangl, instructional strategies will show a
positive effect on professional development andesttitachievement. Teachers meet with
colleagues to discuss the information and discinategies for instruction. One aspect yet to be
reconciled is the degree to which these data dales should become part of the student’s
assessment profile. If the intent is to identég¢her 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 tramedel” (p. 15) is the second most-used
form of professional development in schools. Tloalel, according to Pancucci, “focuses on
bringing one or more lead teachers to central wargs, training them in specific skills or
programs, and requiring them to train their colleagyat their home school in the demonstrated
skills” (p. 15). The model is cost-effective fosehool district, but the professional development
depends on the ability and credibility of the Iéadcher and the school providing adequate time
for teachers to implement the ideas.

The lead teacher typically attends a full trainiihgt provides time to process the
information and plan implementation (Pancucci, 200he same level of training is usually not
replicated at the school. Pancucci (2007) added,

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

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

for a deep understanding and appropriate applicatidhe training provided. (p. 15)
Thus, to employ this approach may seem efficiegttflyere are many subtle issues that may
compromise its effectiveness. School leaders tebd aware that efficiency and quality are not
always easy to attain at the same time.

Professional L earning Communities

The structure a school uses to implement a prafeaklearning community can look
many different ways. There is not a standard dedmof the structure. Hord (1997) stated,

Theprofessional community of learnassone in which the teachers in a school and its

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

of their actions is to enhance their effectiveresgprofessionals for the students’ benefit;



33

thus, this arrangement may also be tere@mdmunities of continuous inquiry and

improvement(p. 1)

According to Pancucci (2007), “One of the more ctampnodels of professional
development is that of the learning community, wHias, in recent years, become the model of
choice for many school boards” (p. 14). A profesal learning community (PLC) focuses on
three big ideas (DuFour, 2004). The first is emguthat all students learn. Dufour (2004)
stated, “The professional learning community mdhbels from the assumption that the core
mission of formal education is not simply to ensiina students are taught but to ensure that
they learn” (p. 8). The second big idea is haarglture of collaboration. Dufour added,
“Educators who are building a professional learraogimunity recognize that they must work
together to achieve their collective purpose ofrigay for all” (p. 9). The final big idea of a
professional learning community is a focus on rssul

Dufour and Eaker (1998) found that schools thatement professional learning
communities show sustained school improvementtla@mahcrease in student achievement can
be attributed to the professional learning comnyunih addition, Dufour and Eaker found that
schools with professional learning communities aégmwrted that teachers had a reduction of
feeling of isolation, increased commitment to thesion and goals of the school, shared
responsibility for student success, greater jolsfeation and higher morale, and lower rates of
absenteeism. Professional learning communitiegs beucused and teachers must agree on the
shared goals of that community (Dufour, 2004).

Little and McLaughlin (1993) stated,

And for professional communities, what made théed#nce between communities

rigidly vested in one right way or in unexaminethodoxies and communities that could
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play this teaching function was the existence afmsof ongoing technical inquiry,

reflection, and professional growth. (p. 99)

Stoll, Bolam, McMahon, Wallace, and Thomas (20@&inid that professional learning
communities can be most successful when their ma@rgto enhance teacher effectiveness for
the ultimate benefit to students. Teachers aretipnag in consistent professional development
that is geared directly to their classroom.

Fogarty and Pete (2011) explained that “a profesgilearning community is created
when teams with common goals and needs are forrgaofessional learning community
could be a grade level team, content team, vettiégath, department team and so on” (p. 14).
Huffman, Hipp, Pankake, and Moller (2001) discodetteat three themes are apparent in well-
implemented professional learning communities. pitedessional learning communities had (a)
a proactive administrator along with teacher lesligr;, (b) purposeful decision making, and (c)
job-embedded professional development.

Bolam et al. (2005) identified schools with strggrgfessional learning communities had
a strong vision that is connected to student legrand continuous teacher improvement. In
addition, Moller (2006) found that shared leadgystructures, including opportunities to build
teacher leadership capacity, are more evidentiods that have better implemented
professional learning communities. Schools thaelsrong professional learning communities
have a strong teacher professional development coemp.

DuFour and Marzano (2011) argued that professi@aahing communities should have

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

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

learning and to respond appropriately to their se@up. 22-25)
The belief of a professional learning communityhiat through a well-implemented learning
community, students will have a guaranteed andeialrriculum (DuFour & Marzano, 2011).
Rigelman and Ruben (2012) found that teacher catebdalso benefited from being able to
participate in a learning community. “Teacher adates stated that collaboration was central to
their learning” (Rigelman & Ruben, 2012, p. 987).

Measuring Professional Development

Once professional development has been experieadeddback tool is needed. This
tool may provide feedback to the presenter of tieéggsional development or show the level of
implementation for the professional developmentaffJ1996) stated, “Questionnaires are the
most commonly used evaluation method, althoughyhieal ‘end of course questionnaire’, has
its limitations” (p. 97). Questionnaires can batteed in a variety of ways. A questionnaire can
range from a question with a ranking number, tylpicéo a one-to-five order to select
preference (Craft, 1996; Koehler, 1999). Anothgpydar style is the open-ended evaluation
guestion. In addition to questionnaires, intengease another commonly used form.

Observation of the teacher is another way to meather success of the professional
development. Through observation, a visiting teadboks to what depth the classroom teacher
can implement the content from the professionaktigament experience (Craft, 1996; Koehler,
1999). A teacher who sends in a collection ofaets and then an analysis of those artifacts
from peers can also provide feedback of the pradaatdevelopment experience. A teacher

who keeps a diary and writes in a narrative erpigi the implementation of the professional
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development experience is another feedback forrwoatd be having the class audiotaped
(Koehler, 1999). When teachers audiotape themsahplementing the new learning, it allows
the team to assess the degree to which the temeplermented professional development ideas.
Although the forms of collecting the informationnclae different, the purpose is the same, to
determine the impact of the professional develogragperience.

Marston, Brunetti, and Courtney (2005) found tHatreentary teachers preferred working
in close groups whereas high school teachers peefféreedom and flexibility. In addition, the
research identified a difference between the ai$uof the elementary and high school teachers
toward the subject area that they taught (Mars20&0; Marston et al., 2005). High school
teachers will typically teach one subject area@prthentary teachers generally teach multiple
subjects. This may set up a preference alignedgréte level, making district-level productions
potentially less inspiring.

Relationships were also different. Elementarytteas valued working with other
teachers and the principals more so than secomeachers. Marston et al.’s (2005) research
found a difference in beliefs of what teachers gddetween elementary school and high school.
Again, these differences compound the potentiatifsirict-level professional development
activities to be limited in how they can impact thehaviors of teachers in the classrooms. This
research sought to provide some focus on the vatexels of school educators and the most
effective professional development perceived byeac

Pancucci (2007) found that “professional learrsogimunities are the most effective
professional development” (p. 16). A. Harris andij8l(2005) stated,

Building leadership capacity requires a construstigpproach to learning where teachers

learn together and construct meaning from intevactiiscussion, and professional
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dialogue. . . . Improvements in teaching are m&sty to occur when there are

opportunities for teachers to work together anid#éon from each other. (p. 58)

In addition, Harris and Muijs (2005) found buildipgofessional learning communities as
“one of the best ways to implement meaningful pgsienal development” (p. 134). Hardy
(2012) stated that the purpose of a professioaahieg community is “providing an intellectual
space to enable teachers’ professional growths iBhachieved by organizing time in particular
ways, structuring talk and text, and having a sthaapose” (p. 81). DuFour, DuFour, and
Eaker (2008) defined professional learning comnesigs “educators committed to working
collaboratively in ongoing processes of colleciivguiry and action research to achieve better
results for their students” (p. 14).

Unfortunately this approach may not be apprecibtesecondary teachers as much as
elementary teachers. The idea of having to shaitda somewhat dependent upon relationships
seems to fit the elementary approach to learnihgecondary teachers value freedom and
flexibility, a PLC may be viewed as restricting tifi@edom. 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 researadydtuinclude research questions, null
hypotheses, research design, population and sazgl®f participants in this study, data
collections, instrumentation, survey reliabilitygtd analysis, and summary. This chapter
provides the methodological context of this reseatady as presented in Chapter 1. Chapter 1
attempted to explain how the quality of the teadhmgracts student achievement, and how
teacher quality is impacted by professional devalept. Guskey (2000) wrote,

Never before in the history of education has graatportance been attached to the

professional development of educators. Every mapior educational reform and every

plan for school improvement emphasize the needlifgr-quality professional

development. (p. 3)

Schools leaders need to be aware of the best profies development opportunities
available and at the same time realize that feiegsional development experiences actually
change teacher behavior in the classroom. Thisl@mocreates a need to understand what the
most effective professional development practicag be, according to teachers, and whether
principals are in agreement? If not, they maysugpport it.

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

concept of professional development has becomeop#rat process. In addition, a review of
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the literature was provided on professional develent, the various different types of
professional development, and why professional ld@meent may not make a difference.
Chapter 2 concluded with the idea that elementzagtiers may prefer different approaches to
professional development than secondary teachers.

Technology has created an entirely new avenuertdegsional development.
Professional development in the past generallyistetsof a teacher attending a college class, a
conference, or a workshop. Technologies such ggeSkvebinars, E-learning, Twitter,
Pinterest, and Facebook all provide virtual classre. Video conferencing has provided school
teachers and principals with many more optionsdage-group professional development
experiences. Due to the multiple ways a schodisirict can provide professional development,
teachers and building principals must find effeetprofessional development that can be aligned
and sustained (DuFour & Berkey, 1995; Goodlad, 1$parks, 1984) to make a difference in
teachers’ practices. Hardy (2012) found that taditional school structure is the main reason
most professional development efforts fail; howyda create an effective professional
development system when teachers leave the profedsievelopment to return to the isolation
of their classrooms? Which format of professiate@telopment has the biggest impact on
changing teacher behavior in the classroom?

This study sought to shed light on these issudg dita collection was completed
through an online survey. To answer the questbiisis study, an online survey was designed
(Appendix C) for teachers and principals to resptanekgarding professional development
preferences. The results from this online surtaghswere compared to current research on
professional development at all school levels. dhiene survey questions were based on the

research of current professional development agepted in Chapter 2. | will share what
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teachers believe to be effective approaches t@gsainal development from the perspective of
being actually implemented in the classroom.
Resear ch Questions

The following research questions guided this study:

1. Is there significant interaction on the composders for professional development
among position type, years of experience, licensamd gender?

2. Is there significant difference based on positigreton the composite score for
professional development?

3. Is there significant difference based on yearsxpeeence on the composite score for
professional development?

4. Is there significant difference based on licensureéhe composite score for
professional development?

5. Is there significant difference based on gendee typ the composite score for
professional development?

Null Hypotheses

The following null hypotheses were addressed imtieéhodology of the research study.

1. There is no significant interaction on the compmsitore for professional
development among position type, years of expeéglmensure, and gender.

2. There is no significant difference based on pasitigpe on the composite score for
professional development.

3. There is no significant difference based on ye&experience on the composite

score for professional development.
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4. There is no significant difference based on liceasun the composite score for
professional development.
5. There is no significant difference based on getys on the composite score for
professional development.
Resear ch Design

This quantitative study sought to provide insigitbiwhat teachers believe to be the most
effective professional development opportunitiesdolaon practitioner responses. The survey
design was based on literature support to estabtistent validity. Each survey item was
represented by a citation, denoting its importandbe research questions (Appendix C). The
survey was in an electronic format with a two-wéekeframe for participants to respond.
Responses were collected and analyzed using digergpatistics, repeated measurésst, and
ANOVA. Creswell (1996) supported the use of quaftitie methods when the questions search
for impact or differences. This study sought tcaama large enough sample size to report
findings with confidence. Given the proposed sangite, findings should be easy to generalize
to other schools across the Midwest. The onlimeesuwas piloted by educators from school
districts across Indiana. The educators who ppdied in the piloting of the survey instrument
provided feedback on the wording of the questitims time they spent completing the survey
instrument, and how easy the instrument was to ¢eteyBased on the feedback from the pilot
study, changes in the layout design, wording, dadgment of questions were made to the
survey.

Data Collection and I nstrumentation
The survey was sent to 18 school districts frore fidwest states. Each of the

following states had school districts that parttga in the study: Indiana, Illinois, Michigan,
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Ohio, and Kentucky. In order to ensure that alleawas exposed to both school-level and
district-level professional development, each aisgelected had a minimum of 5,000 students.
Each school district in the state that had mora $800 students was assigned a number and
placed on a number table. Then numbers were raydimawn. The selected districts were
requested to participate in the survey. | was tbbssume the survey results were applicable to
all teachers in the Midwest in school districtshabt 000 student enrollments or higher due to the
reasonable power of the survey. The repeated mesagest utilized an alpha level of .05 and a
power of .8. The ANOVA utilized an alpha level.66 and a power of .8. What teachers
believe to be the most effective professional dgwelent approaches and discussion of the
impact of alignment, or lack thereof, between #echer and the building-level principal
regarding professional development was documented.

The online survey consisted of 35 questions reggrdrofessional development
(Appendix C) to 18 total school districts in thedviiest. The survey was sent in accordance
with Institutional Review Board (IRB) standardsn Amail was placed to school district leaders
for each of the identified schools in order to reeeapproval from the corporation office to
email a letter to school teachers and buildingdlevecipals inviting them to participate. Data
from the survey were collected in the spring of20The 35 online survey questions addressed
professional development approaches in the paaintip school and corporation. The sample
participants were asked to provide basic demogcapformation (gender, years experience, and
licensure area). Then they were asked to ratestgpprofessional development usinga 1to 5
Likert-scale system relative to impact with somiéedentiating between school-based and

district-based experiences. In this format, a § e@sidered gery low impacbn changing the
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teacher behavior and a 5 was considereeira high level of impaan changing the teacher
behavior.
Data Analysis

For the first research question—What do teachdrevgeto be the most effective forms
of professional development?—descriptive analysesaled their preferences. For the second
research question— Are there significant differsn@aong teachers regarding most effective
forms of professional development relative to gengears of experience, and licensure area?—
a 2 (gender) x 2 (licensure area) x 5 (years oéagpce) factorial ANOVA was run combining
school-level and district-level responses. Teapleeception of effective professional
development was the dependent variable. Gendendure area, and years of experience were
the independent variables. Using a factorial ANQV®as able to report on the main effect of
each independent variable (gender, licensure anehyears of experience) and the interactions
between the independent variables. For the tlesdarch question—Is there a significant
difference between teacher perceptions in regatidetoatings of quality of school-level versus
district-level professional development?—becauseaiclevel and district level were both
independent variables and the same participantvdata used, a repeated measthtest was
used. For the fourth research question—Is thegarakent between teachers’ responses and
principals’ responses?—a descriptive analyses ledaélthere is alignment in perceptions.

Limitation

One possible limitation of this study was how teadher and principal would respond.
The research study was an online survey. | costiesthool districts for permission to send
teachers and principals the survey. |informedhess and principals that their responses would

be confidential and only used for my reporting @ag@up in the research study. Even with this
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guarantee, some teachers and principals may hlvbdetheir answers would be seen or known
by their supervisors. Some of their answers cbeldffected by believing that the information
would not be truly confidential.
Summary

Public school leaders are typically responsibletierprofessional development
opportunities teachers seek and participate imedines they sponsor the activity, sometimes it
is outsourced but still on the school property, sbmes the professional development occurs
outside of the school jurisdiction. As presente@€hapter 2, despite all the time and money
given to professional development, there is usugtlg change in teacher behavior, thus, student
achievement. Well-implemented professional develemt should influence teacher behavior in
the classroom. A challenge that teachers and asknaitors face is choosing from the different
types of professional development available, esigavhen electronic delivery systems choices
have become vast. Teachers and administratorstadedw the best form of professional
development and how to best implement that pradessidevelopment, especially if it is
produced by the school or district, with the intehit making meaningful changes to teacher
behavior in the classroom.

The purpose of this study was to find the best tegyrovide professional development
in all grade-level school settings. The sample gizhe study was currently employed, licensed,
public school teachers and administrators fromiff8rént 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 exanteachers’ and principals’
perception of the most effective professional depelent. Randomly selected school districts in
five Midwest states with an enroliment of over H@udents were asked to participate in this
online survey. Teacher and principal participatiare completely voluntary. The online
survey was then analyzed to determine teacher mmcigal perceptions of the most effective
professional development. This chapter providdeszription and analysis of the online survey.
It presents a narrative of the descriptive datathadanalysis of hypotheses and concludes with a
summary.

Descriptive Data

This quantitative research study was focused arheraand principal perception of
effective professional development from five Midwsttes: Indiana, Illinois, Ohio, Michigan,
and Kentucky. A total of 396 teachers and prinsiparticipated in the study.

The research questions that guided this quant&taé&search study were:

1. Is there significant interaction on the composders for professional development

among position type, years of experience, licensamd gender?
2. Is there significant difference based on positigreton the composite score for

professional development?
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3. Is there significant difference based on yearsxpeeence on the composite score for

professional development?

4. Is there significant difference based on licensurgéhe composite score for

professional development?

5. Is there significant difference based on gendee typ the composite score for

professional development?

The online survey gathered demographic data inrdodanalyze teacher and principal
perception of effective professional developmerte first demographic question focused on the
role of the participant, teacher or principal. dlears represente870 (93.4%) of the online
survey participants. Principals represertdd6.1%) of the online survey participants. The
second demographic question focused on the yeaspefrience for each participant. The
educators within this study had various levelsxgegience within the field of education. There
were 49 (12.4%) with 0-5 years, 89 (22.5%) with@yéars, 63 with (15.9%) with 11-15 years,
63 with 16—20 years, and 106 educators with muaia RO years (26.8). The online survey
collected licensure area data as well. Kindergafiéh grade represent&@7 (49.7%) of the
online survey, 6th—12th grade represented 198 (50%e survey, and one participant (.3%) did
not select a licensure type. The final demograpghistion asked the participants to identify
their gender. There were 100 men (25.3%) and 29%en (74.5%) within the sample. One
participant (.3%) did not identify his or her gende

The participants were asked to complete an onlineey of 35 questions on their
perceptions of professional development. The sunged a 5-point Likert scale. The questions

asked patrticipants to answer professional developperception between school-level and
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district-level professional development. It als&ed participants to rate their perceptions of

effective forms of professional development.

Table 1 shows the responses the participants sdlectthe online survey. The table

contains the survey question number, the numbpaxicipants to answer the survey question,

and the percent of participants responsedrohgly disagree, disagree, neutral, agraed

strongly agree.

Table 1

Number (and Percentage) of Responses to Survey ltem

Responses

Strongly Strongly
Item Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree
Survey Question 1: | grow 9 55 59 211 61
professionally through my experiences (2.3%) (13.9%) (14.9%) (53.3%) (15.4%)
in professional development.
Survey Question 2A: | grow 2 23 84 157 129
professionally through my experiences (.5%) (5.8%) (21.2%) (39.6%) (32.6%)
in professional development at the
school level.
Survey Question 2B: | grow more 8 39 122 123 91
professionally by experience than (2.0%) (9.8%) (30.8%) (31.1%) (23.0%)
professional development at the
district level.
Survey Question 4: Professional 29 169 61 119 16
development activities always have (7.3%) (42.7%) (15.4%) (30.1%) (4.0%)
learning outcomes appropriate for me.
Survey Question 6A: | have a voice in 64 124 68 108 32
professional development at the (16.2%) (31.3%) (17.2%) (27.3% (8.1%)
school level.
Survey Question 6B: | have a voice in 86 154 73 66 14
professional development at the (21.7%) (38.9%) (18.4%) (16.7%) (3.5%)

district level.
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Table 1 (continued)

Responses

Strongly Strongly
Item Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree
Survey Question 7A: | receive 62 127 84 101 22
appropriate feedback from (15.7%) (32.1%) (21.2%) (25.5%) (5.6%)
administration about implementations
of the professional development at the
school level.
Survey Question 7B: | receive 79 145 102 60 7
appropriate feedback from (19.9%) (36.6%) (25.8%) (15.2%) (1.8%)
administration about implementation
of the professional development at the
district level.
Survey Question 8A: After 8 45 56 220 67
professional development, | am leftto (2.0%) (11.4%) (14.1%) (55.6%) (16.9%)
implement by myself at the school
level.
Survey Question 8B: After 3 34 53 210 93
professional development, | am leftto  (.8%) (8.6%) (13.5%) (53.0%) (23.5%)
implement by myself at the district
level.
Survey Question 9A: Professional 23 88 119 149 16
development is engaging at the school (5.8%) (22.2%) (30.1%) (37.6%) (4.0%)
level.
Survey Question 9B: Professional 29 105 125 122 12
development is engaging at the district (7.3%) (26.5%) (31.6%) (30.8%) (3.0%)
level.
Survey Question 10A: | am allowed to 29 90 62 180 34
provide feedback to administrators (7.3%) (22.7%) (15.7%) (45.5%) (8.6%)
regarding professional development at
the school level.
Survey Question 10B: | am allowed to 34 81 70 175 33
provide feedback to administrators (8.6%) (20.5%) (17.7%) (44.2%) (8.3%)

regarding professional development at
the district level.
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Table 1 (continued)

Responses

Strongly Strongly
Item Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree
Survey Question 11A: | receive focus 40 128 81 134 13
support from administrators to (10.1%) (32.3% (20.5%) (33.8%) (3.3%)
implement the professional
development at the school level.
Survey Question 11B: | receive focus 53 145 104 85 6
support from administrators to (13.4%) (36.6%) (26.3%) (21.6% (1.5%)
implement the professional
development at the district level.
Survey Question 12A: | am given time 59 134 78 117 8
and resources to implement the (14.9%) (33.8%) (19.7%) (29.5%) (2.0%)
strategies from professional
development by the school
administrator.
Survey Question 12B: | am given time 65 138 89 100 1
to implement the strategies from (16.4%) (34.8%) (22.6%) (25.3%) (.3%)
professional development by the
district level administrators.
Survey Question 13A: | would be 31 95 59 167 43
successful without professional (7.8%) (24.0%) (14.9%) (42.3%) (10.9%)
development at the school level.
Survey Question 13B: | would be 31 83 74 157 48
successful without professional (7.8%) (21.0%) (18.7%) (39.6%) (12.2%)
development at the district level.
Survey Question 14A: School level 6 25 62 240 63
professional development is aligned to (1.5%) (6.3%) (15.7%) (60.6%) (15.9%)
school goals.
Survey Question 14B: District level 12 41 87 207 47
professional development is aligned to (3.0%) (10.4%) (22.0%) (52.3%) (11.9%)

school goals.
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Table 1 (continued)

Responses

Strongly Strongly
Item Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree
Survey Question 15A: Professional 49 142 90 105 0
development accommodates adult  (12.4%) (35.9%) (22.7%) (26.5%) (2.3%)
learning style at the school level.
Survey Question 15B: Professional 57 150 100 81 6
development accommodates adult  (14.4%) (37.9%) (25.3%) (20.5%) (1.5%)
learning style at the district level.
Survey Question 16A: | try to fully 4 16 74 248 50
implement school level professional  (1.0%) (4.0%) (18.7%) (62.6%) (12.6%)
develop activities in my classroom.
Survey Question 16B: | try to fully 6 29 89 218 48
implement district level professional  (1.5%) (7.3%) (22.5%) (55.1%) (12.1%)
development activities in my
classroom.
Survey Question 18A: Time to 5 14 39 184 154
observe teachers at the school level (1.3%) (3.5%) (9.8%) (46.5%) (38.9%)
would be effective professional
development.
Survey Question 18B: Time to 6 22 53 168 144
observe teachers at the district level  (1.5%) (5.6%) (13.4%) (42.4%) (36.4%)
would be effective professional
development.
Survey Question 17: Receiving more 15 37 38 138 167
money is a motivating factor to stay in (3.8%) (9.3%) (9.6%) (34.8%) (42.3%)
education.
Survey Question 20: | believe that 10 38 72 188 87
higher education institutions are an (2.5%) (9.6%) (18.2%) (47.5%) (22.0%)

effective form of professional
development.
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Table 1 (continued)

Responses

Strongly Strongly
Item Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree
Survey Question 21: Attending 1 10 44 192 144
conferences and workshops away (1.0%) (2.5%) (11.1%) (48.5%) (36.4%)
from school is an effective form of
professional development.
Survey Question 22: More time to 6 18 28 173 170
discuss student data and instructional (1.5%) (4.5%) (7.1%) (43.7%) (42.9%)
practices is an effective form of
professional development.
Survey Question 23: Time to watcha 19 81 123 138 35
podcast or read a blog is an effective (4.8%) (20.5%) (31.1%) (34.8%) (8.8%)
form of professional development.
Survey Question 24: Social media 51 120 107 94 21
(Facebook, Twitter, Pinterest, or Live (12.9%) (30.3%) (27.0%) (23.7%) (5.3%)
Journal) is an effective form of
professional development.
Survey Question 25: Webinars, virtual 12 68 120 166 30
classrooms, Skype, and video (3.0%) (17.2%) (30.3%) (41.9%) (7.6%)
conferencing are effective forms of
professional development.
Survey Question 26: Working in a 3 12 41 218 121
professional learning community (.8%) (3.0%) (10.4%) (55.1%) (30.6%)
would be an effective form of
professional development.
Survey Question 29: Professional 39 116 92 118 31
development provides me with more  (9.8%) (29.3%) (23.2%) (29.8%) (7.8%)
leadership opportunities in the
building.
Survey Question 30: Principal led 35 90 126 115 28
professional development makes a (8.8%) (22.7%) (31.8%) (29.0%) (7.1%)

better teacher.
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Table 1 (continued)

Responses

Strongly Strongly
Item Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree
Survey Question 31: | implement 4 19 58 209 104
deeper with a community of learners  (1.0%) (4.8%) (14.6%) (52.8%) (26.3%)
versus by myself.
Survey Question 27: My school uses a 28 75 105 138 46
professional learning community (7.1%) (18.9%) (26.5%) (34.8%) (11.6%)
model for professional development.
Survey Question 32: | would be more 28 75 105 138 46
effective implementing professional (7.1%) (18.9%) (26.5%) (34.8%) (11.6%)
development with a mentor or peer-
coach.
Survey Question 34: Accountability 14 48 65 214 54
by a team of teachers will increase (3.5%) (12.1%) (16.4%) (54.0%) (13.6%)
implementation of professional
development.
Survey Question 35: Accountability 23 72 80 176 43
by the principal will increase (5.8%) (18.2%) (20.2%) (44.4%) (10.9%)
implementation of professional
development.
Survey Question 36: | enjoy my career 4 10 24 134 224
as an educator. (1.0%) (2.5%) (6.1%) (33.8%) (56.6%)

Of the 61 respondents wistrongly agreedo this Question 1, 41 of the respondents were

licensed in kindergarten—5th grade. Of the 64aedpnts that whdisagreedor strongly

disagreed 33 were also licensed in kindergarten—5th grade.

In terms of years of experience, 28% of teachetis 045 years of experience and 26.9%

of teachers with 6—10 years of experiedsagreedor strongly disagreed For teachers with 21

or more years of experience, 9.4% chdisagreeor strongly disagree Male and female
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responses were similar to each other. Male resgpgadN = 15, 15%) chosstrongly agreeas
did 15.6% of the female respondents. A highergmage of principald\= 19, 78.9%) chose
agreeor strongly agreeas compared to teachel £ 255, 67.9%). Also, proportionately more
principals = 3, 12.5%) chosstrongly disagre&€ompared to teachem € 9, 2.4%).

Teachers and principals regardless of licenswaa, gears of experience, or gender
responded that they believe they grow more fromeggpce than they do by professional
development. Teachers and principals showed aerdiite in their choice strongly agredo
Question 2A. Teachersl= 125 33.8%) selected that theyrongly agreedo classroom
experience over professional development as cordpanerincipals il = 4, 16.7%).

Teacher and principal®(= 214, 54.1%) chose classroom experience over ssigieal
development at the district level. Question 2B atported a high number péutral (N = 122,
30.8%) responses. Principalé£ 15 62.5%) took more of aeutral, disagregor strongly
disagreeresponse versus teachexsq(154, 41.6%). Teachers and principals seleatgdeor
strongly agredo show that they believed that they grew moreugh professional development
at the school leveN = 286, 72.2%) versus district levéN € 214, 54.1%). Teachers and
principals selectedisagreeor strongly disagreenore at the district leveN(= 47, 11.8%) than
at the school leveN = 25, 6.3%). In both responses school-level asttidi-level participants
showed that their perceptions were that they lehmere through experience than professional
development.

Both areas of licensure, in 6th—12th grae=(107, 54.0%) and kindergarten—5th grade
(N =90, 45.7%) showed a higher percent thibngly disagreear disagreedo Question 4.
Years of experience did show a difference of pdaroapespecially after the first five years of

teaching. Years of experience showed the followasyllts forstrongly disagre®r disagree 0—
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5 (N =19, 38.7%); 6-10 = 50, 56.2%); 11-15N = 48, 53.9%); 16—20N = 32, 50.8%); and 21
or more years of experiendd € 49, 45.2%). Female respondemis=(155, 52.6%) were more
likely to strongly disagre®r disagreeversus male respondent$£ 42, 42%). Principal and
teacher perception was also different. Princifidls 13, 54.2%) believed that there was more
alignment and chosagreeor strongly agreerersus teacherdl(= 120, 32.4%).

In Question 6A perception of having no voice infpssional development at the school
level, licensure area for both kindergarten—5tidgrél = 89, 45.2%) and 6th—12th gradd €
98, 49.2%) responded wittrongly disagre®r disagree The perception of having no voice in
professional development at the school level stapedtant through years of experience: N5 (
= 24, 49%): 6-10N = 46, 51.7%); 11-15N = 41, 46.1%); 16—20N = 27, 42.9%); and 20 or
more years of experiencl € 50, 47.2%). In addition, male respondeiis=(46; 46%) and
female respondentdl(= 141, 47.8%) continued the perception of havingoice in professional
development at the school level. Teachers andipais showed a difference in perception of
having a voice in professional development at tesl level. TeacherdN(= 184, 49.7%)
revealed a high percent of not having a voice mgarison to principaldN = 4, 16.7%).

In Question 6B perception of having no voice iofpssional development at the district
level Kindergarten—5th graddl & 120, 61.2%) and 6th—12th gradé=< 119, 60.7%) licensure
areas participants both selecstbngly disagreer disagree Years of experience also showed
a higher perception atrongly disagre®r disagreeon having a voice on professional
development activities at the district level; ON6<26, 53.1%); 610N = 57, 64%); 11-15N
= 57, 16-20N = 33, 54.1%); and 20 or more years of experidhte 67, 63.2%). Male
respondentsN = 64, 64%) and female respondefitis= 175, 59.9%) continued the high

response of having a perception of no voice irrididevel professional development. Teachers
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and principals showed different perceptions of garcdistrict level professional development.
TeachersN = 233, 63.5%¥trongly disagreear disagreedon having a voice versus principals
(N=7,29.2%). If you add in the categargutralto the teachers and principals, the split of
perception becomes greater—teachbirs 800, 82%) and principal®E= 11, 45.8%). In
responses at both the school level and distri@l levhaving a voice in professional
development, there was a lack of a perceptionvaiiege. Teachers at both levels, schdbk(
184, 49.7%) and districtN(= 233, 63.5%) showed a perception of no voice.clieaperception
for strongly agreeor agreewas a little stronger for school lev&l € 140, 35.4%) voice versus
district level N = 80, 20.2%).

The respondents in Question 7A with a 6th—12tllgitacensureN =102 51.5%) were
more likely tostrongly disagre®r disagreethan kindergarten—5th grade licensure respondents
(N =86, 43.7%) on receiving appropriate feedback ftbeir building administrator. Years of
experience showed a difference in teacher peraepficeceiving appropriate feedback from
their building administrators. Participants respeshstrongly disagre®r disagreeby years of
experience: 0-9\ = 18, 36.7%); 610N = 45, 50.6%); 11-19\ = 44, 49.4%); 16—20N = 35,
55.6%); and 20 or more years of experieide @7, 44.3%). PrincipaldN(= 13, 54.1%) held
the perception that theagreedor strongly agreedhat they provide appropriate feedback about
teacher implementation of the professional devekmm Teacherd\= 109, 29.5%) held the
perception that theggreedor strongly agreedhat the building principal provides appropriate
feedback in order to implement the professionaktigyment.

Kindergarten—5th grade licensure respondedts 85, 17.8%) and 6th—12th licensure
respondents (16.1%) areas both had a small pesteatticipants that had the perception that

they received appropriate feedback from districel@dministrators by choosiragreeor
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strongly agreen Question 7B. Years of experience also showsahall percent of participants
had the perception that the district level providppropriate feedback for the implementation of
professional development basedagneeor strongly agreeesponses: 0—MN(= 10, 20.4%); 6—
10 N=10, 11.2%); 11-19N = 17, 19.1%); 15-20N = 8, 12.7%); and 20 or more years of
experienceN = 22, 20.8%). Female respondemds<(176, 60.3%) had a much higher percent
than male respondentd € 47, 47%) to have a perception that the disteel did not provide
appropriate feedback as indicateddnpngly disagre®r disagreeresponse. Teachemd € 55,
14.9%) and principaldN =11, 45.8%) showed a very different perceptiorheflevel of
appropriate feedback from the district level basgdgreeor strongly agreeesponses.
Participants’ perceptions of appropriate feedbackradministrator of the implementation of
the professional development showed higher pexdesmppropriate feedback for school level
administration il = 123, 31.1%) versus district level administratidih= 67, 17%) based on
agreeor strongly agregesponses.

The respondents in Question 8A who were 6th—12iHegteacherd\N(= 152, 76.8%) had
a higher perception of being left alone to impletrfaofessional development than
kindergarten—5th grade teachdxs< 134, 68%). Both identified a high perception religss of
licensure that they are left alone to implementgiafessional development at the school level.
Years of experience showed a small percent ofqyaatits felt a perception of support after the
professional development, based on responsagretor strongly agredhat they are left alone
to implement professional development: ON5H31, 63.2%), 6-10N = 66, 74.1%), 11-15N
= 68, 76.4%), 16—20N =47,74.6%), and 20 or more years of experieite (75, 70.8%).

Female respondentsl & 217, 73.6%) had a greater perception of beingalefte to

implement professional development compared to meslgondentd\ = 69, 69.0%). Teachers
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(N =271, 73.3%) had the perception that they are lefteato implement school level
professional development. Principai#£ 15, 62.5%) had the perception that they are leftal
to implement professional development.

Participants in Question 8B for both licensureaddmdergarten—5th gradhl & 20,

10.1%) and 6th—12th gradd € 17, 8.6%) showed perception of a low level of supfrom the
district level to implement the information frometpbrofessional development. Years of
experience showed a perception of low level ofritissupport to implement the information

from the professional development training: ON5<3, 6.1%), 6-10N =9, 10.1%), 11-15N
=11, 12.3%), 16—-20N =5, 7.9%), and 20 or more years of experieite ©, 8.5%). Male
respondentsN = 11, 11%) and female respondenits< 26, 8.8%) showed a perception of lack
of support from the district level. Teacheks< 33, 8.9%) displayed that teachers have a strong
perception of being left alone to implement proi@sal development by the district level.
Participants’ perceptions of professional developiweere that they are left alone to implement
the professional development at both the schooldsstdct level.

Less than half of the participants in Questioni®Aoth licensure area kindergarten—5th
grade N = 86, 43.7%) and 6th—12th grad¢ £ 78, 39.4%) had the perception that professional
development was engaging at the school level. péiiseption of lack of engaging professional
development activities was seen in every levelearg of experience: 0-Bl € 24, 49%), 6-10
(N =30, 33.7%), 11-15\= 39, 43.8%), 15-20N= 28, 44.4%), and 20 or more years of
experiencelN = 44, 41.5%), in both male responderNs=(40, 40%) and female responderiMs (
= 125,42.3%). PrincipalsN = 15, 62.5%) and teachend £ 149, 40.3%) had very different

perceptions of the engagement of school level peid@al development.
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In Question 9B, both licensure area, kindergaBémgrade Nl = 73, 37.1%) and 6th—
12th gradel = 61, 30.8%) have a strong perception that thegeagr strongly agree that district
level professional development is not engagingachers with 0-5N = 50, 44.9%) years of
experience were more likely to have a perceptian district level professional development is
engaging compared to other levels: 6—L8 25, 28%), 11-15N = 26, 29.2%), 1620\ = 21,
33.3%) and 20 or more years of experiede @0, 37.7%). PrincipaldN(= 16, 66.7%) were
much more likely to have the perception that distgvel professional development was
engaging compared to teachaxs{117, 31.6%).

In focusing on the perception of engagement &t ot school levelN = 165, 41.6%)
and district levell = 134, 33.8%), participants had a perception thafieggsional development
is not engaging. In addition principals were muubre likely to have the perception that
professional development was engaging when compareéchers.

About half of participants in Question 10A, redass$ of whether the licensure area was
kindergarten—-5th grad&(= 96, 53.8%) or 6th—12th gradd € 108, 54.6%), had the perception
that they were allowed to provide meaningful feadit® administrators about professional
development at the school level. Teachers witbr2@ore years of experiendd € 61, 57.6%)
and those in the range 0 %< 29, 59.2%) were more likely to have the perceptiat they
could provide meaningful feedback to the schootl@dministrator verses other levels of years
of experience: 6-10N(= 46, 51.7%), 11-19\ = 47, 52.8%) and 16-20l(= 31, 49.2%).
Principals N = 18, 75%) had a much higher perception that oppdst is provided for
meaningful feedback than teachdxs{195, 52.7%).

About half of participants in Question 10B regasdl of licensure area, kindergarten—5th

(N =109, 55.3%) and 6th—12tN € 99, 50%), had the perception that they were abbwo
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provide meaningful feedback to administrators alppatessional development at the district
level. Participants with 20 or more years of eigrare (N = 59, 55.7%) and 6—10N(= 51,
57.3%) reported the highest percent of percephanthey could provide meaningful feedback
to district level administrators as compared teeothvels: 0-5N = 26, 53.1%), 11-15\= 41,
46%), and 16—20N = 31, 49.2%). Female responderis=(165, 55.9%) reported a higher
perception of being able to provide meaningful fesak of professional development to district
level administrators than male respondeNts @4, 44%). Principald\ = 16, 66.7%) reported a
higher perception of being able to provide meanihfifedback of professional development to
district level administrators than teachess{191, 51.6%). Just over half of the participatts
the school levelN = 214, 54.1%) and at the district levBl£ 208, 52.5%) had a perception that
they had an opportunity to provide meaningful fesxkbto administrators.

In Question 11A, participants from both licensareas, kindergarten—5tN £ 82,
41.6%) and 6th—12th gradd € 65, 32.8%), had a perception that tlhgyeeor strongly agree
that they received focus support from administsatorimplement the professional development.
In every level of experience, less than half theigipants had the perception that they received
focus support from the building administrator wimplementing professional development.
Participants with 0-5 years of experienble=(22, 44.9%) and 20 years or more of experience
(N =47, 44.4%) were more likely to have the percepti@t they receive focus support from the
school level administrator to implement the proi@sal development compared to other levels
of years of experience: 6—-1N € 24, 26.9%), 11-19\ = 29, 32.6%), and 16—-20!E 25,
39.6%).

Female respondentll € 103, 35%) were more likely to have the perceptibsupport

compared to male responderits< 31, 31%). PrincipalsN = 20, 83.3%) reported a high level
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of perception of providing focus support of implertation of professional development. In
fact, not one principal recorded that treyagreedor strongly disagreed TeachersN = 126,
34.1%) reported a much lower level of perceptiat they receive focus support to implement
professional development.

In Question 11B, kindergarten—-5tK £ 69, 35%) and 6th—12th grade teachdrs @5,
22.7%) responded that thagreeor strongly agreewith the perception that they received focus
support from a district administrator to implem#rd professional development. Both licensure
areas had a lower percent agree or strongly agrepared to the school level. Participants with
20 or more years of experiendé £ 32, 30.2%) and 16 — 20 years of experiemte 20, 31.8%)
reported the highest level of perception that tteegive focus support to implement professional
development from a district administrator as coraddo the other levels of experience: ON5 (
=12, 24.5%), 6-10N = 11, 12.4%), and 11-15I(= 16, 17.9%). Male respondend$£ 42,

42%) reported a highergreeor strongly agreewith the perception of focus support from a
district administrator as compared to female redpats N = 60, 20.4%). PrincipaldN(= 15,
62.5%) reported a much higher perception of focypert by a district administrator than
teachersN = 75, 20.3%). Participants had a perception oferiocus support from the school
level N = 144,37.1%) administrator than from the district levsl£ 91, 23%) administrator.
At both the school level and the district levelnpipals were much more likely to agree or
strongly agree that support is provided.

In Question 12A, kindergarten—5th gradhe< 85, 43.2%) reported a perception that they
disagreeor strongly disagre¢hat they are given ample time and resources pbeiment
professional development by the school level adstriaior with N = 43, 21.8%) selecting

neutral Whenneutralwas included, 65% of kindergarten—5th grade linems$eachers did not
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agreeor strongly agreawith Question 12A. Teachers in 6th—12th grdde (107, 54.1%)
licensure also showed a perceptiorisfigreeor strongly disagreghat they are given ample
time and resources to implement professional deveémt by the school level administrator with
(N =35, 17.7%) selectingeutral Whenneutralwas included, 71.8% of 6th—12th grade
licensure teachers did nagireeor strongly agree Participants with 0—-9\(= 15, 30.6%) years

of experience were much more likely to not chastsengly disagre®r disagreeas compared to
the other levels of years of experience; 6-M6 60, 56.2%), 11-19\ = 39, 43.8%), 1620\

= 33, 54.0%), and 20 or more years of experiehce 83, 54%).

Male respondents\(= 42, 42%) were much more likely Bmgreeor strongly agreehat
they received ample time and resources than feragondents\ = 83, 28.2%). Principald\(
=16, 66.7%) had a much higher perception that ample &ind resources to implement
professional development activities by the scheweél administrator than teacheks= 109,
29.5%).

In Question 12B, only one participant indicagtdngly agredhat the district level
provided ample time and resources to implementegsbdnal development. Only 25.3%%
101) respondedgreeor strongly agreghat the district provides ample time and resauitoe
implement professional development. Kindergartéim-gbade licensure participants € 97,
50%) selectedtrongly disagre®r disagreeand (N = 45, 22.8%neutralaccounting for 73.2%
of participants. Licensure participants in 6t &th gradesN = 105, 53%) selectestrongly
disagreeor disagreeand (N = 44, 22.2%)neutralaccounting for 75.2% of participants.
Participants with 0-5 years of experienble=(13 26.5%) were the least likely thsagreeor
strongly disagreavith the perception that they are given ample tané resources to implement

professional development as compared to otherdenfgjears of experience: 6—-10 € 53,
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59.6%), 11-15N = 44, 49.4%), 16—-20\[= 38, 61.3%), and 20 years or more of experieNce (
=55, 52.9%).

Female respondentll € 160, 54.8%) were much more likelystvongly disagre®r
disagreethan male respondents € 42, 42%) with the perception that they are giaerple time
and resources to implement professional developmBedchersN = 199, 54.2%) were much
more likely tostrongly disagre®r disagreethan principalsN = 3, 12.5%) with the perception
that they are given ample time and resources tteimmgnt professional development by the
district level. At both the school levell € 193, 48.7%) and the district lev@l € 203, 51.2%),
participants perception was that tretgongly disagreear disagreedwith Questions 12A that
they are given ample time and resources to impléprafiessional development. Principals and
teachers also showed a very different perceptidpuestion 12B.

In Question 13A, kindergarten—5th grade licengaeicipants Nl = 92, 46.7%) and 6th—
12th grade licensure participanté£ 118, 59.6%) selecteayreeor strongly agreewith the
perception that they would be successful withootgssional development at the school level.
When looking at years of experience, ON5=(25, 51%), 6-10N = 48, 53.9%), 11-15\= 51,
53.7%), 16—20N = 31, 49.2%), and 20 or more years of experieNce 55, 51.9%) chose
agreeor strongly agreawith the perception that they would be successftiiout professional
development at the school level.

Male respondentdN(= 51, 51%) and female respondemis=(149, 50.5%) showed
almost the exact same responsagreeor strongly agreewith the perception that they would be
successful without professional development asti®ol level. TeacherdlE 201, 54.4%)
were more likely to have the perception that theyl successful without professional

development than principalsl & 9, 37.5%).
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In Question 13B, the respondents with a 6th—12dldelicensureN = 117, 59.1%) were
more likely to have the perceptionsifongly agreeor agreeto being successful without
professional development by the district level caneg to kindergarten—5th grade licensure
participants l = 88, 44.6%). Participants with 15—-20 years ofegdgnce N = 48, 76.2%) were
more likely to have the perceptionsifongly agreeor agreeto being successful without
professional development by the district level aspared to other levels of experience: ON5 (
=24, 49%), 610N = 46, 51.7%), 11-19\ = 48, 53.9%), or 20 or more years of experiemte (
= 54, 51%).

Male respondentéN = 61, 61%) were more likely to have the perceptbstrongly
agreeor agreeto being successful without professional developrbgrthe district level
compared to female responderitisq( 144, 48.8%). Teache(hl = 195, 52.57%) were more
likely to have the perception efrongly agreeor agreeto being successful without professional
development by the district level compared to ppals (N = 10, 41.7%).

In Question 14A, both kindergarten-5th grae=(150, 76.1%) and 6th—12th gradé¢=
152, 76.8%) responded with the perceptioagrieeor strongly agredhat their professional
development at the school level is aligned to sthoals. Participants with 0-5l(= 42,
85.7%) were much more likely to have the perceptibagreeor strongly agreecompared to
other levels of experience; 6-19 € 63 70.8%),11-15(N = 70, 78.7%), 16—20\ = 48,
76.2%), and 20 or more years of experiem¢e 80, 75.4%). PrincipaldN(= 21, 87.5%) had
more of a perception that school level professideakelopment is aligned to school goals in
comparison to teachertl € 235, 75.7%).

In Question 14B, kindergarten—5th grade licengire 124, 62.9%) and 6th—12th grade

licensure participantd\N(= 130, 65.7%) provided similar perceptions to disievel professional
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development being aligned to school goals. Paditis with 0-5N = 36, 73.4%) years of
experience had a perceptioragreeor strongly agreehat district level professional
development was aligned to school goals in comparis other levels of experience: 6—N=
54, 60.7%), 11-15N = 50, 56.2%), 1620\ = 42, 66.6%), and 20 or more years of experience
(N=72,67.9%). Male respondeni$¥£ 68, 68%) were a little more likely sgreeor strongly
agreewith perception that district level professionavdlopment was aligned to school goals
compared to female respondertis{( 186, 63.1%). PrincipaldN(= 17, 70.8%) were a little more
likely to agreeor strongly agreewith the perception that district level professibdevelopment
was aligned to school goals compared to teachers186, 73.5%). Participants perception of
professional development being aligned to schoalgyesulted imgreeor strongly agreeat the
school level N = 303, 76.5%) more so than at the district leie: (254, 64.2%).

In Question 15A, kindergarten—5th grade licensamigpants’ N = 57, 29%) and 6th—
12th grade licensure participantdl £ 57, 28.8%) perception that school level profassio
development takes into account adult learning styRarticipants with 0—-N(= 17, 34.7%) had
a higher perception that school level professideakelopment takes into account adult learning
styles in comparison to other levels of experieleed:0 \ = 24, 27%), 11-19N = 25, 28.1%),
16-20 N =19, 30.2%), and 20 or more years of experieNce 29, 27.4%).

Female respondenthtl € 86, 29.1%) were a little more likely &mgreeor strongly agree
with the perception that school level professiatetelopment takes into account adult learning
styles compared to male € 28, 28%). Principald\= 12, 50%) were a little more likely to
agreeor strongly agreawith the perception that school level professiatealelopment takes into

account adult learning styles compared to teadiNers101, 27.3%).
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In Question 15B, kindergarten—5th grade licengparticipants Il = 44, 22.8%) and 6th—
12th grade licensure participanté£ 42, 21.2%) had the perception that district level
professional development takes into account adathning styles. Participants with 0-M= 13,
26.5%) had a higher perception that district Igrefessional development takes into account
adult learning styles in comparison to other lewélexperience: 6-10N(= 17, 19.1%), 11-15
(N =18, 20.2%), 16—20N= 15, 23.8%), and 20 or more years of experiehice 24, 23.8%).
Female respondenthl £ 232, 78.6%) were a more likely agreeor strongly agreewith the
perception that district level professional devehent takes into account adult learning styles
compared to male respondemts< 65, 65%). Principald\N = 10, 41.7%) were much more
likely to agreeor strongly agreewith the perception that district level professibdevelopment
takes into account adult learning styles compavdddchersN = 101, 25.3%). Both school
level N = 114, 28.8%) and district levall (= 87, 22%) had a low percent of participantagoee
or strongly agreewith the perception that the school or districkanto account their adult
learning style when providing professional develepin

Both kindergarten—5th grade licensure teachérs 155, 78.7%) and 6th—12th grade
licensure teacher®(= 142, 71.7%) had a high perceptionagireeor strongly agreewith
Question 16A that they try to fully implement schieavel professional development into their
classroom. Participants regardless of years oémaapce had a high perception that they try to
fully implement school level professional developriaito their classrooms: 08I & 40,
81.6%), 6-10N = 60, 67.4%), 11-19\[= 68, 76.4%), 16—20\ = 50, 79.4%), and 20 or more
years of experiencéN(= 80, 75.5%).

Although both had a high perception, female respatgl(\ = 222, 78.6%) had a little

higheragreeor strongly agregesponse with Question 16A that they try to fihplement
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school level professional development into theasstoom than malebl & 65, 65%). Teachers
(N =278, 75.1%) and principaldl& 18, 75%) had almost the exact same percepticedbas
percent for trying to fully implement school ley®bfessional development into the classroom.

In Question 16B, both kindergarten—5th grade licemseacheradN = 142, 72.1%) and
6th—12th grade licensure teacheé¥s=(123, 62.1%) showed by selectiagreeor strongly agree
that they do have a high perception of trying tityfumplement district level professional
development into their classrooms. Female respuede = 210, 71.2%) had a much higher
perception of trying to fully implement districtel professional development than male
respondentsN = 55, 55%). Teachersl(= 248, 67.1%) responded with a higher perception of
trying to implement district level professional é&pment than principalN(= 16, 66.6%).

In Question 18A, both kindergarten-5th grade ktea teacherd\(= 169, 85.8%) and
6th—12th grade licensure teaché¥s=(168, 84.9%) selecteahreeor strongly agredhat their
perception is that being given time to observe otka&chers in their school would be an effective
form of professional development. PrincipdisH22, 91.7%) were slightly higher in their
perception based agreeor strongly agredhat time to observe teachers at the school level
would be effective professional development thachers N = 314, 84.9%).

In Question 18B, both licensure area kindergafiémgrade Nl = 159, 80.7%) and 6th—
12th gradel = 152, 76.7%) reported a higlgreeor strongly agregerception percent that
having time to observe teachers at a district lexalld be an effective form of professional
development. Teachers with 20 or more years oémepce K = 76, 71.7%) reported the
smallest percent to have the perceptioagreeor strongly agreecompared to other levels of
experience: 0-9N = 40, 81.7%), 6-10N = 74, 83.2%), 11-19\= 70, 78.7%), and 16-20IE

52, 82.5%). Female responderiis{ 236, 80%) were just a little higher than malgosients
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(N =75, 75%). Principald\= 22, 91.6%) had a higher perception than teaqiNrs288,
77.8%) that observing other teachers a districtlles/an effective form of professional
development.

In Question 17, both licensure area kindergartdngtade teacherdl(= 151, 76.7%) and
6th—12th grade teachemd € 153, 77.2%) reported a higlgreeor strongly agreegerception that
receiving more money is a motivating factor to awn in education. Although all levels of
experience reported a high percent, teachers wiBh(d = 45, 91.9%) years or experience
reported a higher perception that making more maevesya motivating factor compared to other
level of years of experience: 6—-10 € 74, 83.2%), 11-19\= 68, 76.4%), 1620\ = 49,
77.8%). Male respondent € 75, 75%) and female respondemis=(229, 77.6%) reported
close to the same perception percentfgreeor strongly agree Principals N = 12, 50%)
showed the lower perception afjreeor strongly agreghan teacherd\N(= 298, 79%).

In Question 20, kindergarten—5th grade licenseaehergN = 137, 69.5%) and 6th—12th
grade licensure teacheis € 137, 69.2%) had almost the exact same percetttairhigher
education institutions is an effective form of megional development. Teachers with ON5:(
39, 79.6%) years of experience reported the higberseption percent that higher education
institutions are an effective form of professiodal’elopment compared to other levels of
experience: 6-10N= 60, 67.4%), 11-19\= 64, 71.9%), 16—20\ = 33, 68.2%) and 20 or
more years of experiencl € 69, 65.1%). Male respondenté£ 69, 69%) and female
respondentsN = 206, 69.8%) reported almost the same percemcipals (N = 19, 79.2%)
reported a high perception than teachBrs (L56, 69.2%) that continuing courses at higher

education institutions are an effective form offpesional development.
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In Question 21, both Kindergarten—5th grade liceaseacheraN = 170, 86.3%) and
6th—12th grade licensure teacheé¥s=(165, 83.4%) showed a high selectioragfeeor strongly
agreeto the perception that attending conferences amétshops away from school is in
effective form of professional development. Teashath 0-5 N = 45 91.8%) reported the
highestagreeor strongly agreewith the perception that attending conferencesvemdshops
away from school is in effective form of profesabdevelopment compared to other levels of
experience: 6-10N= 72, 80.9%), 11-19\(= 72, 80.9%), 16—20\ = 54, 85.7%), and 20 or
more years of experiencl € 93, 87.7%). Female respondemis{259, 87.8%) reported a
higher perception adgreeor strongly agreghan male respondentd € 77, 77%). Principald\
= 20, 83.3%) and teacheid £ 315, 85.2%) reported close to the same percemeraeption of
agreeor strongly agree.

In Question 22, kindergarten—5th grade licenseaehersN = 176, 89.3%) and 6th—12th
grade licensure teacheis £ 166, 83.9%) both reported high levelsagfeeor strongly agree
with the perception that more time to discuss sttidata and instructional practices is an
effective form of professional development. ANéds of years of experience, 0% £ 43,
87.8%), 6-10N = 76, 85.3%), 11-19\= 79, 88.8%), 16—2(N\ = 55, 87.3%) and 20 or more
years of experiencéN(= 90, 84.9%), reported a high percentagfeeof strongly agreewith the
perception that more time to discuss student daddrestructional practices is an effective form
of professional development.

Female respondentll € 264, 89.5%) were more likely to have a perceptooagreeor
strongly agreghat more time to discuss student data and irtgbnad practices is an effective
form of professional development than male respotsd@l = 78, 78%). Principald\ = 23,

95.8%) were more likely to have a perception ttietyagreeor strongly agreghat more time
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to discuss student data and instructional pracigcas effective form of professional
development than teachefé £ 318, 85.9%).

In Question 23, kindergarten—5th grade licenseaehersN = 93, 47.2%) and 6th—12th
grade licensure teacheis € 80, 40.4%) reported a perceptionagieeor strongly agreghat
more time to watch a professional podcast or rgabissional blog is an effective form of
professional development. All levels of years xgferience, 0-5N = 23, 47%), 6-10N = 40,
45%), 11-15N = 37, 41.6%), 16—20\ = 24, 38.1%) and 20 or more years of experiehce (
49, 46.2%), reported less than half of the pardictpagreeof strongly agreewith the perception
that more time to watch a professional podcasead la professional blog is an effective form of
professional development.

Female respondentll € 139, 47.1%) reported a higher percent of peroaghat more
time to watch professional podcast or read a pstdeal blog is an effective form of
professional development compared to male respaa@er 34, 34%). Principald\= 14,
58.4%) reported a higher percent of perceptionriae time to watch professional podcast or
read a professional blog is an effective form affessional development compared to teachers
(N =159, 43%).

In Question 24, kindergarten—5th grade licenseaehiersN = 72, 36.5%) reported a
higher level ofagreeor strongly agreewith the perception that social media (Facebookttér,
Pinterest, and Live Journal) is an effective fornpmfessional development than 6th—12th grade
licensure teacherd(=43, 21.7%). Participants with 6-10 years of eigrere N = 37, 41.6%)
reported a higher level afgreeor strongly agreawith the perception that social media
(Facebook, Twitter, Pinterest, and Live Journafnseffective form of professional development

than other levels of experience: 0Pb< 16, 32.6%), 11-15\= 13, 14.6%), 16—20\= 18,
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28.6%), and 20 or more years of experiet¢e @1, 29.3%). Female respondemis=(101,
34.3%) reported a higher level afreeor strongly agreghan male respondentd € 14, 14%).
TeachersN = 112, 30.3%) reported a higher levelagfreeor strongly agreehan principalsiN
=3, 12.5%).

In Question 25, kindergarten—5th grade licenseaehiersN = 103, 52.3%) reported a
higher level of perception @greeor strongly agredhat distance learning through webinars,
live virtual classrooms, Skype, and video conferemes an effective form of professional
development compared to 6th—12th grade licensahersi = 93, 47%). Years of experience
stayed consistent on perceptioragfeeor strongly agredhat distance learning through
webinars, live virtual classrooms, Skype, and videwoferencing is an effective form of
professional development: 0§ € 24, 48.9%), 6-10N = 46, 51.7%), 11-15\= 42, 47.2%),
16-20 N = 32, 50.8%), and 20 or more years of experieNce %2, 49%).

Female respondentdl € 156, 52.7%) did have a higher percent resporasertiale
respondentsN = 39, 39%) foragreeor strongly agredhat distance learning through webinars,
live virtual classrooms, Skype, and video conferemes an effective form of professional
development. Principal®N(= 13, 54.1%) did have a higher percent responsettdachersN =
183, 49.5%) fomgreeor strongly agredhat distance learning through webinars, livewalt
classrooms, Skype, and video conferencing is at&fke form of professional development.

In Question 26, kindergarten—5th grade licenseaehersN = 176, 89.3%) and 6th—12th
grade licensure teacheis € 162, 81.8%) both reported a high perceptioagreeor strongly
agreethat working in a professional learning commuistan effective form of professional
development. Years of experience responses stayeistent on the perceptionaijreeor

strongly agreeghat working in a professional learning commuimstyan effective form of
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professional development: 08 € 42, 85.7%), 6—-10N = 73, 82%), 11-15N = 77, 86.5%),
16-20 N =52, 82.5%), and 20 or more years of experieNce 139, 89.6%).

Female respondentdl € 266, 88.9%) did have a higher percent resporaertiale
respondentsN = 76, 76%) foragreeor strongly agredhat professional learning community is
an effective form of professional development.néipals \ = 23, 95.9%) did have a higher
percent response than teach&is (314, 84.8%) fomgreeor strongly agredhat professional
learning community is an effective form of professl development.

In Question 29, kindergarten—5th grade licensuaehters Nl = 75, 38%) and 6th—12th
grade licensure teacheis £ 73, 36.9%) reported a lower percent of percepticagreeor
strongly agredhat professional development provides leadergpportunities in the building.
Participants with 15-20N(= 27, 42.9%) reported the highest percent of péi@epf agreeor
strongly agredhat professional development provides leadergpportunities in the building
compared to other levels: 08 € 19, 38.8%), 6—10N = 32, 35.9%), 11-15\= 32, 36%), 20
or more years of experiendd € 39, 36.8%). Principald\(= 17, 70.8%) reported a higher
perception ohgreeor strongly agreehat professional development provides leadership
opportunities in the building than teachax¥s«131, 35.4%).

In Question 30, kindergarten—5th grade licenseaehersN = 80, 40.7%) reported a
higher perception adgreeor strongly agreehat professional development led by the principal
makes a better teacher than 6th—12th grade licetsachersN = 63, 31.8%). Participants with
0-5 (N =21, 42.8%) reported the highest percent of perorpitiagreeor strongly agredhat
professional development led by the principal makbstter teacher compared to other levels of

experience: 6—10N= 32, 35%), 11-15N = 28, 31.5%), 1620\ = 21, 33.3%), and 20 or more
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years of experiencéN(= 41, 38.7%). Principald\(= 18, 75%) reported a highagreeor
stronglyagreeperception percent than teaché¥s=(290, 78.3%).

In Question 31, kindergarten—5th grade licenseaetiersN| = 161, 81.8%) reported a
higher percent level aigreeor strongly agreeon the perception that the implementation of the
professional development is deeper with a commugfitgarners than 6th—12th grade licensure
teachersN = 151, 76.3%). Participants with 15-20 years qfegdence | = 55, 87.3%)
reported the highest percent perceptioagreeor strongly agredhat the implementation of the
professional development is deeper with a commuofitgarners compared to other levels of
experience: 0-9N\ = 38, 77.6%), 6-10N = 67, 65.2%), 11-19\= 75, 84.2%) and 20 or more
years of experiencéN(= 56, 52.9%).

Female respondentdl € 240, 81.1%) reported a higher percent levelgreeor strongly
agreeon the perception that the implementation of tledgesional development is deeper with a
community of learners than male respondeNts 2, 72%). Principald\= 21, 87.5%)
reported a higher of a percent levebgtreeor strongly agreeon the perception that the
implementation of the professional developmentsp@r with a community of learners than
teachersN = 290, 78.3%).

In Question 27, the respondents with a 6th—124kdgticensure teachemd € 108,

54.9%) reported a little higher percent of peraapthat theyagreeor strongly agreehat their
school uses a professional learning community mimtgdrofessional development compared to
kindergarten—5th grade licensure teachlrs (06, 53.8%). Participants with 20 or more years
of experienceN = 56, 52.9%) reported the highest percent perceptiagreeor strongly agree

that their school uses a professional learning canity model for professional development
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compared to other levels of experience: (N5 (24, 49%), 6-10N = 35, 39.4%), 11-15\=
40, 44.9%) and 16 — 20 29, 46.1%).

Male respondentdN(= 53, 53%) reported a higher percent of perceghantheyagree
or strongly agredhat their school uses a professional learningnsamty model for
professional development compared to female resppaadN = 131, 44.4%). PrincipaldN(=
17, 70.9%) reported a higher percent of perceptiantheyagreeor strongly agreehat their
schools use a professional learning community mimtgdrofessional development compared to
teachersN = 165, 44.6%).

In Question 32, kindergarten—5th grade licenseaehersN = 106, 53.8%) and 6th—12th
grade licensure teacheis € 108, 54.5%) report almost the same perceptiocepéthat they
agreeor strongly agredhat they would be more effective in a professide@ning community
model for professional development. Participanth @5 years of experiencll € 32, 65.3%)
reported the highest percent perceptioageeeor strongly agredahat they would be more
effective in a professional learning community midde professional development compared to
other levels of experience: 6-19 € 48, 53.9%), 11-19\(= 52, 58.4%), 16—20\(= 31,

49.2%) and 20 or more years of experiete 62, 49.1%).

Male respondentd\(= 58, 58%) reported a higher perception percentthieyagreeor
strongly agredhat they would be more effective in a professide@ning community model for
professional development than female respond&hs1(57, 53.3%). PrincipalN(= 20, 83.4%)
reported a higher perception percent that gugrgeor strongly agredhat they would be more
effective in a professional learning community mdde professional development than teachers

(N = 193, 52.2%).
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In Question 34, kindergarten—5th grade licenseaehiersN = 139, 70.5%) reported a
higher level ofagreeor strongly agreewith the perception that accountability by a team
teachers will increase the implementation of praifasal development compared to 6th—12th
grade licensure teacheis £ 128, 64.6%). Participants with 20 or more yedrsxperienceN
=58, 54.7%) reported the lowest percent percepb@yreeor strongly agredhat that
accountability by a team of teachers will incretmeimplementation of professional
development compared to other levels of experieded:(N = 38, 77.5%), 6—-10N = 59,

66.3%), 11-15N = 65, 73%), and 16—20N(= 48, 76.2%).

Female respondentll € 209, 70.9%) reported a higher levelagireeor strongly agree
with the perception that accountability by a tedrteachers will increase the implementation of
professional development compared to male respaa@er 59, 59%). Principald\(= 20,
83.3%) reported a higher level ajreeor strongly agreawith the perception that accountability
by a team of teachers will increase the implememaif professional development compared to
teachers = 246, 66.5%).

In Question 35, kindergarten—5th grade licenseaehiersN = 113, 57.4%) reported a
higher level ofagreeor strongly agreewith the perception that accountability by thenpipal
will increase the implementation of professionalelepment compared to 6th—12th grade
licensure teacher®(= 105, 53%). Participants with 0-5 years of exgraze N = 35, 71.4%)
reported the highest percent perceptioagreeor strongly agreghat accountability by the
principal will increase the implementation of predenal development compared to other levels
of experience: 6-10N(= 46, 51.7%), 11-19\= 53, 59.6%), 16—2(N\ = 40, 63.5%), and 20 or

more years of experiencl € 46, 51.7%).
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Female respondentll € 164, 55.2%) reported a very slightly higher levkhgreeor
strongly agreewith the perception that accountability by thenpipal will increase the
implementation of professional development compévedale respondentsl & 56, 56%).
Principals N = 20, 83.3%) reported a higher levelagfreeor stronglyagree with the perception
that accountability by the principal will increabe implementation of professional development
compared to teacher € 199, 53.8%).

In Question 36, the respondents with a 6th—12dlkdeticensureN = 183 92.4%)
reported a higher level of agreemesgreeor strongly agregwith the perception that they
enjoy their career as an educator compared to igaden—5th grade licensure teachéts=(

174, 88.3%). Participants with 0-5 years of expergefic= 46, 93.9%) reported the highest
percent perception @greeor strongly agredhat they enjoy their career as an educator
compared to other levels of experience: 6-N& B0, 89.8%), 11-15\= 79, 88.8%), 16—20\
=55, 87.3%), 20 or more years of experieite 08, 92.4%). Females respondems=(268,
90.8%) reported a slightly higher levelaxreeor strongly agreewith the perception that they
enjoy their career as an educator compared to megpendentdN = 90, 90%). Principald\(=
23, 95.8%) reported a higher levelagfreeor strongly agreewith the perception they enjoy their
career as an educator compared to teachiers334, 90.3%).

A composite mean and standard deviation were féomngosition type, years of
experience, licensure area, and gender. Thermaasite mean and standard deviation was
found for each subgroup.

For position type, principald = 3.778,SD = .424) responded with a much higher
composite score mean than whole samigle=(3.25,SD= .636). Teachers(=3.218,SD=

.633) responded with a lower composite score mieam the whole sampl&i(= 3.25,SD=
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.636). Principal perception of effective formspobfessional development was higher than
teacher composite score mean.

Teachers with 0-5 years of experienge=3.439,SD = .492) responded much higher
than the whole sampl®&/A(= 3.25,SD= .636). Interestingly, teachers with 6—-10 yemxrs
experienceNl = 3.1.36,SD = .725) responded much lower than the whole safpke 3.25,SD
=.636). Teachers with 11-15 years of experieNte 3.260,SD = .540) reported a composite
mean score slightly above the whole sample=(3.25,SD = .636). Teachers with 16—-20 years
of experienceN! = 3.244,SD = .689) responded slightly below the whole sanfple= 3.25,SD
=.636). Teachers with 20 or more years of expeadVl = 3.269,SD = .645) reported higher
than the whole sampl®&/(= 3.25,SD = .636).

Elementary licensure, kindergarten—5th grdde=(3.337,SD = .658), responded with a
much higher composite mean than the whole sanmple 8.25,SD=.636). Secondary
licensure, 6th to12th grad®l(= 3.175,SD = .604) reported a much lower composite mean than
the whole sampleM = 3.25,SD= .636).

Male respondents = 3.248,SD = .669) reported slightly below the whole sample
composite score = 3.25,SD=.636). Female respondents £ 3.258,SD= .625) responded
slightly above the whole sampliél = 3.25,SD = .636).

Analysis of Hypotheses
Null Hypothesis 1
The first null hypothesis was there is no siguifitinteraction on the composite score for

professional development among position type, yebexperience, licensure, and gender.
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This hypothesis was tested by using a factorial MO The dependent variable was the
composite score for professional development aadattors were position type, years of
experience, licensure, and gender.

The first assumption tested sought to detecterstlvithin the model. The test looked for
outliers in the dependent variable for each gresped within the factorial ANOVA. Boxplots
were used to determine whether any of the data$wiare more than 1.5 box-lengths away
from the edge of the box thus indicating a presefi@n outlier. The assumption was met as no
data points were outside 1.5 box-lengths from tlgeeof the box. A Shapiro-Wilk test was used
to test the assumption of normality. The assumptras met as all Shapiro-Wilk tests were non-
significant withp > .05. Levene'’s test of equality of variances wsead to test the assumption of
homogeneity of variances. This assumption wasametlues were non-significant wipl» .05.
The assumption of independence was met, as n@dates were present in multiple groups.
Using a factorial ANOVA, no significant interactidetween the dependent variable scores
within position type, years of experience, licems@and gender were fourie4, 391) = .303p =
.582, two tailed.

Null Hypothesis 2

The second null hypothesis was there is no siganti difference based on position type
on the composite score for professional developmeé&his hypothesis was tested using an
independent samplégdest. The dependent variable was the composite $or professional
development and the independent variable was #ponelent’s position type (principal or
teacher).

The first assumption tested sought to detecterstlvithin the model. The test looked for

outliers in the dependent variable for each grawgdyeed within this test. Boxplots were used
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to determine whether any of the scores were mane 16 box-lengths away from the edge of
the box thus indicating a presence of an outligdre assumption was met as no data points were
outside 1.5 box-lengths from the edge of the b&xShapiro-Wilk test was used to test the
assumption of normality. The assumption was m¢h@shapiro-Wilk test was non-significant
with p > .05.

The Levene’s test of equality of variances waslusdest the assumption of
homogeneity of variances. This assumption wasneitwith a significant Levene’s test value of
F =4.88,p=.028. To correct this assumption violation, degrees of freedom utilized within
this test were reduced from 392 to 30.08. Theraption of independence was met, as no
dependent variable scores were present in mulyigeps. Using an independent sampitsst,
it was determined that significant differences eddetween the position tyg€30.08) =
-6.045,p < .001, two tailed. Principal$A(= 3.778,SD = .424) reported a significantly higher
perception of professional development importanes teachersM = 3.218,SD= .633).

Null Hypothesis 3

The third null hypothesis was there is no sigaificdifference based on years of
experience on the composite score for professideatlopment. This hypothesis was tested by
using one-way ANOVA. The dependent variable wascabmposite mean score and the
independent variable was the five levels of expeeewithin the study: 0-3 = 3.439,SD=
491, 6-101 = 3.136,SD=.725), 11-15N! = 3.261,SD = .539), 16—20NI = 3.244,SD =
.689), and 20 or more years of experieride=(3.269,SD = .645).

The first assumption tested looked to detect exgiwithin the model. The test looked
for outliers in the dependent variable for eachugrtested within the one-way ANOVA.

Boxplots were used to determine whether any obtduges were more than 1.5 box-lengths away
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from the edge of the box thus indicating a presefi@n outlier. The assumption was met as no
data points were outside 1.5 box-lengths from tlgeeof the box. A Shapiro-Wilk test was used
to test the assumption of normality. The assumptras met as all Shapiro-Wilk tests were non-
significant withp > .05. The Levene’s test of equality of variane@s utilized to test the
assumption of homogeneity of variances and thisapion was met as the Levene’s value was
non-significant withp > .05. The assumption of independence was mep asta points were
present in multiple groups. Using a one-way ANOWAyas determined there were no
significant differences on the dependent variabterg the levels of years of experienEés,
391) =1.841p = .120, two tailed.
Null Hypothesis 4

The fourth null hypothesis was there is no sigaffit difference based on licensure on the
composite score for professional development. Tpmothesis was tested by using an
independent samplégest. The dependent variable was the composigarseore and the
independent variable was licensure type, elemetitagsure (kindergarten-5th grade) and
secondary licensure (6th—12th grade).

The first assumption tested looked to detect exgiwithin the model. The test looked
for outliers in the dependent variable for eachugrtested within thetests. Boxplots were used
to determine whether any of the scores were mane 1hb box-lengths away from the edge of
the box thus indicating a presence of an outliédre assumption was met as no data points were
outside the 1.5 box-lengths from the edge of the b® Shapiro-Wilk test was used to test the
assumption of normality. The assumption was m¢h@sShapiro-Wilk test was non-significant
with p > .05. The Levene’s test of equality of variane@s utilized to test the assumption of

homogeneity of variances. The assumption was m#tealevene’s value was non-significant,
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F=2.44,p=.12. The assumption of independence was meb asta points were present in
multiple groups. Using an independent samplest, it was found that significant differences
did exist on the dependent variable among thereiffietypes of licensuré&(393) = 2.548p =

.011, two tailed. Elementary licensure, kindergarbth gradeM = 3.337,SD = .658) reported

a significantly higher perception of professionalelopment over secondary licensure, 6th—12th
grade M = 3.175,SD=.604).

Null Hypothesis 5

The fifth null hypothesis was there is no sigraft difference based on gender type on
the composite score for professional developme&his hypothesis was tested by using an
independent samplégdest. The dependent variable was the professamatlopment composite
score and the independent variable was gender,andlé&male.

The first assumption tested sought to detecterstlvithin the model. The test looked for
outliers in the dependent variable for each gregped within thé-test. Boxplots were used to
determine whether any of the scores were moreltabox-lengths away from the edge of the
box thus indicating a presence of an outlier. aggumption was met as no data points were
outside 1.5 box-lengths from the edge of the b&Shapiro-Wilk test was used to test the
assumption of normality. The assumption was mébhashapiro-Wilk test was non-significant,
p > .05. The Levene’s test of equality of variana@s tested to test the assumption of
homogeneity of variances. This assumption wasas¢te Levene’s value was non-significant,
F =.22,p=.64. The assumption of independence was meip asta points were present in
multiple groups. Using an independent samplest, it was determined that no significant
differences exist on the professional developmentposite score among gend€893) = -

.131,p = .896, two tailed. Male respondents £ 3.248,SD= .669) and female respondent$ (
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= 3.258,SD = .625) did not have significant differences foeit perceived level of importance
regarding the most effective forms of professiat@telopment. Gender did not impact
perception of professional development importance.

Summary

This quantitative research study focused on thegptions of professional development.
Teachers and principals voluntarily took on onkevey about their perceptions of the most
effective professional development. The participgmovided some basic demographic data:
position type (principal and teacher), years ofezignce (0-5, 6-10, 11-15, 16-20, 20 or more
years), licensure (kindergarten—5th grade and @ti-drade), and gender. Participants were
then asked to answer a series of questions on ¢iseeffective forms of professional
development. A Likert scale was used with a 1 wiared avery low impacbn changing the
teacher behavior and a 5 considere@ry high level of impaan changing the teacher behavior.
The survey was then analyzed to determine if thene differences within each demographic
category and if the interaction of these indepehdanables demonstrated significant
differences.

The tests that were run showed that the variousr&did not have a significant
interaction between them. The tests also showadltiere were no significant differences in
both gender (males and females) and years of exyeri(0-5, 6-10, 11-15, 16-20, 20 or more
years). The test did show that there were sigmificlifferences between position type (principal
and teacher) and licensure (kindergarten—5th gaadesth—12th grade). Chapter 5 explains
what the results mean, the impact of the resuitthi® education field, and what research could

be done in the future based on the results proviaéus chapter.
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CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY OF THE STUDY
Chapter 5 is divided into four sections. The fasttion of this chapter will be a
presentation of the findings of this study. Thestfsection will also include a summary of the
descriptive data. In addition, the first sectioll imclude a summary of the hypotheses that were
tested and conclusions. The second section otliaipter will include a summary of the study.
The third section of this chapter will focus on thwlications of this quantitative study. The
fourth and final section of this chapter will disswrecommendations for future research on the
topic of Kindergarten—12th grade professional dgwedent at the school level and the district
level.
Summary of Descriptive Data
The purpose of this quantitative study was todvethderstand the perceptions of
educators to help school and district leaders eréet optimal professional development
experience. The research study focused on fiveMglt states: Indiana, lllinois, Michigan,
Ohio, and Kentucky. In all, 18 school districtdlwstudent enroliments of over 5,000 from
across five Midwest states participated in theaedestudy. Participants were asked to identify
their perceptions of the most effective forms affpssional development using a 5-point Likert
scale with a 1 being consideredeary low impacbn changing the teacher behavior and a 5 being

considered aery high level of impaan changing the teacher behavior. Data for gsgarch
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study were collected using an online survey insemim Participants were asked to provide some
basic demographic information: position type (pipat or teacher), years of experience (0-5, 6—
10, 11-15, 16-20, 20 or more), licensure area (&igarten—5th grade, 6th—12th grade) and
gender (male or female). A composite score medrstandard deviation was determined for
each demographic subgroup-tests, factorial ANOVA, and a one-way ANOVA werged to
test the null hypotheses. Significance for théstteal analysis of tests used was identified at
the .05 level.

From the total of 18 school districts across fivelWest states that participated in the
online survey, 396 teachers and principals comgl#te online survey instrument. Of the 396
participants, 370 (93.4%) were teachers, 24 (6@ principals and 2 (.5%) did not identify a
position. For years of experience 49 (12.4%) viedeatified with 0-5 years of experience, 89
(22.5%) were identified with 6—-10 years of expeceer89 (22.5%) were identified with 11-15
years of experience, 63 (15.9%) were identifiechvi5—20 years of experience, and 106
(26.8%) were identified with 20 or more years opesience. In terms of licensure, 197 (49.7%)
were identified with a Kindergarten—5th grade lisere, 198 (50%) were identified with a 6th—
12th grade licensure and one participant (.3%ndiddentify area of licensure. Finally, for
gender, 100 (25.3%) were identified as male, 295506) were identified as female, and one
participant (.3%) did not identify a gender.
School Level VersusDistrict Level

The study asked participants about their perceptidrthe most effective forms of
professional development at the school level apditstrict level. Table 2 reflects the
perception percent of the participants’ beliefsadrether theyagreeor strongly agreedo the

guestion 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: | grow professionally through my
experiences in professional development.

Survey Question 3: | have a voice in professional
development.

Survey Question 7: | receive appropriate feedbemt f
administration about implementation of the profesal
development.

Survey Question 8: | am left to implement by myself

Survey Question 9: | believe professional develame
engaging.

Survey Question 10: | am provided meaningful feeba

Survey Question 11: | received focused support from
administration.

Survey Question 12: | am given ample time and nessu
to implement.

Survey Question 13: | would be successful without
professional development.

Survey Question 14: | believe professional develepins
aligned to school goals.

Survey Question 15: My learning style is taken into
account.

Survey Question 16: | try to fully implement in my
classroom.

Survey Question 18: | would observe other teachers.

72.2%

35.4%

31.1%

72.5%

41.6%

54.1%

37.1%

31.5%

53.1%

76.5%

28.8%

75%

84.4%

54.1%

20.2%

18.0%

76.5%

33.8%

52.5%

23.0%

25.6%

51.7%

64.2%

22.0%

67.2%

78.8%




85

Table 2 shows the comparison of participants’ pgatfoas of professional development
of school level versus district level. The peraafiects that participantsgreeor strongly
agree
Traditional and Current Styles

Social media and technology has increased théaéaiforms of professional
development. The study defined and described ap@n 2 both traditional and current styles of
professional development. Participants were askedt their perceptions of the most effective
forms of professional development. Table 3 progithe participants perception percentage of
agreeor strongly agredo both traditional and current styles of professil 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 colleagu 86.6%
Survey Question 23: Podcast or professional blog 33.6%
Survey Question 24: Facebook, Twitter, Pinterest, 29.0%
LiveJournal
Survey Question 25: Webinars, virtual classroomkgps, 49.5%
video conferencing
(Sur\C/:e)y Question 26: Professional learning commesiti 85.7%
PL

Survey Question 27: School is currently PLC 46.6%
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Educator Perceptions

Chapter 2 discussed evaluation measures, likamads RISE model, which contains
components that rate teachers based on how wglctiieborate and their involvement in
professional development. These components at@fdre entire evaluation that determines
teacher pay and continuation of employment. Talpeovides participant perceptions of
accountability, salary motivation, and career emjeyt. The results in the table reflect
combined participant perception percentagagyeeor strongly agreewith the questions.

Table 4 shows perceptions on accountability, pag, job satisfaction. The table reflects
the combined response afreeor strongly agreewith Questions 34, 35, 17, and 36.
Table 4

Educator Perceptions

Professional development statement % who agree or strongly agree

Survey Question 34: | believe being held accouetalyl 67.6%
working with a team of teachers will make implenagian of
the professional development more likely.

Survey Question 35: | believe being held accouetalylthe 55.3%
principal will make implementation of the professa
development more likely.

Survey Question 17: Receiving more money on thespale 78.4%
Is a motivating factor for me to continue in edumat

Survey Question 36: | enjoy my career in education. 90.4%

Summary of the Hypotheses and Conclusions
The following is a summary of the five hypothetiest were tested and the conclusions

from each of the tests.
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1. The first hypothesis was is there significant iat#ion on the composite score for
professional development among position type, yebexperience, licensure, and
gender? The first hypothesis was tested by usiiagtarial ANOVA. Using the
factorial ANOVA, it was found that there were ngrsficant differences between the
interactions of position type, years of experieticensure, and gendeF(1, 392) =
.303,p = .582, two tailed, on perception of the most&ffee forms of professional
development.

Conclusion: There is no significant differencehe interactions between all
independent variables of position type, years peeence, licensure, and gender. By
showing no significant difference in interactiortween all the independent

variables, any significant differences would needdme from within an independent
variable.

2. The second hypothesis was is there significanéfice based on position type on
the composite score for professional developmdiit& second hypothesis was tested
usingt-tests. By usingrtests, it was found that significant differencgstbetween
the interactions of position type, principal anddieer t(30.08) = -6.045p < .001,
two tailed.

Conclusion: There are significant differences betwprincipal and teacher
perceptions of professional development. As statéthapter 2, evaluation
measures, such as Indiana’s RISE, have greatlygeldahe evaluation system in
education. The focus is changed to more evideasedprofessional development
and principals have a large percent of their evalodied to teacher training, growth,

and test scores. It is possible that principadsnaore motivated and see the
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professional development as an opportunity to tita@nteachers so that the programs
the school or district is currently using are befnlty implemented to fidelity.
Through the training, the principal would hope ttegt teacher’s implementation of
professional development in the classroom increalses improving instruction and
student achievement. If this process is done wedl principal may believe that his
or her evaluation will be higher. The principabligectly tied to the ability of the
teacher. The teacher, however, in evaluation sys&ich as Indiana’s RISE, creates
student learning objectives (SLOs). Where theqipal and teacher agree on the
SLO, the teacher has a lot of control over the SO@ere is a good chance that the
teacher would use a program that he or she aldeaalys well to create his or her
SLO thus meaning that most of the school-levelistridt-level professional
development would be not be seen as relatablestodtvn personal goals. In this
study, there was also a low levelagireeor strongly agreewith the perception of
having a voice in the professional developmentcsiine, appropriate feedback to the
implementation of the professional developmentpsupfrom the school-level and
district-level administrators during the implemeiaa process, a lack of engaging
professional development activities, and a viewvt tha professional development
does not incorporate the adult learning style. cliees may see professional
development that they must attend as somethingdmapg to them versus the teacher
being a part of the process of creating the prajaasdevelopment. In Chapter 2,
professional learning networks were discussed.ci@a may feel they have more
control of or a voice in professional developmemd &nd professional development

more engaging and a better alignment to their ddathing styles if the principal
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allowed the teachers to create a professionalile@metwork as their professional
development.

. The third research question in the study was isetbgnificant difference based on
years of experience on the composite score foepsibnal development? The third
hypothesis was tested using a one-way ANOVA. Usaioge-way ANOVA, it was
found that no significant differences exist betwdeninteractions of years of
experiencef(4, 391) = 1.841p = .582, two tailed.

Conclusion: There were no significant differenaegears of experience for
perception on effective forms of professional depeient. The results did show that
teacher’s with 0-5 years of experienbé«£ 3.439,SD = .492) had the highest
composite mean and standard deviation. Basedeoootimposite score mean,
teachers with 0-5 years of experience respondddtiagt highest perception of
effective forms of professional development. Idiédn, in today’s technology-
driven culture of Smartphones, tablets, and infdimneon demand, they ranked
conferences/workshops and higher education institsitas the top two most effective
forms of professional development. Teachers witlm2more years of experiendd (
= 3.269,SD = .645) were the second highest. Also interestiag that educators

with 6-10 years of experienchkl (= 3.136,SD = .725) had the lowest composite score
mean. A reason for this could be that they vakpmegence over professional
development. States have adoption cycles foraummn that could range around
eight years. Educators in this bracket could hbee only taught one curriculum and
feel that they have mastered the curriculum thusiaeding additional professional

development to improve teaching behavior in thesslaom. Another reason could
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be that education has seen many pendulum swikgsplionics to whole language to
phonics. Teachers in this range of years of egped may have taught long enough
to feel they have mastered the current belief stirirctional curriculum but not taught
long enough to have that belief swing on them ttlaer belief, whereas teachers
with 11-15 years of experiendd € 3.260,SD = .539), 16—-20Nl = 3.244,SD =

.688), and 20 or more years of experience may have.

. The fourth hypothesis tested was, is there sigmtficlifference based on licensure on
the composite score for professional developmentest was used to test for
licensure. Using &test, it was found that significant differencesekist between the
interactions of licensur#(393) = 2.548p = .011, two tailed.

Conclusion: There are significant differences basetcensure, kindergarten—5th
grade and 6th grade—12th grade. Kindergarten—attredicensure had a higher
perception of effective professional developmémt(3.337,SD= .658) compared to
6th—12th grade licensurd(= 3.175,SD=.604). It is possible that some of the
recent changes in education could be the reasdhdaignificant differences. The
literacy block in elementary school has increasethf60 minutes to 90 minutes.
Common core has added an increase in text comyplésiile ranges, and
information text. The movement to a growth modereéases the emphasis on high
math and English/language arts test scores, whielementary school is typically
taught by the same teacher. In addition, mangstate still trying to figure out a
growth model in high school grades or the high sthaodel does not include all
taught content areas. For example, the high s&hBature Farmers of America

(FFA) teacher’s knowledge of literacy or math may carry the same weight as the
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English department teacher’s knowledge of literaltyelementary school, teachers
typically teach everything and the state usestdte sissessments as the measure of
teacher ability. In Indiana, there has been tlktiah of the IREAD assessment.

The lack of the same level of accountability fag #ducator with a secondary
licensure may also mean items such as the litesndards are implemented at a
slower rate versus the educator with an elemeitzegsure. Following this same
line of thought, an FFA teacher may find profesalatevelopment on literacy not
engaging or relevant to the classroom. The teachecountability to the
implementation of the professional development wdad more tied to a teacher’'s
controlled SLO. Again, at the elementary schodirsg a professional development
focusing on literacy will more than likely addressst of the teachers. The teacher’s
accountability to the implementation of the profesal development may more

likely be tied to a growth model, or an assessrikatDIBELS, Aimsweb, NWEA,

or the state assessments.

. The fifth hypothesis tested was is there signifiaifierence based on gender type on
the composite score for professional developmextest was conducted to address
this hypothesis. Usingtaest, it was found that no significant differenesssted
between the interactions of gend¢893) = -.131p = .896, two tailed.

Conclusions: There was no significant differencevieen the composite score mean
of male respondents and female respondents. Aca&nits gender will not impact

his or her perception of the most effective forrhprofessional development.
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Summary of the Study
The purpose of this study was to find the mosinogit professional development. If a
school or district level administrator has a betitederstanding of teacher perception of the most
effective forms of professional development, thera better chance of a higher level of
implementation of the professional developmentis Bhould have a positive change on teacher
behavior in the classroom, thus increasing teaghidity and raising student achievement. The
research questions for this study were
1. Is there significant interaction on the composttere for professional development
among position type, years of experience, licensamd gender?
2. Is there significant difference based on positigreton the composite score for
professional development?
3. Is there significant difference based on yearsxpeeence on the composite score for
professional development?
4. Is there significant difference based on licensurehe composite score for
professional development?
5. Is there significant difference based on gendee typ the composite score for
professional development?
The perception composite score mean of professamatlopment between the
principals M = 3.778,SD = .424) and the teachavi(= 3.218,SD = .632) was significant.
Principals reported a much higher perception. djpads may want to conclude from this study
that teachers may not see the same value in prof@sslevelopment as they do. In addition, the
principal will want to stay cognizant that thisdyufound a perception of not having a voice,

lack of appropriate feedback on the implementatittte support through time and resources to
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implement, and the professional development nahgpinto account their adult learning style,
thus not being engaging. On this point, a distaeel administrator would also want to take
notice. The school-level responses were higher thea district responses. This means that the
perception of district-level professional develomiiie even lower than that of the school level.
District-level administrators will have to work evlarder to make their professional
development more engaging and relative to the educathe hopes for higher implementation
and changed teacher behavior.

Chapter 2 of the literature review addressed tlembentary and secondary teachers have
different values and expectations for professiaeaielopment. This study found there was a
significant difference in perception of professibdavelopment between elementary
(Kindergarten—5th grad® = 3.337,SD = .658) and secondary (6th grade—12th gritle;
3.175,SD=.604) licensure areas. It is possible that sofiiee recent changes in education,
such as the 90-minute literacy block, Common cgrewth model, and state assessments have
increased the perception of a necessity of prajaasidevelopment at the elementary level
versus the secondary level.

All other research questions in this study showegignificant differences in perception.
Male respondentsV = 3.249,SD = .669) and female respondent £ 3.258,SD = .625) did
not show a significant difference. In additiorerty were no significant differences in different
levels of years of experience; 0-M € 3.439,SD = .492), 6-10M1 = 3.136,SD=.725), 11-15
(M =3.261,SD=.539), 16—-20NI = 3.244,SD= .689) and 20 or more years of experiemde=(
3.269,SD = .645) on perception. Finally, there was alsaigaificant difference in the

interaction between position type, levels of exgrece, licensure, and gender on perception.
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Other findings in the study showed that despitecti@nges in education, such as the
Indiana RISE model, 90.4% of participants agreestrmngly agreed that they enjoyed their
career. In addition, 78.4% of participants hadgleception that receiving more money on the
pay scale is a motivating factor to continue incadion.

Participants’ perceptions of social media toolshsas Facebook, Twitter, Pinterest, and
Live Journal (29%) was rated as the least effedowe of professional development. In fact,
other forms of professional development that inedlchnology also received much lower
perception percent @greeor strongly agreeas being an effective form of professional
development: podcast or professional blog (33.68d)webinars, virtual classrooms, Skype, and
video conferencing (49.5%). The study also fourat participants continue to have a strong
perception of the effectiveness of higher educaitistitutions (69.6%) as professional
development. Participants rated conferences amkisivops (84.9%) as the second highest form
of effective professional development. Particigaperceptions of the most effective form of
professional development were PLCs (85.7%). Intewig participants indicatedgreeor
strongly agreghat more time to work with colleagues on data iasttuctional strategies
(86.6%) would increase their implementation of pesional development. Teacher perception
of the most effective form of professional devel@mmnaligns with the research review presented
in Chapter 2. A reason for this could be, as ssiggkin Chapter 2, the adult learning style
needs. Participants, however, only repoegreeor strongly agreeat 46% the perception that
their school used a professional learning commumibyglel.

Implications
As states continue to emphasize professional dpiretnt and collaboration in evaluation

tools, as with Indiana’s RISE model, understandiregmost effective forms of professional
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development is critical. The implications of thesearch study and their implications for school
level and district level administrators are asdot:

1. Men and women have no significant differences @irtherception of professional
development. In addition, years of experience camdsnatter either. One item the
study did find was that teachers with 6—10 yearsxgierience had the lowest
perception of professional development. This conén for principals and district-
level administrators their biggest resistance tdgmsional development is the
teachers in this experience bracket. Finally,tomsiype, years of experience,
licensure, and gender do not have any signifigaetactions with one another.

2. Perception of the most effective forms of profesalalevelopment is critical.
Principals and teachers showed a significant diffee in their perceptions of
effective professional development. The resuthaf study aligns with Guskey’s
(2000) study, which found the misalignment betwtsather and principal could be a
reason professional development fails. This besoewen more critical for district-
level administrators as participants in this stbdg a lower perception of
professional development at the district leveldeery question in the study that
compared school and district level professionakttgpment. This study found that
participants felt they had no voice, lacked appaiprfeedback, lacked adequate time
and resources for implementation, and thought thigiges were not engaging.
Administrators need to be cognizant of the teacastan adult learner. The results of
this study aligned with Cochran-Smith and Lytlel996) finding that teachers

believe they have no voice in professional develepm The participants showed a
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perception that aligned with Lieberman and McLaughl(1996) finding that
teachers do not find professional development engag

. There is a significant difference in perceptioriled most effective forms of
professional development between elementary licgeresod secondary licensure.
Elementary educators have a more favorable peosepiihis could be that many of
the recent changes in education focus more onl¢heeatary level. Elementary
teachers have more accountability through growthdets) state assessment, and local
assessments such as DIBELS, Aimsweb, and NWEAddiition elementary
teachers have had changes such as the 90-mimutelitblock and Common Core.
Secondary professional development may need todoe differentiated to meet the
needs of educators. Administrators may want t& ktca couple professional
development models. One would be PLNs. Accortinglingensmith (2012),
teachers create PLNs for resources, support, arfdgsional development. Consider
the following example of how it could look in a sdh setting. A teacher creates a
plan based on his or her personal strengths ankinesses. The teacher creates his
or her own professional development goal and afaaeach the goal. The
administrator and teacher meet throughout the tgediscuss and review the plan. A
second example would be a professional learningyaamity, which will be

discussed later in this chapter.

. The study found that teachers want to observe ttlaehers. Eighty-four percent of
participants respondeajreeor strongly agredo the perception that observing other
teachers would be an effective form of feedbackrdy (2012) found that most

professional development fails because teachevs leawvork in isolation. Webster-
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Wright (2009) found that adults need time to exgrece, read, and reflect. Teachers
being able to observe each other and collaboratiel @ a way to lessen the feeling
of isolation. Principals and district-level adnsitnators may want to discuss and find
ways to allow teachers to observe other teach@ree model could be a special
assignment building sub. The staff member regortee school each day and covers
rooms so teachers can observe other teachers hémuobdel could be to rearrange
schedules to allow for teachers to cover a classremthat a given teacher would be
able to observe another room.

. This study also found that teachers prefer acctuliyefrom their peers (67.6%)

over their principal (55.3%). Fogarty and Petel@0ound that student achievement
will increase when a group of teachers create comgoals and common needs are
formed.

. Participants’ perceptions of PLCs ranked it astiost effective form of professional
development (85.7%). In addition, participant®diad a perception that more time
to work with colleagues to review data and insinrel strategies would increase the
success of fully implementing professional develepth{86.6%). Dufour and Eaker
(1998) found that educators that build a commuaitgarners saw and sustained an
increase in student achievement. Huffman et 8012 found that PLCs created job-
embedded professional development. Rigelman ahei(2012) found that teacher
candidates believe that collaboration through mieg community was central to
their learning. An interesting finding in this diuwas that although elementary
licensure (81.8%) did have a higher perceptionld$that would align with the

literature review in Chapter 2, secondary licengide3%) also had a high perception
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for PLCs. Although the perception that PLCs aeertiost effective form of
professional development, 46.6% of participantpoaded that thegigreeor

strongly agredhat their school uses a PLC model. Principatbdistrict level
administrators may want to implement a PLC model.

Educators are motivated to earn more money. Tadyslid not look at or ask about
pay for performance. Participants were only askegteiving more money on the
pay scale is a motivating factor to continue incadion. Of the participants in the
study, 75% responded wittgreeor strongly agree

Educators enjoy teaching. Despite all the poligicassure and changes in education,
90.4% of participants indicatedjyreeor strongly agredhat they enjoy their career.

Resear ch Recommendations

This research study focused on finding educafmesteptions of the optimal professional

development experience. Based on the findingsigwrésearch study, the following

recommendations for future research are made.

1.

2.

3.

4.

A gualitative research study should be completetigocover the meaning behind
perceptions of professional development for bodichers and principals.

A qualitative research study to define teachergron on items such as what ample
time means, what support means or looks like, awdthey define appropriate
feedback.

A comparative study on the perceptions of prin@@aid teachers.

A gualitative research study to better understaeddiip in professional development

perception of teachers with 6-10 years of expeeenc
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5. A guantitative research study that more separatesrt professional development
styles, including aggregating formats of social rmexdich as Twitter, Facebook, and
Pinterest.

6. A mixed research study that focuses deeper intdiffexrent teacher perceptions of
school level and district level professional depet@nt.

7. A guantitative research study that includes thaiopis of district office personal.
This would allow for perceptions from all leveleather, principal, and district

administrator.
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APPENDIX A: RISE INDIANA DOMAIN 3: TEACHER LEADERSHP

RISE Indiana dedicates one of the three domaitisairevaluation rubric to teacher
leadership. Competency 3.1 addresses contribtdieghool culture. An effective teacher uses
educational knowledge to contribute ideas and éigeeto further the schools’ mission and
initiatives and a highly effective teacher meett ttriteria and in addition, seeks out leadership
roles. Competency 3.2 focuses on collaboratioh péters. An effective teacher seeks out
collaboration opportunities to both learn from gmdvide help to peers. A highly effective
teacher meets that criteria and also coaches padriakes leadership roles such as leading the
school’s professional learning community. Thetfivgo competencies have an indirect focus on
professional development. A teacher would needdayp current in order to be highly effective.
Competency 3.3 is directly aligned to professiatetelopment. A teacher is marked needs
improvement if the teacher only attends mandatoofjegsional development. An effective
teacher is a teacher who seeks out professionala@awent. A highly effective teacher meets
the criteria of the effect teacher and is a bugdemader in sharing the new knowledge and

leading professional development.
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APPENDIX B: NO CHILD LEFT BEHIND DEFINITION OF PROESSIONAL
DEVELOPMENT

The term professional development includes aatisithat improve and increase teachers'
knowledge of the academic subjects the teachech tead enable teachers to become highly qualified;
are an integral part of broad school-wide and idistvide educational improvement plans; give teashe
principals, and administrators the knowledge ariksdk provide students with the opportunity toehe
challenging state academic content standards addrgtacademic achievement standards; improve
classroom management skills; are high quality,aénstl, intensive, and classroom-focused in order to
have a positive and lasting impact on classrootnuogon and the teacher's performance in the
classroom; and are not 1-day or short-term wonstow conferences; support the recruiting, hiraryd
training of highly qualified teachers, includingtders who became highly qualified through State an
local alternative routes to certification; advateacher understanding of effective instructiongltegies
that are based on scientifically based researatefm:that this subclause shall not apply to attivit
carried out under part D of title 11); and strategyfor improving student academic achievement or
substantially increasing the knowledge and teacsikil{s of teachers; and are aligned with and diyec
related to State academic content standards, stadademic achievement standards, and assessments;
and the curricula and programs tied to the starsjarg developed with extensive participation of
teachers, principals, parents, and administratiogstwools to be served under this Act; are desigoed
give teachers of limited English proficient childrend other teachers and instructional staff, the
knowledge and skills to provide instruction andrappiate language and academic support services to
those children, including the appropriate use oficula and assessments; to the extent appropriate,

provide training for teachers and principals intise of technology so that technology and techryolog
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applications are effectively used in the classréommprove teaching and learning in the curricuid a
core academic subjects in which the teachers teasls whole, are regularly evaluated for theiraotp

on increased teacher effectiveness and improveistiacademic achievement, with the findings of the
evaluations used to improve the quality of prof@sal development; provide instruction in methods of
teaching children with special needs; include ington in the use of data and assessments to irdadn
instruct classroom practice; and include instarcth ways that teachers, principals, pupil sewvice
personnel, and school administrators may work reffectively with parents; and may include actistie
that involve the forming of partnerships with imgtions of higher education to establish schookdas
teacher training programs that provide prospedgaehers and beginning teachers with an opporttmity
work under the guidance of experienced teachergaltebe faculty; create programs to enable
paraprofessionals (assisting teachers employeddigaheducational agency receiving assistancerunde
part A of title I) to obtain the education necegdar those paraprofessionals to become certifret a
licensed teachers; and provide follow-up trainingetachers who have participated in activities desd

in subparagraph (A) or another clause of this stagpaph that are designed to ensure that the kdgele

and skills learned by the teachers are implemantéte classroom.
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APPENDIX C: ONLINE SURVEY

. | believe that | grow professionally through my expnces in the classroom (Harris, 1980,
p. 10, Assumption 1). (Research Questions 2, 4)

1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree

. | believe that | grow professionally through my expnces in professional development
activities (Harris, 1980, p. 10, Assumption 1). $Barch Questions 2, 3, 4)

A. At the school level:
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree
B. At the district level:
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree

. | believe that | grow more professionally from nmgperiences in the classroom compared to
professional development activities (Harris, 198010, Assumption 1). (Research Questions
2,3)

A. At the school level:
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree
B. At the district level:
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree

. | believe that professional development activiagsays have learning outcomes appropriate
for me (Harris, 1980, p. 10, Assumption 2; Muij808, p. 58). (Research Questions 2, 3)

At the school level:
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree
At the district level:
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree

. | believe that professional development activitie=et my needs as a teacher (Harris 1980, p.
10, Assumption 3; Muijs, 2005, p. 58). (Researcledons 2, 3)

A. At the school level:
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree
B. At the district level:
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree
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6. | have a voice in the structure of professionalaliggment 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 Agreeb Strongly Agree
At the district level:
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree

7. | believe that | receive appropriate feedback femministration about my classroom
implementation from professional development ati&si(Harris 1980, p. 10, Assumption 4).
(Research Questions 2, 3, 4)

At the school level:
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree
At the district level:
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree

8. I believe that after | participate in professiodalelopment activities | am left to implement
the training by myself (Hardy, 2012, p. 75). (Reshauestions 2, 3)

A. At the school level:
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree
B. At the district level:
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree

9. | believe that professional development activides engaging (Webster-Wright 2009, p.
720). (Research Questions 2, 3)

A. At the school level:
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree
B. At the district level:
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree

10.1 am provided with an opportunity to provide meayiut feedback to administrators
regarding professional development activities (@ysR000, p. 32-33). (Research Questions
2,3, 4)

A. At the school level:
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree
B. At the district level:
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree
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11. I believe | receive focused support from admiaitstn that helps me fully implement the
strategies from professional development activii¢arris, 1980, p. 10, Assumption 6).
(Research Questions 2, 3, 4)

A. At the school level:
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree
B. At the district level:
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree

12.1 believe that | am given ample time and resoutogsiplement the strategies presented at
professional development activities (Harris, 198010, Assumption 8). (Research Questions
2,3, 4)

A. At the school level:

1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree
B. At the district level:

1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree

13.1 believe that | would be successful without prefeaal development activities (Timpson &
Tobin, 1982, p. 4). (Research Questions 2, 3)

A. At the school level:

1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree
B. At the district level:

1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree

14.1 believe that professional development activites aligned with my school’s goals
(Rosenholtz, 1991, p. 39). (Research Question} 2, 3

A. At the school level:

1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree
B. At the district level:

1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree

15.1 believe professional development activities take account my learning style as an adult
learner (Blandford, 2000, p. 21). (Research Questiy 3, 4)

A. At the school level:
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree
B. At the district level:
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree
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16.1 try to fully implement professional developmeustigities into my classroom (Webster-
Wright, 2009). (Research Questions 2, 3)

A. At the school level:
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree
B. At the district level:
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree

17.Receiving more money on the pay scale is a motigdactor for me to continue my
education (Harris, 1980, p. 10, Assumption 8). @Resh Question 2)

1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree

18.1 believe time allowed to observe other teachersldibe an effective form of professional
development (Blandford, 2000, p. 6, Practitionev&epment). (Research Questions 1, 2, 4)

1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree

19.1 believe being able to observe other teachersavoat benefit my professional development
as a teacher (Blandford, 2000, p. 6, Practitionerdlopment). (Research Questions 1, 2, 4)

1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree

20.1 believe continuing my education in courses fraghkr education institutions would be an
effective form of professional development (Blandf®000, p. 6, Professional Education).
(Research Questions 1, 2, 4)
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree

21.1 believe that attending conferences and workslaoyasy from school would be an effective
form of professional development (Blandford, 20007, Professional Training). (Research
Questions 1, 2, 4)
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree

22.1 believe more time working with my colleagues tsadiss student data and instructional
practices would be an effective form of professiateelopment (Blandford, 2000, p. 7,
Professional Support). (Research Questions 1, 2, 4)
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree

23.1 believe that having time to watch a professigr@dcast or read a professional blog would
be an effective form of professional developmersléld & Mallinson, 2009). (Research
Questions 1, 2, 4)

1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree
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24.1 believe that having time to search social mediavorking sites like Facebook, Twitter,
Pinterest, or Live Journal would be an effectivairof professional development (Carvin,
2006). (Research Questions 1, 2, 4)

1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree

25.1 believe that distance learning through webinlas, virtual classrooms, Skype and video
conferencing would be an effective form of professil development (Harrison & Yaffe,
2012, p. 159). (Research Questions 1, 2, 4)

1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree

26.1 believe that a professional learning communitgrking with small groups of teachers,
would be an effective form of professional develemin(Hord, 1997). (Research Questions
1,2,4)

1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree

27.My school uses a professional learning communitgehéor professional development
(DuFour & Eaker, 1998). (Research Questions 1) 2, 4

1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree

28.1 believe that | could teach more effectively ditl not have to spend so much time on
professional development (Martston, 2005). (Re$e@uestions 1, 2, 4)

1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree

29.1 believe that the professional development ae#isit participate in provide me with more
leadership opportunities in the building (Harridijs, 2005). (Research Questions 1, 2, 4)

1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree

30.1 believe professional development guided by mp@pal makes me a better teacher
(Martston, 2010). (Research Questions 1, 2, 4)

1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree

31.1 believe that | implement professional developmdaas more effectively when | am
working with a community of learners rather thansiolation (Webster-Wright, 2009).
(Research Questions 1, 2, 4)

1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree
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32.1 believe | would implement professional developirideas more effectively in my
classroom if | worked with a mentor or peer-coatwhfison, 2008). (Research Questions 1,
2,4)

1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree

33.1 believe analyzing student data with a team ofheas would be the best way to create
effective professional development (White, 200BRegearch Questions 1, 2, 4)

1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree

34.1 believe that being held accountable by workinghve team of teachers will make
implementation of my professional development idease likely (Oberman & Symonds,
2005). (Research Questions 1, 2, 4)
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree

35.1 believe that being held accountable by workinghwvmy principal will make
implementation of my professional development idease likely (Oberman & Symonds,
2005). (Research Question 4)
1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree

36.1 enjoy my career as an educator.

1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agreeb Strongly Agree
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APPENDIX D: REQUIREMENT REQUEST LETTER
Dear Superintendent,

Effective professional development is a need inMindwest. Teacher evaluation rubrics
and school/district improvement plans continuertqpasize professional development. At the
same time, school budgets continue to tighten.ptinpose of this quantitative research study is
to understand teacher and principal perceptiorife€&ve professional development. Through
better understanding the teacher and principatsepéon of effective professional development,
building and district level administrators will béle to provide more effective professional
development. This quantitative research study iisgoeompleted through an online survey based
on content validity research on professional dgualent and the adult learner.

We are requesting your permission to contact yatridt's teachers and principals by
email to request their participation in this disggon research project. Teachers and principals
will not receive any money for participating ingtstudy. Their names and the district they work
for will not be collected. Your teachers and prpats will benefit through results found in the
study that will help increase the effectivenesprofessional development. We will contact your
teachers and principals through e-mail and prothéen with the letter attached to this email.
Then teachers and principals will be asked to adickhe online survey link. The survey should
not take the teacher or principal more than 5-1i@uteis to complete.

If you would be willing to allow us to contact yotgachers and principals by email,
please contact me at (317) 738-5780 or resporifugemail.

Thank you for your time and consideration of tliguest for assistance.

Sincerely,

Kent L. Pettet Dr. Steve Gruenert, Associatfdasor
Principal Investigator Department Chairperson

Needham Elemenary School Indiana State University

1399 Upper Shelbyville Road Bayh College of Edioca

Franklin, IN 46131 Terre Haute, IN 47809

(317) 738-5780 (812) 237-2902

pettetk@franklinschools.org steve.gruenert@irtdstdu
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APPENDIX E: INFORMED CONSENT ANONYMOUS LETTER

You are being invited to participate in a reseattiily about educators’ perceptions of
what is the optimal professional development. pliose of this study is to provide more
effective professional development. This studyasig conducted by Kent Pettet and Dr. Steve
Gruenert, from the Educational Leadership Departraemdiana State University. The research
is being conducted for the completion of a doctdrs$ertation.

You were selected as a possible participate instiidy because you are currently a teacher or a
principal and you either participate in or helpamige your school or district’'s professional depehent.

There are no known risks if you decide to partitgga this research study. There are no costs to
you for participation. The information you providdl be collected as part of a five state datdemtion
on teacher and principal perception of effectivefggsional development. The survey will take alfut
10 minutes to complete. The information colleatsady not benefit you directly, but the information
learned in this study should provide more genegakfits to how professional development is deligere

This survey is anonymous. The researcher willbotollecting IP addresses nor asking for or
attaching names to the data base. The reseammeotoguarantee there will be absolute anonymitgiron
Internet survey. No one will be able to identifyuyor your answer, and no one will know whethenatr
you participated in the study. Individuals frondimna State University and the Institutional Review
Board may inspect these records. Should the @apublished, no individual information will be
disclosed.

Your participation in this study is voluntary. Bgmpleting the online survey embedded in the
email you received, you are voluntarily agreeingaaticipate. If you have any questions aboutstaey,
please contact Kent Pettet, Principal Investigdipmnail at Needham Elementary School 1399 Upper
Shelbyville Rd. Franklin, IN 46131, by phone at{3¥38-5780, or e-mail pettetk@franklinschools.org

If you have any questions about your rights asaaech subject or if you feel you've been placed
at risk, you may contact the Indiana State Univgisistitutional Review Board (IRB) by mail at Iradia
State University, Office of Sponsored Programsyd etaute, IN, 47809, by phone at (812) 237-8217, or
by e-mail at irb@indstate.edu.

Sincerely,

Kent L. Pettet Dr. Steve Gruenert, Associatdd3sor
Principal Investigator Department Chairperson

Needham Elemenary School Indiana State Uniyersit

1399 Upper Shelbyville Road Bayh College of Edion

Franklin, IN 46131 Terre Haute, IN 47809

(317) 738-5780 (812) 237-2902

pettetk@franklinschools.org steve.gruenert@mtdstdu
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