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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to investigate the experienteadbfers receiving
professional development designed to enhance teacher’s understardlingtarctional
use of curriculum from principals in an elementary school setkogher, this mixed
methods study examined competencies of principals in creatingcahditions for
learning in professional development designed to enhance teacherstanding and
instructional use of curriculum by answering the following questiadsw do
Elementary school principals understand and apply the principledudtf laarning in
professional development designed to enhance elementary teacherstamdieg and
instructional use of curriculum? How do elementary school teaeliperience receiving
professional development, designed to enhance teachers’ understandingfraictional
use of curriculum, from principals in an elementary school settMdfat is the
experience of the elementary teachers’ change afteviregg@rofessional development,
designed to enhance teachers’ understanding and instructional asgicflum, from
principals in an elementary school setting?

The participants for this study consisted of two primary gro(fiselementary
public school teachers and (2) elementary public school principalssafisfy the
guantitative portion of this study, participants completed a demograpigstionnaire
and theModified Instructional Perspectives Inventory (MIPI). Results were analyzed
using descriptive statistics. To satisfy the qualitative poraf this study, a sub-sample
inclusive of 8 teachers and 4 principals were identified toigyaate in one semi-

structured interview per participant. In addition, principals completed one oliservat



Vii

Analysis of the quantitative data revealed that principalpareeived as average
as it relates to their understanding and application of adathiley principles in
professional development designed to enhance teachers’ understandingearad
curriculum. Further a line-by-line analysis of the qualitativeaddentified five primary
themes as they relate to principals as facilitators of cadmn related professional
development and adult learning principles. The themes include: (ajpaidis leadership
gualities, (b) planning and implementing professional development, (opteli (d)

instructional activities and strategies, and (e) accountability measures
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the Study

The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) was pass€lbb as a
part of the “War on Poverty.” ESEA emphasizes equal accessduoawon and
establishes high standards and accountability. The law authdedesally funded
education programs that are administered by the states. In 2068re€s amended
ESEA and reauthorized it as the No Child Left Behind Act ( Diepent of Education,
2010).

The major focus of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) is to close stu@dehievement
gaps by providing all children with a fair, equal, and signifiaapportunity to obtain a
high-quality education. As a means to accomplish this task, NEgBires each state to
establish state academic standards and a state testingn sifs¢ meet federal
requirements. This accountability requirement is called Adedtesely Progress (U.S.
Department of Education, 2010).

The U.S. Department of Education (2010) reports that Washington receiaed f
approval of its state accountability plan from the U.S. DepartroériEducation on
August 6, 2008. In its current iteration, NCLB formally expired on S&pt 2007. On
March 14, 2010, President Barack Obama’s Administration releAs8tueprint for
Reform: The Reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Emudati. This
proposed reauthorization of ESEA gives increased focus to improveuetegquaality,
promoting school safety, closing the achievement gap and improvingurasaof
progress through encouraging high academic standards, supportigglisgy schools,
strengthening the field of education, reducing the dropout rate and Hgpastilege

access through focusing on Common, rigorous, and internationally benelimark



standards, Effective teachers and school leaders, Data-driven polctyclassroom
decision making, Turning around the lowest performing schools (U.S. tDegdr of
Education, 2010).

To further support this drive for the reauthorization of ESEA, twoomagtional
organizations have joined forces to develop and promote common acaderderds--a
key feature to reform efforts. According to the U.S. DepartmeBidatation (2009) The
council of chief State School Officers (CCSSO) and the Nati@oakrnor's association
(NGA) have teamed up to launch the Common Core Standards Initidtbgether |,
CCSSO and NGA, with the support of 48 states and the districtlomBa@, took much
of 2009 to develop a set of core standards in English District of @adimook much of
2009 to develop a set of core standards in English Language martslathematics for
students in kindergarten through™grade. This initiative is the highest-profile national
effort to create rigorous, uniform academic standards prepatutgrds across the
country for success in postsecondary education and the workplaceDgh&tment of
Education, 2010).

In 2009, the average National Assessment for Educational Pro@té&sP)
reported that In a system where all states establish theisamdards, many students are
put at a disadvantage; minority and low-income students, too oftemcérded in this
group. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCE®paseld a report in October
2009 mapping state proficiency standards onto the National Assessirteshticational
Progress (NAEP) achievement scale. By mapping proficiencydatds onto NAEP
reading and math scales, NCES was able to evaluate the riifsren rigor in reading

and math standards across states(U.S. Department of Education, 2010).



The work of NGA and CCSSO through the Common Core State Standards
Initiative strives to hold all students graduating from public schivoklsll states to the
same set of rigorous “college and career readiness” standarsis;ing that these
students possess the content knowledge and skills necessargdesssin both college
and the workplace. As this alliance for excellence in educatiogrgsses there is
heightened accountability for schools whose students are havimayltyffreaching their
learning goals(U.S. Department of Education, 2010).

Current research demonstrates that the principal’s role mndeconly to the
classroom teacher’s role in student achievement (Leithwood, Louiderson, &
Wabhistrom, 2004). Further, schools that face significant obstaclesnatde to make
improvements without a strong leader to guide the difficult work of changingctiool’'s
culture (Duke, 2004). Therefore, in addition to traditional responsibiliteffective
school leaders must be prepared to foster rich learning environfoerggidents and
adults in their buildings (Barth, 2001); open avenues for sharing esg@dEimore,
2004); facilitate democratic dialogue (Scheurich & Skrla, 2008)td trust (Bryk &
Schneider, 2002); and promote shared understanding and a sense of resp@tsiss
classrooms and with parents (Elmore, 2004; Epstein, 2001; Porter & Soper, 2003)
Effective school leaders must also be well equipped to provide suppthre area of
curriculum and instruction as illustrated in the Common Core Statedards. Marzano
(2005) states that the building principal must be proficient at using data to undersiand
improve processes and outcomes in the learning environment.

This study builds on existing research and seeks to clarify the signifioance

principals as facilitators of professional development with e as learners. More

specifically, the study focused on professional development desineehhance



teachers’ understanding and use of instructional curriculum asatedtm the Common
Core State Standards.
Background to the Study

There are significant educational challenges facing thematiday. The
National Assessment of Educational Progress (2009) reading andemadics
assessments reveal a troubling truth — that although all/edbi@t groups have made
gains since 2007 significant score gaps persisted between \Wihlents and their Black
and Hispanic peers in 2009. Further, students’ performance one#ung and
mathematics assessments differed based on the location sufhibeal they attended(U.S.
Department of Education, 2009).

In 2009, the U.S. Department of Education reported that the Natiosak#ment
of Educational Progress (NAEP) reading assessments showedatmatWhite and
Asian/Pacific Islander students scored higher on average thak, Bfsspanic, and
American Indian/Alaska Native students. Also, American Indian/Alds&tive students
was 5 points higher than for Black students, and the score for Hisgtaigients was 3
points higher than for Black students. Eighth-graders who were ndileligr free or
reduced-price school lunch scored higher on average than those wheligdre, and
students eligible for reduced-price lunch scored higher thae #lagble for free lunch.
In addition, students’ performance on the reading assessmenediifiased on the
location of the school they attended. In 2009, students attending samcalburban
locations scored the highest on average. Those in rural schoas $oginer on average

than students attending schools in cities and towns(U.S. Department of Education, 2009)..



The U.S. Department of Education (2009) also documented that the National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) mathematics agsdssesults were
consistent with results of the reading assessment. In 2009, 828artdi-Graders were
performing at or above Basic, and 39% were performing at or abovei&rof73% of
eighth-graders were performing at or above Basic, and 43% wecegmigrd at or above
Proficient. Results remained consistent across performance ékschievement-level
results showed no change between 2007 and 2009, with 82% of fourth-graders
performing at or above Basic, 39% performing at or above Profieedtc% performing
at Advanced in both years (U.S. Department of Education, 2009).

In 2009 the racial/ethnic gaps persisted as did the 26-point segreing
mathematics scores between White and Black students, and thenRlspmie gap
between White and Hispanic students. Male students continued to sgom&<higher
on average than female students. The average mathematics @cdoairth-graders
attending public schools was 7 points lower than the overall scorauttengs attending
private schools, and 6 points lower than for students in Catholic sdpmasically(U.S.
Department of Education, 2009).

In addition, students’ scores have increased for students in cityeaidchools.
However, students’ performance on the mathematics assessmergedliffased on the
location of the schools they attended. In 2009, students attending schoolsuibhas
locations scored the highest on average. Those in rural schoas $oginer on average

than students attending schools in cities and towns (U.S. Department of Education, 2009).

These statistics illustrate a troubling national trend; sshaid failing to ensure

that children are academically prepared. According tommébion obtained from the U.S.



Department of Education (2009) the challenge for the nation, as we tooeaeds
reauthorizing ESEA, is to learn from NCLB and prior efforts améter a high-achieving
education system that works for every student in every school. dDrtbe most
significant effects of NCLB was to turn what many schools astticlis established as a
goal— “that all children will learn” —into national policy. Themas unanimous
agreement on this declaration of purpose among educators, parents, conmmeuniters
and public officials. NCLB put this goal into action by declaringt all children should
reach a proficient level of academic achievement by 2014. W@leB has met with
great opposition since its inception, there is also broad support fomépaddhools
accountable for reaching that ambitious goal (U.S. Department of Education, 2009)
More recently, NCLB laid the foundation for closing achievemgaps and
improving public schools. It has also had substantial effects omssatgates and school
practices. According to the U.S. Department of Education (2009) a reportifeo@enter
on Education Policy (CEP), a national advocacy organization for puhlwagon, stated
that teaching and learning are changing as a result of NEdBinistrators and teachers
have made a concerted effort to align curriculum and instructitin state academic
standards and assessments. Principals and teachers are atgplbatikr use of test data
to adjust their teaching to address students’ individual and group ridadsy.districts
have become more prescriptive about what and how teachers are supposed to teach. Some
districts encourage teachers to follow pacing guides that outi@ematerial to be
covered by different points in the school year, while others hawal hirstructional
coaches to observe teachers teaching, demonstrate model lessomsvadel teachers

with feedback on ways to improve (Rentner, D.S., Scott, C., Kober, N., Chugdowsk



Joftus, S., & Zabala, D., 2006).

Despite the aforementioned efforts, NAEP assessment scomnagrextremely
low. The Missouri School Improvement Plan (MSIP) reports decliMegsurements of
Academic Progress (MAP) scores in many Missouri schoolastBoth nationally and
as a state, it appears that children are still beindéfind. For this reason, the National
Commission on Teaching and America’s Future (NCTAF) and N@kBed reports on
what matters most in education (NCTAF, 2009). Moreover, ESEA enzaubattracting
and keeping great teachers and leaders in America’s classreopporting data systems
to inform decisions and improve instruction, using innovation to turn-arcumngigng
schools, and demonstrating and sustaining education reform (U.S. Depade
Education, 2009).

In addition, attention continues to focus on NCLB teacher and principaillitQ
expectations. Both teachers and principals are expected to bk logalified and
effective Teachers must know what students need to learn and how to impart that
knowledge, and demonstrate their ability to raise student achievahrenigh fair,
credible, and reliable measures of effectiveness. Like tegcpencipals must also
demonstrate their ability to provide the leadership necessaryndrease student
achievement through fair, credible and reliable measures oftiedfieess. As with
teachers, principals should also be supported in improving their akilisknowledge
through high-quality professional development — specifically in adeastly related to
student achievement(U.S. Department of Education, 2009).

In an effort to support this demand, Mid-Continent ResearchEthrcation

Learning (McREL) (2005) reported that at the federal leve€lBl provided professional



development guidelines in its list of high-quality professional dgment for both
teachers and principals. This further emphasized the fact thé atiievement on
accountability measures is important, it is also important tesunreastudent achievement
on tests that are closely related to the actual curriculuntitbgrofessional development
addresses(U.S. Department of Education, 2009).

NCLB clearly communicates the critical relationship betwaastructional
leadership and student achievement. Further, through NCLB the goverritaemited to
address many of the imbedded issues with scientificallgebessearch. However, school
districts and administrative leaders must assume responsibilityrose critical issues
that greatly impact student achievement. They must refer toerturesearch for
scientifically-based solutions.

Statement of the Problem

In light of reauthorization of ESEA and the current educatipoiity, NCLB,
there is a growing need for highly qualified teachers. Studée® shown the single
greatest effect on student achievement is teacher quality Qe@artment of Education,
2004a). Research also shows that teacher quality is unevenly destribugchools, and
the students with the greatest needs tend to have access ¢aghgqualified and least
effective teachers and principals (U.S. Department of Education, 2004a).

Research demonstrates that high-performing schools have phlneyho are
effective leaders, and view staff development as one of theimpsttant elements of
their jobs (Richardson, 1998). According to Knowles, Holton, & Swanson (1998),
effective leaders are those who are able to get people to follew orders. It is

imperative that the leader recognize that the highest function of leaderstigasing the



energy of the people in the system and managing the processegirigrtgat energy
direction toward mutually beneficial goals (Richardson, 1998).

Many school-based staff development activities do not help teacherscerthair
ability to improve student learning because principals lack this s&duired to facilitate
adult learning (Stanton, 2005). Further, teachers tend to teach in yhthatahey are
taught (McREL, 2005). Therein lies the problem. As literaturkects, principals have
failed to demonstrate that they have a proficient understandingdolt learning
principles. They also fail to utilize adult learning principles atpasistent basis during
professional developments where teachers are the adult learnddstiorally,
professional developments that require the principal to have extensivdelgewof
curriculum, data analysis, and aligning curriculum to the core atdadequire a skill set
that exceeds current university course work requirements for aspiringpphnc

Research Questions

The following three questions were addressed in this study:H@y do
elementary school principals understand and apply the principledudif laarning in
professional development designed to enhance elementary teacherstamiieg and
instructional use of curriculum? (2) How do elementary teackepgrience receiving
professional development, designed to enhance teachers’ understandingfraictional
use of curriculum, from principals in an elementary school ggttAnd, (3) What is the
experience of the elementary teachers’ change afteviregg@rofessional development,
designed to enhance teachers’ understanding and instructional asgicdlum, from

principals in an elementary school setting?



10

Purpose and Scope of the Study

The purpose of this study was to investigate the experienteadbfers receiving
professional development designed to enhance teachers’ understardlingtarctional
use of curriculum from principals in an elementary schoolrggtnother purpose of the
study was to contribute to knowledge regarding the competencies of pringipedating
the conditions for learning in professional development designed to@nte@achers’
understanding and instructional use of curriculum. The information fnignstudy may
be used to inform research in adult learning, staff development, thapatship, and
NCLB policy. The intent is to provide information to assist inatiregy a professional
development climate that is conducive to staff development and learning.

This study will also provide principals, teachers, universitieass®ri
Department of Education, and policy makers with a point of rederanound which to
make program adjustments. The adjustments would serve to increasgats’
facilitation of professional development designed to enhanchdes understanding and
instructional use of curriculum amincipal quality. Further, teachers nurtured in well
designed educational organizations under the instructional leadefshiprincipal with
extensive knowledge of curriculum and adult education principles mayséhees
advance to the role of ‘Highly Qualified Teacher’ or ‘Quality Principal’

Study Delimitations

Participants from four elementary schools in the St. Louis CountycPabhool
System were targeted. The selected district is a rehatweall (3,325 total enrollment)
school district located just outside the City of St. Louis, Missoliccording to the

Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education Caaesdhmitted by
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Missouri Public Schools (2009), over 90% of the students in attendaecAfrazan
American and nearly 80% of the students are eligible for Free and Reduced Lunch.
Definition of Terms

To enhance the understanding and utility of this inquiry, a definitionyofdens
IS presented.

Andragogy — The art and science of helping adults learn (Knowles, 1996).

Academic achievement — The quality of a k-12 student’s scholaoik \as
measured in relation to specified criteria (Darling-Hammond, 1999).

Accountability measures — These are techniques and methods uspaddterand
ensure teachers’ acquisition and use of new information. The importahce
accountability measures is addressed through research in ay w@rietays. Drago-
Severson (2000) addressed the importance of the principal emphasahgrtiearning
and focusing on teachers’ personal growth.

Affective progression — Monitoring the transfer of content frorafessional
development to the classroom (Bloom, 1956).

Climate - Climate includes aspects of the learning environrteait impact
teachers’ learning experiences such as collaborations, the nmedevd professional
development content, overall consistency, teachers’ comfortdeeparticipation. This
category is corroborated in the research of Kiley and Jef288)0), Arbuckle (1995),
Drago-Severson (2000), and Ingalls (1984).

Creative Leadership — a form of leadership which releases¢héve energy of
the people being led (Knowles et. al., 1998).

Curriculum — The planned interaction of pupils with instructional cuante
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materials, resources, and processes for evaluating the attainreentafional objectives
(Cotton, 2003; Drago-Severson, 2000; DuFour, 1991).

Competency — The extent to which the trusted party has knowledge and skill (Hoy
& Tschannen-Moran, 2003).

Elementary & Secondary Education Act (ESEA) - The Elemgm@tad Secondary
Education Act was passed in 1965 as a part of the "War on PovE&i®SEA emphasizes
equal access to education and establishes high standards and addgurithbi law
authorizes federally funded education programs that are admedidigr the states. In
2002, Congress amended ESEA and reauthorized it as the NCLB (U.Stniapeof
Education, 2010).

Instructional activities and strategies - These arenddfias activities and
strategies employed by the teacher of adults to faeiltdachers’ acquisition and use of
content introduced in professional development. Instructional actigit@strategies are
supported through research provided by Dunn (2000), Knowles (1996), and Richardson
and Prickett (1994). Weathersby and Harkreader (1999) shared d¢katrah
demonstrates that teachers were motivated to participatafirdevvelopment activities
because the activities were part of their school improvement plactieities that would
help them meet their goals.

Leadership qualities - For the purpose of this study, leadershiptiegiadre
defined as attributes that the principal posses that impact salltaie, teachers’ skills,
knowledge, understanding and use of curriculum. This theme is supportedraséarch
of Elmore (2000), Terehoff (2002), McPherson & Lorenz (1985), Richardri€kett

(1994), and Knowles (1990). Drago-Severson (2000) and Terry (1996) indicated the
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importance of being viewed as an instructional leader, and creatiimyelopmentally-
oriented school culture amongst other things.

Mandate - Legislation passed by the general assembly and signed intotkeav by
executive branch that requires school districts to implement tidgec programs,
or policies in the management of public schools (Lynn, 2003).

No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) — A revision of the Elemeyntand
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) enacted on January 8, 2002. Changifedénal
government's role in kindergarten-through-grade-12 education by aglamgyica's
schools to describe their success in terms of what each s@corplishes, the act
contains the President's four basic education reform principlesigstr accountability
for results, increased flexibility and local control, expanded optionpdrents, and an
emphasis on teaching methods that have been proven to work (Missourinigyeof
Elementary and Secondary Education, 2006).

Planning and implementation - This study defines planning and imptemge
professional development as factors used to identify professiondbgeent content
and determine approaches used to instruct teachers. Thiergategubstantiated in the
work of Knowles (1996), Drago-Severson (2000), Ingalls (1984), and Ter&GsfR).
According to Levine (1989), professional development is necessary efarhdr
development and school reform.

Professional development — a form of continuing education designeyptove
job related knowledge, skills, or attitudes of school employees.

Proficiency Targets (Adequate Yearly Progress — AYP) -iflividual state’s

measure of yearly progress toward achieving state acadgamdards. AYP is the
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minimum level of improvement that states, school districts, and scmoost achieve
each year (Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Educatioh, 2006

Reliability — The extent to which one can count on another persgroop (Hoy
& Tschannen-Moran, 2003).

Trust — An individual or group’s willingness to be vulnerable to asrofarty
based on the confidence that the latter is benevolent, reliable, temtygeonest, and
open (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003).

Organization of the Study

Chapter one included an introduction, background, statement of the mpyoble
introduced the research questions, and stated the purpose of the dtagter Gwo
includes a review of literature on school leadership and professioveglbgment. This
chapter provides literature delineating further studies feccete leadership; as well as
the literature suggesting the importance of trust-building leadership.

Chapter three details the research methodology used in the studgjngcahe
procedure for securing the participants and the tools that wilsbeé to collect the data.
For the purpose of this study, a mixed method design with two partial studies sdtyuenti
related to one another was employed. Chapter four provides revietvepedata and
results of the study. It will discuss how the results answerrésearch questions.
Further, results are presented in two sections: quantitative andatumal The
guantitative analysis addressed questions 1 and 2. The qualitatilysisraddressed
guestions 1, 2, and 3. The resulting categorization of themes sollba discussed as
they emerged from the compilation of the data.

Chapter five presents a discussion of the study and important concldsiovs
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from results of the study. It provides a discussion of the intits for action. In this

chapter, recommendations are suggested for further research.
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Chapter 2: Review of the Literature

The role of leadership has been targeted as necessary fowingpschools for
the benefit of students and teachers alike (Cotton, 2003; Elmore, 2000¢d&mm&2001;
Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Leithwood & Riehl, 2003; Spillane, Halverson, i&@nibnd,
2003; Stricker, 2006). Current researchers concluded that in ordechool districts to
achieve sustainable gains, they must use data to understand and imprometegbes
and outcomes in the building (Marzano, 2005); provide appropriate curricular
programming that maximizes student learning (Newmann, Smith lé&gworth, 2001;
Thomas & Collier, 2002); provide access to quality learning expsgge for all
populations (Picucci, Brownson, Kahlert, & Sobel, 2002; Villa & Thousand, 2000);
encourage the development of a school climate conducive to learning (DuBéw);
and must create the conditions in which adults can and want to kediron( 1999;
Kronley & Handley, 2001). According to these prominent researctierse are critical
elements leaders must know and be committed to developing for school improvement.

This literature review outlines major studies in current eaffecieadership
research. Moreover, research findings that support each reseastiomypresented are
presented. As it relates to principals’ understanding and appliaatiadult learning in
professional development, the researcher explored the role ofrthpakin professional
development, the purpose of professional development of teachers, andidileoret
perspectives of adult learning in the literature review. Rebeguestion two relative to
how elementary teachers experience receiving professional dewglbfnom principals
in an elementary school setting is also addressed in thetdiereeview titled, the

purpose of professional development of teachers, the teacher adulhdearner, and
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theoretical perspectives of adult learning. The third and fieslearch question
concerning teachers’ change after receiving professional devetbfirom principals in
an elementary school setting is addressed through literatusnpegtto professional
development and professional development and teacher change.

The Purpose of Professional Development for Teachers

Professional development of teachers is considered part of scieode and
reform. Professional development is designed to help teachers mafessionally
(Hawthorne, 1983), and is the core of school improvement (Murphy, 20003. It
considered most effective when implemented in the school-based sgitvige &
Lezotte, 1990).

For many years, staff development was characterized radeaspects which
branded it with negative connotations. These aspects included a onsHs®evice,
group lecture from an outside expert, a lack of connectedness to impsiuicgnt
learning, and a belief that adults learned like children {Sp&rHirsh, n.d.). In addition,
from the beginning of the 30century until about the 1950s, according to Speck and
Knipe (2001), teachers were left to pursue professional learriegaver and wherever
they could. This information is further illustrated in Table 1. Otlee last several
decades, many organizations, including the Association for Supenasd Curriculum
Development (ASCD), the National Staff Development Council (NSD&E)d the
American Association of School Administrators (AASA), focusedrtegorts on how to
help make staff development more effective through researchajsuconferences, and

websites (National Staff Development Council, n.d.).



18

Table 1

Historical Timeline of Professional Development (PD)

Years
1900-1950s 1960s 1970s 1980s 1990-present
f f f f f f

Teachers were Lab-based Special courses Process Generic Professional

“on their own” models of PD for remedial product instructional learning

for PD (SCI/MTH) reading movement vs. discipline- communities,
introduced into specific PD  collaboration
coll/univ and shared

leadership

Research shows that “improving teacher knowledge and teaching Kill
essential to raising student performance” (Sparks & Hirsh, n.d). pVhen a school or
district believes professional development is the key to improving the schooldedtst
performance, “that attitude permeates everything that they do” (Rsar2000, p. 54).
Sparks and Hirsh emphasized that “in the absence of substantial professional
development and training, many teachers naturally gravitate to the famdéihods they
remember from their own years as students” (p. 1).

In support, The National Staff Development Council wrote standardstaff
development which include content, process, and context. The content aesamtpthe
core or baseline knowledge of what teachers should posses<tioriun their role. The
creation of a safe, orderly, and supportive learning environmentuiergts is one aspect
of equity in the content standard. The process area defines thgn'desl delivery of
staff development detailing what is known about effective adult legrim schools”

(Killion, 1998, p. 3). This standard defines “indicators for adult legrior those who
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design, deliver, and monitor staff development. The context standardibdeser
supportive learning environment and the essential qualities of angasnganization”
(Killion, 1998, p. 3).
Summary

Professional development is necessary for teacher developmei#t aratitical
component of school change and reform. However, professional developmédrgeas
plagued with negative connotations. For this reason, many organizatichsas the
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development (ASCD), thé st Staff
Development Council (NSDC), and the American Association of Sohdwlinistrators
(AASA) focused their efforts on how to help make staff developmaore effective
through research, journals, conferences, and websites. The NatiafiaD&s/elopment
Council wrote standards for staff development which include supportcdntent,
process, and context. These supports ensure effective professionapoerel for
teachers. However, they require the attention of the principansure that the
information supplied is proficient applied in professional development situations.

The Role of the Principal in Professional Development

Historically the principal’s role as manager of the building hanlie help the
school become more efficient. Table 2 depicts the evolution of theigal. Table 2
concludes with the 1990s; however, today principals are still eegbeéotbe proficient
managers, instructors, counselors, staff developers, behavior respersens,
curriculum consultants, public relations advocates, and overseersrafdinal of these
intricate components of leadership are purposed to improve student leamaigis at

the heart of school improvement.
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The Evolution of the Principal
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Decade Responsibilities/View of Academic Preparation

their Role

Leadership Qualities

1920s

1930s

1940s

1950s

1960s

1970s

1980s

Impart the truth
Scientific management
Values broker

Executives
Managers of education
Scientific Manager

Same as a teacher

Same as a teacher

Democratic leader on theSame as a teacher

home-front

Skilled and professional Academic Preparation

administrator
Overseer of minute
details

Bureaucratic executive
Belief in the “correct”
technique

Doctoral level training
Continuous professional
training

Apprenticeships

Academic Preparation
Doctoral level training
Quantitative preparation
Competent with modern
technology

Adept at dealing with the Academic Preparation

external factors exerted
on schools

Solve problems
Provide resources

Doctoral level training
Quantitative preparation
Competent with modern
technology

Doctoral level training
Quantitative preparation
Competent with modern
technology

Professional certification

Zeal for education

Managerial

Promote democratic
leadership

Had to deal with both
academic and social
spheres, i.e., Brown vs.
Board of Education

Political demands
Accountability
Confusion about role
expectations

Look to military for
leadership style
Belief that
principalship is a job
Technical tone

Adept at dealing with
the external factors
Give meaning to
educational
enlightenment
Juggle multiple roles
Humanistic facilitator

Principal as visionary
Change agent
Instructional leaders
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Table 2 (continued)

The Evolution of the Principal

Decade Responsibilities/View of Academic Preparation Leadership Qualities
their Role
1990s  Restructuring movement  Doctoral level training  Prepare teachers to
Quantitative preparation  teach
Competent with modern ~ Changing school

technology demographics
Professional certification  Accountability in
education

Note.Source: Beck & Murphy (1993).

One of the most critical roles that is essential to thec#ffeness of the school is
the leadership of principals in school improvement (Levine, 1989). Fesaneh studies
indicated a direct relationship between principal leadership asdieatdc achievement
(e.g., Hallinger, Blickman, & Davis, 1996). However, there is a consensus phiaicipal
can have only an indirect effect on academic achievement throtighsathat shape the
school’s learning environment (Creighton, 1996). Therefore, “in orderst@blesh a
strong learning community, there needs to be a sense of trustnandragement.
Reynolds (2009) also states that there also needs to exist anstanderg and
appreciation for learning.

From an andragogical perspective, the role of principals inegsainal
development is one of a facilitator, resource person, or co-ingattegrrthan instructor.
As a facilitator of learning, they set the climate of #erhing experience and the tone of
the program, develop enthusiasm, and encourage open expression and dedisign ma
(Rogers, 1969; Terehoff, 2002). In this role they become a person wikeather can
respect and trust (Hill, Lofton, & Chauvin, 1995; McPherson & Lorenz, 1983hgUs
Rogers’ (1969) ideas on the interpersonal relationship in facilitdéarning, Knowles

(1990) stated the critical element in performing this roléhes personal relationship
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between the facilitator and the learner, which in turn is dependetiteofacilitator’s
possessing three attitudinal qualities: (a) realness or genag)efl® non-possessive
caring, prizing, trust and respect; and, (c) empathic understpraohid sensitive and
accurate listening.

Krug (1992) added to this list of critical elements fivéivaites of an effective
instructional leader. They include: (a) defining a mission, (b) giagacurriculum and
instruction, (c) supervising teaching, (d) monitoring student progreds(ea promoting
instructional climate. Successful schools, according to effestiveols research, are “led
by principals who are recognized as an instructional leaderty;l1996, p. 4) and being
an instructional leader is a major role of K-8 principals (Doud & Keller, 1998).

Principals are in the central position to effect change and iraptioe school
(Goodlad, 1984). Research on school improvement and school effectiveness
acknowledges that significant change and improvement are will ot dcprincipals
are not leading or directly involved in and supportive of the change éffamtbert &
Lambert, 1985). Principals are the key to quality and their supponiggal to change at
the school level and creating the conditions which improve learningchools
(Crawford, Bodine, & Hoglund, 1993; DuFour, 1991; Fullan & Stiegelbauer, 1991,
Lambert & Lambert, 1985; Purcell, 1987). Leithwood and Jantzi (1990) stegigthat
one of the strategies to promote the improvement or transformatischalls is
developing teachers and fostering professional development. Accomlirigrago-
Severson (as cited in Stricker, 2006), the role of principals atigal to adult learning
can be accomplished through the creating a developmentalitextieschool culture,

building interpersonal relationships with teachers, emphasizimtpdedearning, and/or
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focusing on teachers’ personal growth.

Two difficulties pointed out in the literature are the imgima that principals
know what adult learning skills are and how to effectively use tbehools generally do
not adequately attend to the developmental needs of adults. McPherson and Lor
(1985) stated that principals have not learned how to teach adultsvetie They also
indicated that principals must learn basic premises of andrafjtiggy are to be sound
instructors of teachers. In the National Association of Secon8ahpol Principals’
assessment model, Selecting and Developing the 21st Centunp@&lritioof the 10 vital
skills for effective school leaders is the development of othersorling to performance
data from this model, this particular skill was repeatedly foaadan area needing
improvement (Terehoff, 2002). McPherson and Lorenz (1985) stated mospgisraee
teachers as dependent learners rather than independent leaomergeHl principals who
use andragogical concepts when organizing and conducting in-serviggeactend to
have successful in-services (Richardson & Prickett, 1994).

Advocates of adult growth, who have studied staff development, believe that
theories of adult development can be powerful tools for supporting theogdeeit of
adults in schools (Drago-Severson, 2000). Literature on staff dewefdpand the
leadership of principals (Bents & Howey, 1981; Dalellew & Marin#988; DuFour,
1991; Glickman, Gordon, & Ross-Gordon, 1995; Griffin, 1983; Knowles, 1996; Loucks-
Horsley, Harding, Arbuckle, Murray, Dubea, & Williams, 1987; SmitB90) discuss
adult learning and acknowledge the need to use adult learning andaydrigrther,
Knowles (1996) provided valuable suggestions for the planning and impleioerdaéa

staff development activities for principals. These include desyg@aind managing a
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process for facilitating the acquisition of content by the learrand secondarily serving
as a content resource (Knowles, 1996).

Drago-Severson (2000) stated current theories on school leadershifheand
principal’'s role in relation to adult learning suggest four posswgs in which
principals can support adult development. Principals can create aopleesitally
oriented school culture, build interpersonal relationships with teachgobasime teacher
learning, and/or focus on teachers’ personal growth. When workihgadult learners,
principals need to be aware of the characteristics thahglisth adult learners from
student learners and the principles on which the process of aduilintgas based
(Terehoff, 2002).

As adult educators, principals should know that there are signifidéaredices in
the conditions surrounding adult and adolescent learning and differbatebaracterize
adult learners from student learners (Ingalls, 1984; Terehoff, 20023 ThEerences
deserve careful attention and consideration in the process of poogdsdevelopment.
Creating and sustaining a positive and healthy climate for aulés deliberate and
ongoing process in which consistent effort and attention is neededngypals. This
process is characterized by growth, trust, openness, colleg@iiguctivity, and high
involvement by principals and staff alike. In cultures of productiv@gders facilitate an
environment of trust and openness (Kiley & Jensen, 2000). Trust and opelhm@ss a
staff to build collegiality by planning together, working togettayserving each other,
and implementing new strategies to benefit students. Theareaztithis atmosphere of
collegiality in schools and school systems is a vital strafegyndividual and school

development (Arbuckle, 1995).
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Knowles (1990) asserted that in his andragogical model, climate dstting
probably the most crucial element in the whole process of Human Resources
Development-HRD. He stated an organizational climate that promotes leeonisigers
people as its most valuable asset and invests in their develogrhenbpposite is also
true concerning organizational climates that do not promote leadimgvles believes
when principals see themselves as someone who only managegistied of learning
experiences for groups of individuals, they will have little inflleena the quality of the
learning climate of the organization. When principals view the totmnization as their
responsibility and understand their mission is to improve the quddlifye environment
for the growth and development of people, only then will they affect its climate.

Teachers expect their principals to provide leadership in staff development to
improve instruction, act as colleagues, and create climates which promate e@ange of
learning activities (Hall, Benninga, & Clark, 1983; Johnson & Chaky, 1978; Scribner,
1998). Teachers also look to their principals for support. Weatherslbiar&reader
(1999) conducted a study examining the connections between staff dewvetogmae
student achievement in the State of Georgia schools, teacheghiadhieving schools
were motivated to participate in staff development activibesause the activities were
part of their school improvement plan or the activities helpech ttieet the goals their
school set. A focus group of teachers from 6 of the 30 higher-achieahgols
“emphasized the importance of their principal’s support and encouragevhent we
asked why teachers in the school participated in staff developm@iiedthersby &

Harkreader, 1999, p. 20).



26

A study by Smith (2004) found that high performing schools encowshged
decision making in the areas of curriculum, instruction, organizationgevelnance of
school to empower teachers. According to West (2000), high-peri@suhools that are
committed to student learning results in teachers and facultynmmakinnections across
and within subjects. The principal’s leadership provides the guidancenizatien, and
time for teachers to meet and plan curriculum together. Ukiagriformation, they are
able to make changes in the curriculum and provide individualized suppbdan help
all students learn.

In a survey of 700 teachers and principals, one item asking whaticaipals do
to assist you in preventing and eliminating disruptive problems irs¢heol or in the
classroom was answered overwhelmingly with the “principal shioelld leader in staff
development” (Johnson & Chaky, 1978). According to Hall et al. (1983),ctieza
expect principals to provide significant leadership in improvimgjruction through in-
service education” (p. 26). Both The Interstate School Leadeesdure Consortium and
The National Staff Development Council (NSDC) provide guidelines shetport
principals and professional development programs nationally.

The Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC)

The Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium ([ISLLC], 19@6¢d in
their standards for school leaders that principals manage theizagan to promote an
effective learning environment. This means being an instructieadér. Each standard
includes knowledge and disposition competencies which define what an stdzbami
should know, understand, believe in, value, and be committed to. Standaustakes “a

school administrator is an educational leader who promotes thessuaicall students by
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advocating, nurturing, and sustaining a school culture and instructjmogiram
conducive to student learning and staff professional growth” (ISLLC, 1996).
The National Staff Development Council (NSDC)

The National Staff Development Council ([INSDC], 2000) prepared a trepor
identifying what various school and governmental bodies can do to pssegpals and
other educators become instructional leaders. To assist principals andst@ache
becoming instructional leaders, the report recommends that federdhl state
governments, and local districts adopt professional development pakecgeted at
upgrading the leadership capabilities of principals and teachers. Th€ AISo
recommends that the state include increased funding for professiemalopment
opportunities, leadership networks or academies to provide coadghipgyving the
selection of principals, incorporating professional development into setvadliations,
and advancing teacher leadership initiatives. Additionally, The NSRQ01j stated
teacher professional development within a school is an area thwghnincipals are
expected to assist teachers to develop skills to become martvefia the classroom to
increase student learning.

Summary

Professional development is necessary for teacher developmenscandl
reform. Likewise, one of the most critical roles that iasal to the effectiveness of the
school and school improvement is the leadership of the principal @,edi889).
Literature shows that over time the role of the principal evofvesh manager of the
building to manager of instruction, counselors, staff developers, leehasource

persons, curriculum consultants, public relations advocates, and overseanocé. All
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of these intricate components of leadership improve student learning, whicheshaart
of school improvement. This requires the school leader to be prifiatedefining a
mission, managing curriculum and instruction, supervising teachingteriagi student
progress, and promoting instructional climate. However, literatutectgfthat schools
generally do not adequately attend to the developmental needs &, adhaltprincipals
have not learned how to teach adults effectively.

As adult educators, principals must know and apply the basic greafis
andragogy if they are to be sound instructors of teachers. disagkpect their principal
to provide leadership in staff development to improve instruction, actalleague, and
create a climate which promotes a wide range of learnitigites (Hall et al., 1983;
Johnson & Chaky, 1978; Scribner, 1998). To further promote and encourage principals
towards proficiency in this area both the Interstate School keddmensure Consortium
and the NSDC provide guidelines that support principals and profession&peeat
programs nationally.

Theoretical Underpinnings of Professional Development

According to Stricker (2006) professional development is grounded in adult
learning theory. While many adult learning theories are ptdsethe literature, when
one examines theoretical bases for what is now referred thighs quality staff
development as part of the requirements of the NCLB Act, two pkatiadult learning
theories are prevalent: cognitive adult learning theory and the gomgst adult
learning theory.

Borko and Putnam (1995) described the main focus of cognitive psycholbgy t

individuals and their mental lives, that is, the contents of the huniagh. lBxamples
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include knowledge, perceptions, beliefs and the mental processes inpebigle engage
(Bruner, 1990; Dewey, 1939; Gardner, 1983). Borko and Putnam (1995) retate t
theory to professional development by stating that “Professianalabment activities
must help teachers acquire or develop instructional strateugsptomote students’
active construction of meaning and self-regulated learning” (p.117).

Borko and Putnam (1995) provided a clear explanation of why it is tergao
consider the theoretical perspective of professional development.ti@egsychologists
share a fundamental belief that an individual's knowledge strisctarel mental
representations of the world play a central role in perceivinigking, and acting
(Putnam, Lampert, & Peterson as cited Borko & Putnam, 1995). Théeiflstiggested
that teachers’ thinking is directly influenced by their knowkedthis, in turn, determines
their actions in the classroom. Therefore, in order to help teachange their practice,
we must help them to elaborate and expand their knowledge syskamsthinking
reflects one of the current conceptions of the typical patterrverfte in the teacher
change process as identified by Richardson (1994). That is, changpelief precede
changes in practices. It is only when teachers begin to thinrelitly about what is
going on in their classrooms and are provided with practices thah rtizeir different
ways of thinking that true change will emerge.

Cognitive theories of learning have their origins with Gegisjichologists and
their interest in the perception of forms, shapes, and proceduresc{éton for
Educational Communication and Technology, 1994; Dunn, 1988). The emphasis here, as
communicated in Dunn (1988), is on the importance of experience, mearobtgnpr

solving and developing insight. This would, in turn, be reflected in teachers’ actions.
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Cognitive theorists also stress the importance of the learakilisy to retrieve
and apply information to new problems (Gagne, 1962; Knowles, 1983). It is important for
teachers to be able to use resources to inform their practicefulppthis informed
practice leads to improved student outcomes. Additionally, cognitizeytioé learning
assumes that a hierarchy of learning exists (Rogers, 1996)isTtisre are strategies for
low-level learning and higher level learning. While learnidgaaces as more and more
learning takes place, Rogers (1996) added that there are regbkr of learning that not
all learners reach.

Bloom’s taxonomy (Bloom, 1956) is an example of the hierarchyaohieg. On
the affective side, Bloom documents a similar progression; fegseiving stimuli, paying
attention, developing awareness, being willing to receive and evenusatlg selective
attention; second, responding willingly, the emergence of a sdrsatisfaction with the
response; third, valuing the concepts and the process they aree@ngagnaking an
assessment that the activity is worthwhile, so that the leawmme to express their
preferences and eventually their commitment; fourth, conceptualizmmgking
judgments, attaching concepts to each of the values they havdiederdind, fifth
organizing these values into a system that in the end comes tactelae each
individual.

This affective progression is evident in teachers’ profesksideaelopment,
introduction of new curriculum or other initiatives. This is evidencedvhgt is known
as teachers buy-in with a particular concept or construct, whittlteea new teaching

technique or another paradigm. Change is not likely to occur untese is a
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commitment, or buy-in, valuing the new concept and evaluation offéstieeness on
the part of the teachers.

Knowles (1983) provided some insight about how the principles of cogniti
learning theory could be implemented. First, because the percdpaiates of the
problem are important conditions for learning, the problem should betwted and
presented so the essential features are open to inspectide lbgatner. Second, the
organization of knowledge should be an essential concern of the teaclieat ghe
direction is not arbitrary. Third, learning is culturally redat. Fourth, goal setting by the
learner is important as motivation for learning and students’ ssicard failures
determine how they set future goals. Fifth, when using cogntieery one would see
learning goals posted, rubrics provided and explained, and expectatialtsive clearly
defined.

Constructivism is an epistemology, or theory, of how knowledge comeés.
According to Carini (1987), it is based on the premise that all huraangs have a deep
drive to make sense of the world. This theory, with the root wordtrcmhsstates that
one builds, or constructs, personal understanding and knowledge about oné’sased
on his/her reflections, mental models and multiple experiencds (E#6; Huang, 2002;
On Purpose Associates, 2001; Simpson, 2002). Learning is motivatedresgtiated it is
shaped by cultural linguistic backgrounds as well as learningssamel individual
strengths (Carini, 1987; Gardner, 1983). Huang (2002) added that by cognbaw
knowledge with previous knowledge, one either changes his/her curreets beti
disregards the new information and maintains the current betigh, then, is not found

in knowing; rather, one constructs viable explanations of experieBaapgon, 2002).
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We must make meaning before it becomes our own. In looking at bsearcd and
adult learning, Taylor (2006) noted that we are meaning makingmeahing taking
organisms. According to constructivism, the laws of nature do not aeltikhowledge is
subjective and personal (Airasian & Walsh, 1998). This theory isimdiedl to adult
learning. It is applicable to learners of all ages (North &érmRegional Educational
Laboratory, 2004).

Finally, professional development must be better balanced betweeting the
needs of individual teachers and advancing the organizational gotile sthool and
district (Bradley, 1996; Darling-Hammond, 1999; Elmore & Burney, 1998, Wise, &
Shapiro, 1989; Huberman, 1983; Little, 1999; National Staff Development Council,
2001). According to Huberman (1983), this balance occurs through continuous support
from district and building level administration as high expectatfonseachers are set.
As principals assume responsibility for their own learning, dfigheir colleagues and
most important, that of their students, they are transformingutware of their schools
(Murphy, 1992).

Summary

Professional development is grounded in adult learning theory (Stri2R66)
and must help teachers acquire or develop instructional stsatdwé help students
actively construct meaning and self-regulated learning. In loaMinige theoretical bases
for high quality staff development as part of the requirements of the NCLEégnitive
adult learning theory and constructivist adult learning theorgjajpécable.

The main focus of cognitive psychology is individuals and their rhés.

Teachers’ thinking is directly influenced by their knowledge clvhdetermines their
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actions in the classroom. Therefore, in order to help teacharsgehtheir practice,
principals must help them to elaborate and expand their knowledgensystegnitive
theories of learning emphasizes the importance of experienceingenaking, problem
solving and development of insights and the importance of the leaaislity to retrieve
and apply information to new problems (Gagne, 1962; Knowles, 1983). It is important for
teachers to be able to use resources they are provided to inform their practice.

Constructivism is an epistemology, or theory, of how knowledge comée.t
Learning is motivated by interest and it is shaped by cultungistic backgrounds as
well as learning styles and individual strengths (Carini, 1987; Gagrdi@83).
Professional development must be better balanced between meetineatis of
individual teachers and advancing the organizational goals of thel suitb@r district
(Bradley, 1996; Darling-Hammond, 1999; Elmore & Burney, 1999; Hill et 1889;
Huberman, 1983; Little, 1999; National Staff Development Council, 2001).

Theoretical Perspectives of Adult Learning

The literature clearly shows parallels between cognitive ddalning theory,
constructivism, and theoretical perspectives of adult learning. diogpto McManus
(2007), in the literature of adult education, teaching practieesanetimes described as
teacher-centered (Beder & Darkenwald, 1982; Bedi, 2004; Grubb, 1999; Keifibé),
or learner-centered (Beder & Darkenwald, 1982; Bedi, 2004; Grubb, 19%98bdfe
1997). Kember (1997) characterized teacher-centered practibesiag a focus on the
mastery of content and learner-centered practices as havirfgcus on the
conceptualization of knowledge. Grubb (1999) presented the teacher-capypredch

in terms of behaviorism, and the learner-centered approach in terms of donstnud¢ie
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associated the extrinsic rewards and punishment of gradelsetesgproval, and future
consequences with the teacher-centered approach. He depicts ther-deatered
approach as meaning making with the instructor as a guide andeal shahority for

interpretation.

It is consistently reported in the literature that the appmtgmess and
effectiveness of particular instructional techniques is sdoati (Brookfield, 1986;
Brookfield, 1992; Conti, 1985; Conti & Wellburn, 1986; Darkenwald, 1989; Merril,
2001). Beder and Darkenwald (1982) conducted a study of teachers adybte-and
adults in both secondary and postsecondary institutional settings. Riostudy, they
concluded that the real issue is not whether learner-centered metteodsiversally
applied by teachers of adults, but rather for what purposes and whdeiconditions
such methods are most appropriate and effective and used by teachers.

A common topic of discussion in the literature is teacher-pehteractices and
learner-centered practices in relation to andragogy and pedagogyrdig to Knowles
(1996), in situations where pedagogical assumptions are egtistiagogical strategies
are appropriate, but where andragogical assumptions are cealigtragogical strategies
must be employed. Table 3 further illustrates Knowles expboraif the parallels that
exist between pedagogical and andragogical assumptions.

Table 3

Knowles’ Assumptions

Assumptions of the pedagogical model Assumptions of the andragogical model

1. Need to know: 1. Need to know:

Learners only need to know that they must  Adults need to know why they need to learn
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Table 3 (continued)

Knowles’ Assumptions

Assumptions of the pedagogical model Assumptions of the andragogical model

learn what the teacher teaches if they want to before undeg-takiearn it.
pass and get promoted; they do not need to

know how what they learn will apply to their

lives.

2. Concept of learner: 2. Concept of learner:

The teacher’s concept of the learner is that ofa  Adults haltecaseept of being

responsible
dependent personality. For their own lives.
3. Role of the learner: 3. Role of the learner:

The learner’s experience is of little worth as a Adults enteamieducational activity with

resource for learning. both a greater volume and a differentyquali
experience.
4. Readiness to learn: 4. Readiness to learn:

Learners become ready to learn what the school Adults becomeadeantthose things they

requires them to learn if they want to pass or need to know to be able todhr o aope
get promoted. effectively with real-life situations.

5. Orientation to learning: 5. Orientation to learning:

Learners have a subject-centered orientation Adults acetifered in their orientation to
to learning.

6. Motivation: 6. Motivation:

Learner’s are motivated to learn by extrinsic Adults are more responsive to intrinsic

motivators. motivators than extrinsic motivators.

For an extended description of Table 3 see Appendix J. The premastult
learning is that adults learn differently than children and thusthew receive learning
should be different. In most formal educational settings, the petafjagodel of
learning is prevalent. Pedagogy is derived from the Greelsmmeaninghild leading

and has become known as the art and science of teaching chilgilene# the learner in
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a passive and submissive role with the responsibility for what stheuldarned, how it
should be learned, when it should be learned, and whether it has beed leéh the
teacher. The learner follows an extrinsically motivated coafsstudy in order to be
promoted or gain some reward. For years, higher education istg#utaught
pedagogical techniques to help effectively transmit the conterwles, 1996). As adult
education developed in the first part of thé”2@ntury, pedagogy was the only model
teachers of adults had available and the result was adultstaveglet as if they were
children.

In 1926, Eduard Lindeman proposed in his bddle Meaning of Adult
Education that adults were not grown-up children. Knowles (1996) states tindéhian
related that “adults learned best when they were actively idatverhat, how and when
they learned. Other disciplines, who were conducting their own concuasssrch in
clinical and developmental psychology, supported Lindeman’s proposal. laathe
1960s, adult educators in Europe felt a need to place a label on the knohdesdgef
helping adults learn and used a word which was invented in 1833 by an adult educator in
Germany. The wordndragogyis derived from the Greek woahermeaning adult and
literally meaningman, not boyKnowles, 1996). Andragogy, or the art and
science of helping adults learn, was used as a corresponding word to pedagoggr,howev
it is now used as an alternative learning approach to pedagogy (Knowles, 1996).

Principals must learn the basic premises of andragogy dasasted with
pedagogy) if they are to be sound instructors of teachers anugddaderstanding and
using the elements of adult learning in the process of planning, ndegigand

implementing professional development programs can help establishtigeplesirning
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climate, spirit of mutual inquiry and make school-based teacheregsiohal
development activities more effective (Daresh, 1997; Ingalls, 188dhardson &
Prickett, 1994; Terehoff, 2002). Theories of adult learning arerlgleannected to
professional development that is systematic, effective in desigd, designed to
transform staff (Kronley & Handley, 2001). Levine (1989) communicdtes while
theories of adult development are not well known or used spelsificaschools, they
offer an important tool for professional development and school leadetsiig these
concepts can improve the ability of principals to help staff dgverofessionally and
bring about developmental “changes in internal consciousness” (Bolasuarupp,
1989).
Summary

A common topic of discussion in the literature is teacher-pehteractices and
learner-centered practices in relation to andragogy and pedddtaggture consistently
reports that the appropriateness and effectiveness of particutactimnal techniques is
situational (Brookfield, 1986; Brookfield, 1992; Conti, 1985a; Conti, 1985b; Conti &
Wellburn, 1986; Darkenwald, 1989; Merril, 2001). In situations where pedajogi
assumptions are realistic, pedagogical strategies arejgte, but where andragogical
assumptions are realistic, andragogical strategies mu&nimoyed. Adult learners
operate by a totally different set of assumptions than children.tAtkdrn best when
they are actively involved in what, how, and when they learn (Knowles, 1996).

Principals must learn the basic premises of andragodyey are to be sound
instructors of teachers and parents. Understanding and usindethenes of adult

learning in the process of planning, designing, and implementing sprofal



38

development programs can help establish a positive learning clispaté of mutual

inquiry and make school-based teacher professional development iexctimibre

effective (Daresh, 1997; Ingalls, 1984; Richardson & Prickett, 1994; Terehoff, 2002).
The Teacher as Adult Learner

As adult learners, teachers need to be assured they ampa@mant part of the
school learning community and that their experiences are valwegdarces. If teachers
are encouraged, valued and respected, their willingness to becemeg vulnerable
and trust the facilitator and fellow participants in the addtriing experience is greatly
enhanced. When these conditions occur, systems of support can be beiit help
sustain long term staff development efforts. Systems of suppofedoning in staff
development include collegial relationships, supportive leadership, thars# clear
goals, sufficient time for learning and collaborating, shared gawee, appropriate
rewards/recognition, and adequate resources. Each of these featasenimkto support
teacher learning within a professional community (Killion, 1999).

Adult learners need to know that the learning experience will provide théna wit
sense of growth in their knowledge, understanding, skills, attitude, aem@sts. They
also want to feel confident in terms of their self-respectsatfedimage in all areas of life
(Knowles, 1980). In the literature on adult learning and the experief skilled adult
educators, it is assumed that one of the main ways adults learis bdeen they “feel
comfortable with the learning environment and attempt tasks toat tlem to succeed
within the contexts of their limited time and demanding lives” (Tibbetts, Hem plhdin,
Gasiorowicz, & Nesbit, 1993, p.123). Terehoff (2002) asserts that palaciho exhibit

the leadership style that provides opportunities for teachers to advemcknowledge,
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skills, and attitude in a self-directed and autonomous manner will sense theaim pale
of the educative environment for professional development in which tsacikiefeel
cared for, respected, and treated as self-directed human beings.

As adult learners, teachers’ expectations of principals’ Ishgerin staff
development also plays a major role in how the information thatrtheigal presents is
received. Teachers expect their principals to provide leadersisgafindevelopment to
improve instruction, act as colleagues, and create climateprtirabte a wide range of
learning activities (Hall et al., 1983; Johnson & Chaky, 1978; Scrid®88). Teachers
also look to their principals for support.

In a study examining the connections between staff developmenstaddnt
achievement in the State of Georgia schools, teachers in high#Aachischools were
motivated to participate in staff development activities becdiesadtivities were part of
their school improvement plan or the activities would help them rheegdals that their
school had set. Weathersby & Harkreader (1999) reports that adomuys of teachers
from 6 of the 30 higher-achieving schools emphasized the importancergdrtheipal’s
support and encouragement when we asked why teachers in the patimgbated in
staff development.

The relationship between principals and teachers is also a key factor irr teache
satisfaction. Teachers want principals who are competent, independensiprafiss
and who possess and use professional autonomy (Goodlad, 1983). Teachers in a
study by Richards (2003) valued being treated by principals with respectaedsa
receiving guidance and support in matters of discipline, and tagdstheir principals

were highly visible. By being respected, the teachers, in tuspecged their principals
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(Richards, 2003).
Summary

Teachers have usually considered themselves as transmittersontent.
However, an alternative side of teachers is that theylaceadult learners. They are in
this role in order to become better teachers or bettertéons of learning. Literature on
adult learning and the experience of skilled adult education comnemitet as adult
learners, teachers need to be assured they are importansthtiod learning community
and that their experiences are valued. If teachers are eneduradued and respected,
their trust of the facilitator, participation, and buy-in will iease. Principals who exhibit
the leadership style that provides opportunities for teachers to advemiic&nowledge,
skills, and attitude in a self-directed and autonomous manner will sense theaim pale
of the educative environment for professional development.

Professional Development & Teacher Change

Teachers’ professional development is considered part of school chadge
reform. Research shows that improving teacher knowledge and teakhisgs essential
to increasing student performance (Sparks & Hirsh, n.d.). A pivotabfgbeincipals as
staff developers is to create the conditions that enable changectir and in which
teachers can sharpen their skills (Joyce & Showers, 1988)cHeesaare responsible for
creating the conditions conducive for student learning in the classibdofiows that
principals are responsible for creating the conditions conducivedctinge learning in the
school setting.

In a study by Phi Delta Kappa of exceptional urban elemergehools, the

principals were the major influence on the behavior of the stdfbéhers involved in the
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day to day operations of the school (Clark, Lotto, & McCarthy, 1980). Literaiggests
that teacher-centered professional development is equally as intpagastudent-
centered instruction. Further, research indicates that leadershi dieect relationship
with instruction, school environment, and professional community (Marzano, .2005)
However, the level of significance as it relates to eacthedd areas is quite mixed.
Porter et al. (2003) reported that teacher instruction is ifitshsvhen focus and other
aspects of quality, such as reform type professional developmenisteong, and
collective participation, are present in professional developmentzakia (2005) added
to this notion by stating that changes in practice relies heaoilyprofessional
development that is focused on specific content and instruction&gsé® to have
effects on teacher instruction and achievement.

The powerful nature of professional development is further illiesiran Cohen
and Hill's (2000) research study on the effects of Californighemagtics replacement
units on reform-oriented instruction and student achievement. Cohen ariduiddl that
professional development focused on specific curricula resulted in neforen-oriented
practice, and reform-oriented teacher instruction is positivelgted to student
achievement. Their findings suggest that, for classroom prdotickange, professional
learning opportunities should be grounded in the curriculum that studentg stud
embedded within an aligned system and connected to several elemeanmss$ruadtion
(e.g., assessment, curriculum); and extended time, with timeibuitir practice and
coaching.

From a cognitive standpoint there is a fundamental belief thahdinidual's

knowledge structures and mental representations of the world ptaynteal role in
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perceiving, thinking, and acting (Putnam, Lampert, & Peterson ad @it Borko &
Putnam, 1995). This affective progression is clearly evidenteachers concerning
professional development, introduction of new curriculum or other iméisttiand so
forth. This is evidenced by what is known as teacher buy-in watrticular concept or
construct, whether it is a new teaching technique or another gara@hange is not
likely to occur unless there is a commitment or buy-in valulrey new concept and
evaluation of its effectiveness on the part of the teachers.

Also cognitive psychologists share a fundamental belief thatndividual's
knowledge structures and mental representations of the world ptayteal role in
perceiving, thinking, and acting (Putnam, Lampert, & Peterson ad @it Borko &
Putnam, 1995). They suggest that teachers’ thinking is directlyemded by their
knowledge. Their thinking, in turn, determines their actions in therolass Therefore,
in order to help teachers change their practice, we must help tthestaborate and
expand their knowledge systems. This thinking reflects one of theatypattern of
events in the teacher change process as identified by Richdi@®83t). That is, changes
in belief precede changes in practice. It is only when teadegyin to think differently
about what is going on in their classrooms and are provided wiftrdlcgces that match
their different ways of thinking that true change will emerge.ngbais not likely to
occur unless there is a commitment or buy-in valuing theamgwept and evaluation of
its effectiveness on the part of the teachers. Sparks asl fhird.) emphasized that “in
the absence of substantial professional development and training,eaahgrs naturally

gravitate to the familiar methods they remember from their own yeats@ants” (p.26).
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Summary

Professional development of teachers is considered part of sciode and
reform. Therefore, teacher change is key to student achievemersichool reform. In
order to help teachers change their practice, principals mustthesip elaborate and
expand their knowledge systems. This can be accomplished througtatiaci of
effective professional development. As facilitators of protesdidevelopment, a pivotal
role of principals is to take the responsibility to create the tiondito enable change to
occur (Joyce & Showers, 1988).

Considering the nature of the relationship between leadership, ti@tyuschool
environment and professional community — curriculum and teacher bug-geatral to
promoting change within the classroom (McREL, 2005). Therefprefessional
learning opportunities should be grounded in the curriculum that studentg stud
embedded within an aligned system and connected to several elefmastaiction; and
extended time, with time built in for practice and coaching.isltimportant to
acknowledge that change is not likely to occur unless thereamaiitment or buy-in on
the part of the teacher. Further, changes in belief precedgesham practice. For this
reason, it is incumbent on the principal to utilize adult learnindhods that encourages
buy-in and relates respect for teachers as adult learners.

Chapter Summary

Teaching practices are influenced by beliefs about teaching lesthing
(McManus, 2007). The literature research supports the need for adultozduoaeflect
critically on their practice and the beliefs that inform thpaictice (McManus, 2007). It

further indicates that professional development is the core of schugmbvement
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(Murphy, 2000) and the principal is the primary influence to instrudtiefiactiveness
through literacy with teachers, as well as indirectly bgatng an organizational
structure that facilitates instructional effectiveness (Duke, 1982).

Principals can influence instructional effectiveness direcylyinteracting with
teachers, and indirectly by creating an organizational structbhed facilitates
instructional effectiveness (Duke, 1982). Therefore, as the le&égpyimary mission of
the principal is to exercise leadership in creating the condittbas support the
development of a positive and healthy learning atmosphere in the sdhe@ teachers
can learn (Drago-Severson, 2002; Hoover, 1998). Developing this kind of eclismat
process that one must work to achieve (Johnson, 1978) and one in which teachers
teach more effectively and students can learn better (Lockwood, 1996).

Theories of adult learning are clearly connected to professiomalogenent that
is systematic, effective in design, and designed to transfaiin(kKironley & Handley,
2001). While theories of adult development are not well known or usedisgigciin
schools, they offer an important tool for professional developmentdcablsleadership
(Levine, 1989). Using these concepts can improve the ability of palscto help staff
develop professionally and bring about developmental changes in intensgiousness
(Boucouvalas & Krupp, 1989).

As a result of Cohen and Hill's (2000) findings that professional dpuetnt
focused on specific curricula resulted in more reform-orientedipea@nd McPherson
and Lorenz (1985) research supported statement that principals havarned leow to
teach adults effectively, | investigated principals’ understandithapplication of adult

learning principles in curriculum related professional developmémsexperiences of
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teachers receiving curriculum related professional developmemt principals in an
elementary school setting, and teachers’ change after receiving pro&svelopment.
The findings of this study contributes to knowledge regarding adalning, staff

development, and the principal as the adult educator and lead learner.
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Chapter 3: Research Methodology

The preceding chapter provided a summary of the scholarly litereglgvant to
principals as facilitators of professional development. Theatilee suggested that
principals lack the skills required to facilitate adult learn{MrPherson and Lorenz
1985). Further, principals must be well equipped to provide support in theoére
curriculum and instruction. This includes being proficient at usitg taunderstand and
improve both processes and outcomes in the learning environment (Marzana, 2005)
While a significant amount of research is available on principaldacilitators of
professional development, these findings cannot be appropriately apptlesl gpecific
experiences of principals and teachers in curriculum based professioriapdesat.

The purpose of this study is to understand the experience of teahadult
learners and principals as adult educators in curriculum basedgoofal development,
as limited research is available on this topic. This study guéded by the following
research questions: (1) How do elementary school principals wenkrand apply the
principles of adult learning in professional development, designed to@nbiementary
teachers’ understanding and instructional use of curriculum? (2) dtowlementary
teachers experience receiving professional development, desmmethdnce teachers’
understanding and instructional use of curriculum, from principalan elementary
school setting? And, (3) What is the experience of elementaghdées change after
receiving professional development, designed to enhance teachers’tamtiags and
instructional use of curriculum, from principals in an elementahpaicsetting? This
chapter describes the methods used to address these questions.

This study employed a mixed-methods research design. Questidoendnmvas
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answered through data collected from the Modified Instruction@lpBetives Inventory
Revised for principals, semi-structured interviews, and personalrvaltise of the
principal’s facilitation of professional development. Question numberl® answered
from results of the Modified Instructional Perspectives InvenReyised for Teachers
and teacher interviews. The third and final question was answemdsimi-structured
interviews with teachers. In this chapter, | explain the ratiof@leselecting a mixed
methods research design. | also describe the sample as well as methdatis ¢otlection
and analysis. Finally, | discuss validity and reliability.
Study Design

| conducted a mixed methods study. The quantitative section o$ttildy was
intended to provide breadth while the qualitative portion provided a deepestamdiéng
of the lived experiences of principals as adult educators and teashadult learners in
professional development situations designed to enhance teacheesstanding and
instructional use of curriculum. The quantitative portion of this stueguired
participants to complete a 45 question inventory designed to undetb&indeliefs,
feelings, and behaviors associated with adult learning. After edimglthe inventory, 8
teachers, 2 from each of the 4 participating principal’s buildinge wevited to complete
an interview to provide more information about their experiences pvitfessional
development. Lastly, the four principals were observed as eeititafad a professional
development for teachers.

While there are advantages and disadvantages to using a mixed-nagthomsch
to investigating a phenomenon, Gay and Airasian (2000) stated that one benefit)@f usi

mixed-methods study is that it integrates quantitative and gtinditresearch methods.



48

Moreover, combining the two approaches sharpened understanding of thechrese
findings (Tashakkori and Teddlie, 2003). Tashakkori and Teddlie (2003) adds that
through using mixed-methods, you can build a study based on the strehdibth
research methods, which may provide a complete picture of acleggaenomenon or
problem. Further, according to Greene and Caracell (1998) mixed meatbsigs can
yield richer, more valid, and more reliable findings than evalnatbased on either the
gualitative or quantitative method alone. On the contrary, TashakkbiTeddlie (2003)
introduced the following disadvantages: mixed-methods analysis mdyficealt to sell
to reviewers of journals, may be high in cost, requires thargser to be trained in both
methods, may need background information, and may require reseaheosk in
multiple teams.

Hanson, Creswell, Plano-Clark, Petska, and Creswell (2005), maih&ditvdth
forms of data allows researchers to simultaneously genenasults from a sample to a
population and to gain a deeper understanding of the phenomenon of interest.
Furthermore, a mixed-methods research design was chosen beadtiske rmethods
work to provide the best understanding of a research problem (@ke2007).
Collecting and analyzing both forms of data in a single stgdthe mixed method
approach in which the researcher tends to base knowledge claims oraficagrounds
(Reynolds, 2009). The data collection involved gathering both numeric iatiormand
text information so that the final database represented both tatisetiand qualitative
information (Creswell, 2007). For this study both quantitative and giixaditdata was
gathered sequentially.

This study generated quantitative data through use of a questomgaursive of
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demographic information and the Modified Instructional Perspectiventaky (MIPI).

The questionnaires were analyzed using descriptive statistare détailed information
about the MIPI will follow in the section titled Instrumentation. Thelitative method

of research used in this study to compliment results of the tptardi data was
phenomenology. The phenomenological approach provided a means of understending t
participants’ interpretation of the shared phenomena of teachmag l@arning in
professional development situations. Therefore, qualitative datagatasred through
interviews and observations.

Further, the phenomenological approach to gathering the qualitadbaewhs
selected for this mixed-methods study because creates an endt phadiitcludes the
voices of the participants, the reflexivity of the researchet,eacomplex description and
interpretation of the problem, and it extends the literature orlsignaall for action”
(Creswell, 2007, p.37). This type of research focuses on issues of frooesext,
meaning, and rich descriptions (Bogdan & Biklen, 2003). As discussadously, the
majority of research on principals as facilitators of profesd development are not
specific to their facilitation of curriculum based professiot@velopment. In light of
heightened accountability for schools, there is a need for rés¢hat provides a
foundational description of the complexities involved in principals tatitin of
curriculum based professional development.

Further this research is purposed to capture the essence of expeednces, as
perceived by the participants, is the distinctive characteridtia phenomenological
approach. A basic premise is that “human experience makes sahssdovho live it,

prior to all interpretations and theorizing” (Creswell, 1998, p. 86). Aliog to Kvale
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(1996), phenomenology seeks to understand social phenomena from the actor’'s

perspective. The actors in this study were principals andhéescand the social
phenomena was the teaching and learning experience.

Moustakas (1994) indicated the phenomenological study allows the resetrc
set aside prejudgments as much as possible and use systematituigedor analyzing
the data. The researcher sees the phenomenon as if they vilegeitsiee the first time.
Therefore, the researcher is open to its totality (Moustak®&gl). However, using this
approach, the study included an extensive narrative describingpatsy@nd teachers’
experience with professional development designed to enhance theirtamdies and
instructional use of curriculum from principals in a K-12 settingtructional leadership
themes, and as comprehensive treatment of the themes were @ahsidéne study.
Further, the research conclusions constructed interpretive nagrétore their data for
the purpose of capturing the complexity of the phenomenon under studyeqsisste of
effective qualitative researchers (Leedy & Ormrod, 2001, p. 103).

Sampling

Participants identified to participate in this study were rdateed through
purposeful sampling according to the following criteria. Firstpalticipants, principals
and teachers, served in a specific public elementary schooédoraSt. Louis County
Missouri. Second, principals who were identified by the superintendesthmfols as
potential study participants, served as principal and instructioadédan the building
that he/she served as school administrator for a period of 2grersre. Third, teacher
participants who were selected to be interviewed taught under ddership of the

participating principal for a period of 2 years or more.
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The descriptive characteristics of the entire participant sa(npg8) is discussed
briefly in this section, but will be reported in detail in chagdtarr. Participants Ages
ranged from 20 to 60 years. The majority of the participants (n8%2) were female.
Years of experience among teacher participants ranged from O to 21ydateevargest
group of participants (22%, n=12) having 0-5 years of teaching erperi&’ears of
experience among principal participants ranged from 0 to 10 ye#énsthe majority of
the participants (75%, n=3) having 0-5 years of principal experienParticipants
reported the number of years in their current building to be betw@ényBars, with the
majority of participants (41%, n=22) serving in their present building for 0O4#Syea

The three overarching questions of this study are: (1) How dceatany school
principals understand and apply the principles of adult learningrafessional
development, designed to enhance elementary teachers’ understardlingtarctional
use of curriculum? (2) How do elementary teachers experieneesirgr professional
development, designed to enhance teachers’ understanding and instructenaf
curriculum, from principals in an elementary school setting? AngdWaR8at is the
experience of elementary teachers change after receivirfgspianal development,
designed to enhance teachers’ understanding and instructional aseicflum, from
principals in an elementary school setting? Questions 1 and 2 neserad with both
guantitative and qualitative data. Question 3 was answered with qualitativentiat

Procedure

Subsequent to approval by the University of Missouri-St. Louis’ IntdReaiew

Board, the superintendent in an inner-ring suburb in a St. Louis Covisgouri, school

district was contacted and invited to participate in the study.stiperintendent granted
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written permission and sent out an email inviting participatimmfrthe staff. The
researcher contacted all of the teachers and principals iddridy the superintendent by
letter to inform them about the study and invite their participation.

Materials, including a consent form, a packet inclusive of demographi
information and the MIPI were provided to principals and teacherqaflicipants were
provided with a letter describing the study, inviting their voluniaayticipation (see
Appendix A), statements regarding protection of confidentiality, iastiuctions for
submitting the completed inventories and scales.

Quantitative Part of the Study

As previously stated, this mixed-methods study is comprised of two partiastudi
related to one another. Part | of this study is quantitative aiesd @ the MIPI. Part Il is
gualitative and depends heavily on interviews and observations.

The MIPI was selected for this study as it has been shownlentify the
instructional perspectives of adult educators and adult learnelgdéd in chapter three
is a description of the MIPI and a brief description of previous studies using the MIP
The Instructional Perspectives Inventory (IPI)

The Instructional Perspectives Inventory (IPl) was designeddnsthke (1989)
to be a self-reporting assessment instrument revealing philoabjaliefs as well as
personal and contextual identification, actions and competencigglifting conduct in
adult education. The IPI was “developed and used in the staff developrogram with
410 instructors in Adult Basic Education (ABE), General Educati@&lelopment
(GED), and English as a Second Language (ESL)” (Henschke, 1994, p.t i%). |

currently used most often to provide a measure of seven factordieteats beliefs,
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feelings, and behaviors of adult educators. This inventory origiralhsisted of 45
guestions with responses arranged on a four-point Likert scaletemui@ng construct
validity for the instrument, Stanton (2005) modified the scale @ioreses to a five-point
Likert scale with values ranging froatmost never 1 point toalmost always 5 points.
Studies Using the Instructional Perspectives Inventory

Eight studies using the IPl were found in adult education LitexaHenschke
(1989a, 1989b, 1994) described the development of the IPI and initial findingsnas
(1995) and Seward (1997) both used the IPI for dissertation reseatclyraitps of
parent educators; Dawson (1997) and Drinkard (2003) used it with groups ef nurs
educators; Stricker (2006) with school teachers and principalsito8ta(2005)
investigated construct validity for the IPI; and McManus (2007) usedRI with full-
time mathematics faculty at the community college.

Thomas (1995) performed a reliability study of the IPI in Hwctoral
dissertation. Cronbach’s alpha was applied to determine reliabilgych factor. Factor
one, teacher empathy with learners, was retained with cadtainrésults may not
positively discriminate between respondents. Dawson (1997) used timehiet study of
faculty in nursing programs which indicated that the years of teachingngaf$ects the
beliefs, feelings, and behavior of teacher empathy with learners, teadtef learners,
and teacher insensitivity toward learners. The highest degree earnedégaduoators
also affected teachers’ beliefs, feelings, and behaviors, empatheaiitiets, teacher
trust of learners, learner centered learning processes, and teaclerdcksarning
processes.

Drinkard (2003) studied “instructional perspectives of nurse faculty engaged in
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teaching via distance education” (p. i). Her use of the IRdaled that respondents with
doctorate degrees outside of nursing scored significantly hilgherthose with doctorate
degrees in nursing in the area of teacher trust of learners. An additionataigrdfiea of
teacher trust of learners was from respondents with a MafsBmence degree in nursing
who scored significantly higher than those with a doctorate in nursing.

Construct validity for the IPlI was tested by Stanton (2005). Thealbve
Cronbach’s alpha was .87. The IPI and six IPI factors (teaameathy with learners;
teacher trust of learners; planning and delivery of instructiocoramodating learner
uniqueness; teacher insensitivity toward learners; and leagneered learning) were
correlated with Guglielmino’s (1977) Self-directed LearninguReess Scale (SDLRS).
“Three IPI factors, planning and delivery of instruction; teadheensitivity toward
learners; and teacher-centered learning processes, explained dfStdéovariance for
self-directed learning readiness” ( p. i). Stanton found five “redoandragogical IPI
factors had a significant relationship with each other: teaehgyathy with learners;
teacher trust of learners; planning and delivery of instructiocoramodating learner
uniqueness; and learner-centered learning processes” (p. ahtost developed
andragogical principles category levels for the IPI based upawverall IPI score. IPI
score, in a range from less than 123 to 225, indicated a specifjoigatevel on a five-
level scale. Revised versions of the IPI for principals andhtza were developed to
reflect the research questions.

Henschke (1989a, 1989b), author of the instrument, reviewed the revised IPI
instruments for principals and teachers and stated they refldateresearch questions

and did not change the nature of the instrument. The IPI revisgdiiicipals appears in
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Appendix C with instructions for scoring appearing in Appendix D. ThediAsed for
teachers appears in Appendix F with instructions for scoringagipgein Appendix G.
Permission to use the inventory was obtained from Henschke and appears in Appendix J.

Stricker (2006) Modified Instructional Perspectives Inventory (MIPI)

Stricker (2006) used the IPI with teachers and principals buigellthe wording
of the instructions to read principals rather than teachersipaisiccotal mean score was
in the upper half of the average category level and the teadbtisscore was in the
lower half of the average category level according to a propodiscede as identified by
Stanton (2005). Sub-area means were higher for principals tharetgamhd were
noticeably higher for principals in teacher empathy of learneasher trust of learners,
accommodating learner uniqueness, teacher insensitivity towargtigaand the grand
total of the MIPI. Teachers had a much wider range of scordsedvIPI than principals
in all seven sub-areas and the grand total of the MIPI.

Data for sub-areas of the MIPI in comparison to the demograph& afa
principals and teachers revealed some differences betweenpalsnand teachers.
Teachers’ scores had a greater range from minimum tonmaxiin all sub-areas.
Except as noted, the teacher scores were lower for all sab-ane lower than the factor
analysis by Henschke (1994). Teacher insensitivity toward leaftmesstem on the IPI
is worded in a negative or reversed manner and high scoreateditack of emphasis in
adult education or learning concepts.

Stanton’s (2005) analysis of the IPI's construct validity revetiatithe overall
internal reliability for the 1Pl was good with a reported Cratitha alpha of .87. Six of

the seven factors comprising the IPlI had good to acceptable intesinatbility.
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However, Factor 1 (teacher empathy with learners) and Fact@ieacher-centered
learning processes) were weak affecting the internal relialskiy Table 4).
Table 4

Cronbach’s Alpha for Seven Factors Comprising the IPI

Factors Cronbach’s alpha
IPIf1 Teacher empathy with learners .63
IPIf2 Teacher trust of learners .80
IPIf3 Planning and delivery of instruction 71
IPIf4 Accommodating learner uniqueness 71
IPIf5 Teacher insensitivity toward learners a7

IPIf6 Learner-centered learning processes(experienced-based learig
techniques)

IPIf7 Teacher-centered learning processes 57

Qualitative Part of the Study

This portion of the study employed a phenomenological research désgn.
previously stated, qualitative research creates an end producintiatés the voices of
the participants, the reflexivity of the researcher, and a comgéscription and
interpretation of the problem, and it extends the literature orlIsignaall for action”
(Creswell, 2007, p.37). The two methods used to collect data wereiemterand
observations.
Validity and Reliability

In qualitative research, validity describes research that is “plausredible,

trustworthy and defensible” (Johnson, 1997, p. 282). To establish validity for this study,
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criteria suggested by Lincoln and Guba (1985) were adapted: citgditddpendability,
confirmability and transferability. Credibility is concernediwibe trustworthiness of the
accuracy of description of a phenomenon. Dependability refers &iahgity and track-
ability of changes in the data over time. Confirmability is @wned with the objectivity
of the data. Transferability pertains to the extent to whiskudy’s findings pertain to
other settings or with other participants. Given the nature of gtraditstudy, credibility
and confirmability were deemed suitable criteria to deternhieartethodological rigor of
the study.

This study used multiple measures to ensure validity and rélrabllhese
measures served as a protection against events or processesuttidead to invalid
conclusions (Maxwell, 2005). Strategies employed include: a eladit trail, member
checks, use of two peer reviewers, and rich descriptions.eTéiestegies helped to
ensure that the interpretation of reality, as communicated &ghée and principal
participants, was presented as true to the phenomenon under investigafiossile
(Merriam, 1998).

Audit trail. A test of the “correctness” of the meaning transformation pegdrm
in this study is whether one could work backward from the finalrgg®mns to the
original statements (Polkinghorne, 1989). This test was made pdsgikéeping written
documentation of all steps of the data analysis process. Atneeeting with advisors
and two peer reviewers, documentation of the data analysis pnwassavailable for
their review. Audit checks (working from final findings to origirgthtements) were

performed throughout this study with both the researcher’s advisors and peeereview
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Member checks. To enhance the study’s credibility, member checking was
employed. Member checks allowed the researcher to solicit feleditzan participants
regarding the subjectivity, validity, and reliability of theeascher’s interpretations and
findings. In addition, participants were provided with transcriptions af thterview, a
textual description of the interview, and the final composite texdnattural description
of their experiences. Their feedback was solicited on both wasitpresented and what
was missing. Their reactions were incorporated into the appropriate ditsesn

Peer review. A doctoral graduate and research specialist provided feedback on
the data analysis process on four separate occasions. The seconevpeeer, a
graduate candidate with a background in adult and higher education, prtaedédck
that was incorporated into the revised textual descriptions pribeto being provided to
the participants. Finally, they both verified the correctneghefaudit trail by working
backward from the final composite textural-description to the firgerview
transcriptions. The identities of the participants were not disclosed to theepiesvers.

Rich descriptions.Rich descriptions were used in this study to convert interviews
and observations into coherent, comprehensive, and detailed descriptipnnoipals
and teachers perceptions. These descriptions are purposed to alteadéieto make his
or her own decisions regarding the transferability of the studyniysdiCreswell, 2007).
Due to the detall included in this report, the reader is able to a@pglynformation to
other settings and situations and decide whether findings are validubihodescriptions

provided a rich grounding for study conclusions (Maxwell, 2005).
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Participant Population and Sample Design

This study incorporated a triangulated method using the MIPIi-stenctured
interviews, and observations to examine participants’ experienite principals’ as
facilitators of professional development designed to enhance their dohgevlof
curriculum. In this multi-perspective approach, comparisons were aratieonclusions
were drawn about similarities and differences in participangerences. Participants’
responses were then collaborated, and compared between theherseadca qualified
second observer. Abiding by the policies of the members of thetdisze committee,
the study research methods was approved by the Internal Regsaw & the University
of Missouri -St. Louis and participants provided their consent.

In a phenomenological study the researcher seeks to “describe the nwaning
small number of individuals who have experienced the phenomenon” (Creswell, 1998, p.
122). In fact, it is suggested that a sample of 6-10 is optimabyell, 1998; Spiegeberg,
1982). Detailed information gathered from a small, purposeful sampledvpoaVide
insight and understanding from the lived experiences of teachexdu#tslearners and
principals as adult educators. At this point, purposeful samplinggmakoyed to select 8
teachers in addition to the 4 pre-selected principals to participate in thengportion
of this study, who met the following criteria: (a) participamved in the same school
building for 2 years or more, (b) participating principals ftatdéid professional
developments with teachers as learners, (c) participatingdaesaattended professional
development facilitated by his/her principal of 2 years or more.

The participants for this study consisted of elementary puliicadd¢eachers and

elementary public school principals. Questionnaires containing demagrafdrmation
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and the MIPI were circulated to the four principals, in elentgrgahools identified by
the superintendent of schools in a inner-suburban St. Louis County schomit,distr
located just outside of St. Louis City, and all of the teacherbaingtaff. At the end of
guantitative study, a set of participants were invited to ppateiin a semi-structured
interview. After completing the questionnaire all four principalere invited to
participate in both a semi-structured interview and one observatioect@juotes were
used from the principals and teachers gleaned through interviews.

Data Collection

For the purpose of this study, a mixed method design with two pattidies
sequentially related to one another was employed. There werekdifferent methods
of data collection used to satisfy the qualitative portion of tingys Each method served
a slightly different purpose, and all contributed to the qualitthefstudy and a holistic
understanding of the phenomenon being investigated (Patton, 2002).

Informed consent. Participants were provided consent forms to sign prior to
completing the MIPI (see Appendix A). Before beginning part ttee (Qualitative
portion) of this study, each participant selected to continue orvegecaicopy of his/her
signed consent form to review and ask questions as he/she deensshneds the start
of the interview, the researcher reinforced details about tidy sind what is expected of
participants and their right to withdraw from the study. At thaint, any participant
would not have been declined participation was not quoted or otherwise referenced in this
study research. However, none of the participants declined participation.

Building rapport. Hyman, Cobb, Fledman, Hart, and Stember (1954) claimed

that too much rapport could lead to distortion of what the participants recorstrutte
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interview. Seidman (1991) recommended erring on the side of fioynmather than
familiarity at the beginning of an interviewing relationship. fEfiere, the researcher was
cautious about sharing her own experience during the intesvil@eause such sharing
could affect or distort what the participant might have said.

Because the participants and the researcher have a sharedobadkgs
educators, a balancing act was central to develop appropriate rapplortthe
participants. The researcher proceeded with the knowledge that too much ratbptire w
participants could transform the interviewing relationship into a” “veéationship in
which the question of whose experience is being related and whosengéaiieing
made is significantly confounded.

Interviews. Information gathered from the MIPI which measured principais!
teachers’ beliefs, feelings, and behaviors was used to inform swexvor the qualitative
portion of this study. More specifically, during the interview ggsants were asked to
elaborate on answers given on the MIPI completed prior to the mtenfidditionally,
broad questions, such as the following facilitated the obtaining of riit, substantive
descriptions of co-researcher’s experiences with professionalogevent and adult
learning. A general interview protocol listing main questions asdets that should be
covered was used during interviews (see Appendix I).

1. What is your experience with school-based professional development?

2. What dimensions, incidents and people intimately connected with school-

based professional development stand out for you?

3. How did those dimensions, incidents and people affect you?

4. What changes do you associate with those dimensions, incidents and-people
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relative to professional development?

5. What methods are used to promote teacher development / adult learning?

6. In your experience, how does curriculum connect to professional

development?

Each interview lasted approximately 45-60 minutes and was tiigiealorded to
make sure that participants’ perspectives were capturedadeigurEach audio-taped
interview was transcribed verbatim by the researcher arkcked for accuracy. The
interviews took place in a conference room or classroom at tHeseamutually
agreeable time. Although the researcher developed a series tbugi@amed at evoking
a comprehensive account of the participants’ experience of the paeannsome of the
guestions were altered, or not used at all when the participaedsthar full story of his
or her experience.

According to Moustakas (1994), in phenomenological interviews broad questions
facilitate obtaining rich, vital, substantive descriptions of theigpant’s experience of
the phenomenon. Thus the researcher asked one “grand tour” questionctior ea
participant. The grand tour question covered the participants’ story &bauing
through professional development. The first round within the intervieas primarily
focused on gaining an overview of the participant’s experiences.z€io(db78) stated
that it is important for the researcher not to lead the pantitspa the direction in which
he or she expects the interview to go. Instead, the researtdveedilthe participant to
take any direction he or she wants to explore in his or her erperi&o the researcher
said to the participants, “Just tell me the first thing tmahes to your mind about your

professional development learning experience.” As the particippntsvided a
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description of their story, the researcher asked them torfielmore” about something
they said, asking them what they did when a particular eventredcaind asking them to
describe what something meant or how a particular experiefexsteal them. In doing
so, participants were encouraged to continue thinking deeper by focosinipe
experiences they were describing (Moustakas, 1994; Polkinghorne, 1989)ngProbi
guestions were also used to elucidate additional details of various statements

Observation. Informed consent was obtained from participants before any
observational data was gathered. The information obtained from both Bieaht the
interview was used to inform the observation of principal participdrits. researcher
completed one scheduled observation of each principal as he/she faalipatddssional
development training session for his/her staff. All observatiank tplace at each
principals’ assigned building with his/her own teachers. No infoomavas trusted to
future recall. Field notes were used to provide a more in-depth loacicgand to help
the observer remember salient events. The field notes conthi@edescription of the
professional development training session as it was observey.af@alesigned to be
factual, accurate, and thorough without being judgmental and cluttetediayThe date
and time of the observation was recorded, and everything that theetselieved to be
worth noting was included.

By directly observing operations and activities as they occuiredhhe
professional development setting, the evaluator developed a hpbssipective, i.e., an
understanding of the context within which the participants operates i@y be
especially important where it is not the event that is of istelbeit rather how that event

may fit into, or be impacted by, a sequence of events.
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Observations usually are guided by a structured protocol. The prototthke a
variety of forms, ranging from the request for a narrative rd#ag events seen to a
checklist or a rating scale of specific behaviors/activitlest address the evaluation
guestion of interest. The use of a protocols helped the researdrsui@ the gathering
of pertinent information and, with appropriate training, applying theesaniteria in the
evaluation. The protocol used in this study went beyond a recordingrdkeie., use of
identified materials, and provides an overall context for the datapitecol prompted
the observer to:

« Describe the setting in which the professional development took atatevhat
the physical setting was like;

« ldentify the teachers who participated in the professional developmermtrsessi

o Describe the content that was presented, i.e., actual astigiti@ messages that
were delivered,;

« Document the interactions between teacher and principal participants;

o Describe and assess the quality of the delivery of the profeksiemalopment;
and

« Be alert to unanticipated events that might require refocusireg asnmore
evaluation questions.

In this study, observations were used to provide evidence of principals’
implementation of adult education principles. The data collected throbggrvations
permitted the researcher to focus on the developmental process dhatdenabling
principals to be effective adult educators and change agents, aftere proficient

understanding and instructional use of curriculum.



65

Data Analysis

The standards of the invariant constituents as described by Moussakas
applicable to this research. Therefore, the qualitative portionhisf dtudy used a
modified version of Moustakas' (1994) method of analyzing phenomendiadpta.
Further, due to the broad range of experiences the researdhter lb& cautious with the
reduction, which was the essence of teachers’ and principals’ gimfakdevelopment
experience. There was no justification for ignoring experiencgsbecause they were
stated by some of the participants but not others. For this reagoresearcher talked
about a range of issues as they were revealed in the dataprobess included the
following steps for each participant: recording relevant stamesn identifying invariant
constituents or meaning units, clustering meaning units into themathesizing
meaning units and themes into textual descriptions, creating individuadtusal
descriptions, and constructing textual-structural descriptions of $kenee of the
experience. From the individual textual-structural descriptionschustered themes, a
composite integrative textual-structural description was atethi@ described what was
common in the experience of all of the participants.

Following transcribing the interviews, the researcher repeatedly through the
transcribed documents consciously bracketing her biases. She aétkstiéry statement
relevant to the phenomena and regarded them as having equal valueof Eheke
statements was viewed as adding meaning and a clearer p€ttiie experience of
principal’s facilitation of curriculum related professional develeptn These statements
were listed and checked for redundancy; overlapping statememés ramoved. The

remaining units, called invariant constituents or meaning units, signaled uniquts adpe
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principals’ facilitation of curriculum based professional development (Moustaka4).

Clustering and thematizing. From the invariant constituents, the researcher
clustered the meaning units into larger data units or themeste$Skarcher did this by
relating meaning units to each other and combining interrelated mgeanits (Colazzi,
1973). Polkinghorne (1989) described developing themes as a “zigzagsglcereby
the researcher moves back and forth between meaning units and heligpbtist of
themes until the resulting list of themes incorporates adlmimg units. Therefore, since
all meaning units were included, derived themes encompassed whabthasommon
among and unique to the individual experience of principals as famtitaf curriculum
related adult learning and teachers as the adult learnersnv@ide(2004) noted that
there is often overlap in the meaning clusters, but that is the nature of humaneeperie

Individual textual descriptions. Creswell (2007) labeled the textual descriptions
as the “what” of the phenomena. The researcher developed these rmsnina
synthesizing meaning units and themes combined with verbatim excerpts frompgairtic
interviews. In developing these descriptions, the researcher closetgcted with the
interview transcripts. These summaries attempted to capturesitingtion, feelings,
conditions, and relationships involved in the studied phenomena (Moustakas, 1994) and
were the first time that the participants’ words were tetedl into the researcher’s
words. The researcher attempted to do this as simply as pobgibletaining the
“situated character” of the participants’ original descriptiand heavily relying on the
participants’ own words (Polkinghorne, 1989, p.54). These descriptions were gravide
the participants via hand delivered mail before the post-interview meeting.

Individual structural descriptions. Creswell (2007) conceptualized the
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structural descriptions as the “how” of the phenomena. These deswifdcused on the

settings and contexts in which participants experienced. Thercheeattempted to

identify the underlying structures connecting the experience armeygond appearances
to the meaning of the phenomena.

Individual textual-structural descriptions. Textual-structural descriptions
synthesize the “what” of the experience and “how” it was ee&peed to create the
“essence” of each participant’'s experience. These descrifgtterapted to capture the
concreteness and specifics of the participant’s experiences suppyprterbatim quotes
that reflect the feel of the participants’ experience.

Composite textual-structural descriptions. The composite textural-structural
descriptions were developed from the individual textural-structdesicriptions and
composite theme clusters. Again, a “zigzag” process was usaodwe back and forth
between individual themes and theme clusters or the essentiatusteu of the
phenomena (Polkinghorne, 1989). These theme clusters or essential etrweaue
common to most or all of the participants. They were synthesuzttdthe individual
textual-structural descriptions which culminated into a descripti@at ¢taptured the
“essence” of the group’s lived experiences. This composite desorgatid a summary of
the goals of the study were hand delivered to all participariteir Teedback was
requested and relevant new data were worked into the final destsaposite textual-
structural description.

Study Limitations
This study was limited in terms of participant accessybiBubject availability

was limited due to time constraints, prior obligations, and trangagtegrns. Participants
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were determined through the process of elimination from a St. L@aoisity public
elementary school. Principal certification requirements and goakelnay differ from
states outside of Missouri. Therefore, only Missouri certified principaideachers were
considered for participation in this study. In addition, a portion ofrdsearch relied on
self reported data which may be somewhat subjective. Theredargrease credibility,
participants were asked to provide examples and details to suppomnbeers. Also,
the researcher addressed contradictions as they occur.
Chapter Summary

This investigation aimed to answer the following research questibnsiow do
elementary school principals understand and apply the principles wit |l@arning in
professional development, designed to enhance elementary teacherstamding and
instructional use of curriculum? (2) How do elementary teachegyeriexce receiving
professional development, designed to enhance teachers’ understandingfraictional
use of curriculum, from principals in an elementary school sett{8j2Vhat is the
experience of elementary teachers change after receivifgspianal development,
designed to enhance teachers’ understanding and instructional asgicflum, from
principals in an elementary school setting? A mixed method desintwo partial
studies sequentially related to one another was deemed most apprtpmatet this
goal.

This chapter also detailed the methodology used to address thehapesstions.
For the purpose of this study, the researcher used a modifissbrvexf Moustakas’
(1994) method of phenomenological data analysis to explore the expsriefhce

principals and teachers in curriculum related professional develtpriviethods for
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obtaining participants and conducting interviews and observations weezibael.
Measures used to ensure subjectivity, validity, and reliability wereiagpla

All modifications to this study were designed to enhance tlegrity of the study
while remaining true to its purpose of investigating the experiehteachers receiving
professional development designed to enhance teachers’ understardlingtarctional
use of curriculum from principals in a K-12 setting, and the experi@hqrincipals
facilitating professional development designed to enhance teacimtsistanding and
instructional use of curriculum in a K-12 setting. The followingptlea presents the

results of this research study.
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Chapter 4: Results

The purpose of this study was to contribute to the literaturedegaprincipals’
competencies in creating the conditions for learning in school-bas#dlsvelopment
designed to enhance elementary teachers’ understanding amndctiostl use of
curriculum. Moreover, this study was designed to understand the exq@eoéteachers
and principals through the exploration of the following questiong:4{ly do elementary
school principals understand and apply the principles of adult leammipgofessional
development, designed to enhance elementary Teachers’ understandingtraictional
use of curriculum? (2) How do elementary teachers experieneesirgr professional
development, designed to enhance teachers’ understanding and instructenaf
curriculum, from principals in an elementary school setting2\(Bat is the experience
of elementary teachers change after receiving professionalogenent, designed to
enhance teachers’ understanding and instructional use of curridatumprincipals in
an elementary school setting?

The teachers and principals identified to participate in thdyswere determined
through purposeful sampling according to the following criteria. ,Fatparticipants,
served in a specific public elementary school located in St. L@ainty Missouri.
Second, principals who were identified by the superintendent of scheopotential
study participants, served as principal and instructional teadbe building that he/she
served as school administrator for a period of 2 years or morel, Téacher participants
who were selected to be interviewed taught under the leadeskhipe participating
principal for a period of 2 years or more.

Packets containing demographic questionnaires and the IPI questiorwaiees
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delivered to two groups of participants (teachers and prigjipdfter the initial
distribution of questionnaires, a review of principal and teacherned questionnaires
was completed. Of the 4 principal questionnaires sent out, 100% wereee Of the 65
teacher questionnaires sent out 54 were returned. The rate of questiaenain in
relationship to the total number of teachers invited to participat@s study was 83 %.
The rate of return for all participants / both groups combined was 84%.

Participants’ Demographic Background

The descriptive characteristics of the entire sample (n=B8)represented in
Table 5. Age ranged from 20 to 60 years. The majority of thicipants (78%, n=42)
were female. Years of experience among teacher participargsddrom 0 to 21years,
with the largest group of participants (22%, n=12) having 0-5 yearseaxhing
experience. Years of experience among principal participangedainom 0 to 10 years,
with the majority of the participants (75%, n=3) having 0-5 yeagsiatipal experience.
Participants reported the number of years in their current buildirige tbetween 0-21
years, with the majority of participants (41%, n=22) serving in {hesent building for
0-5 years.

Over half of the participants (54%, n=29) reported their highesedezarned to
be a Bachelor’s. Twenty-two participants (41%) earned a Madb&gree. Eighty-seven
percent (n=47) of participants reported that they had been exposed to curriculepisonc
formally through undergraduate level course work, graduate level ecowrsk,
workshop, and or conference. Thirteen percent (n=7) reported thah#aeynformal
exposure to curriculum concepts through reading journal articlespmeituservations,

and or professional dialogue. Thirty-seven percent (n=20) of ipamits reported that
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they had not been exposed to adult learning concepts at all. kKgtypercent (n=26)
reported formal exposure to adult learning concepts through undergrésitedteourse
work, graduate level course work, workshop, and or conference. Fifteeenpén==8)
reported that they were exposed to adult learning concepts imfamal manner

(reading journal articles, mentor, observations, and or professional dialogue)

Table 5
Demographic Data for Quantitative Study

Frequency = N Percent %
Age
20-29 7 13
30-39 17 31
40-49 15 28
50-59 10 19
60+ 5 09
Gender
Female 42 78
Male 12 22
Years as a teacher
0-5 12 22
6-10 11 20
11-15 10 19
16-20 7 13
21+ 10 19
Years as a principal
0-5 3 75
6-10 1 25
11-15 0 0
16-20 0 0
21+ 0 0
Years in current building
0-5 22 41
6-10 16 30

11-15 7 13
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Table 5 (continued)

Demographic Data for Quantitative Study

Frequency = N Percent %

Years in current building

16-20 6 11

21+ 3 05
Highest degree earned

Bachelor’s 29 54
Master’'s 22 41
Specialist 3 05
Doctorate 0 0

Exposure to curriculum concepts

No exposure 0 0
Formal 47 87
Informal 7 13

Exposure to Adult Learning concepts

No exposure 20 37
Formal 26 48
Informal 8 15

In this chapter, the findings extracted from the data will beudised in relation to
the research questions. Both quantitative and qualitative resllltsevehown, and they
will be divided into two sections. The findings from the quantitativayssis will address
guestions 1 and 2. The findings from the qualitative analysisaddtess questions 1, 2,
and 3. The analysis includes the themes found from the interviews anestifieund in
the field notes from observations. The resulting categorizationheds will be
discussed as they emerged from the compilation of the data. Thasesthdl also be

discussed in light of the research questions posted for this study.
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Analysis of the Quantitative Data

A power analysis including all participants and then teachedsprincipals by
group revealed that the sample size for this study is too $mgkneralize; so, it was
difficult to compare the mean and the standard deviation of therafifferariables.
Therefore, the data was examined for normal distribution. Ther® mea normal
distribution and data was skewed. For this reason, a nonparametvi@sesbmpleted to
check for normality and again, there was no normality. There isrecehhat the sample
size was too small; therefore, the effect size was usedpait of reference to validate
data that was not significant. In this situation, if the mean dedtedre both small then
there is a great chance that there is no significance.

As discussed in Chapter two, the MIPI is a validated instrungtan{on 2005)
used to measure self-reported beliefs, feelings, and behavioulbfealucators with
multiple indicator variables (Henschke, 1994). In this research thd Mas used to
measure principals’ and teachers’ self-reported beliefsinégeland the behaviors of
principals as facilitators of professional development designednitanee teachers’
understanding and instructional use of curriculum. The results dfilRewere entered
into SPSS to determine if items measure the same underlyimggrect and are closely
related. A Cronbach’s alpha) was calculated as .83 for the sebescale scores and as
.95 for the 45 items of the MIPI.

Stanton’s (2005) analysis of the IPI's construct validity reveéhat the overall
internal reliability for the IPI was adequate with a repdr€ronbach’s alpha of .87. In

this study, six of the seven factors comprising the IPI hadpaable internal reliability.
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However, as in Stanton’s study, Factor 1 (teacher empathylearners) and Factor 7
(teacher-centered learning processes) were weak affectingahsainteliability.

A review of the distribution for normality was completed througholgistms,
skewness, and kurtosis. The value of skewness and kurtosis in a natnhutin is
zero. Table 6 shows the skewness, kurtosis, and their standard errors forcgliapdst
Table 6

Skewness and Kurtosis of MIPI for All Participants

Position SkewnessStd. Error Skewed? Kurtosis Std. Error Kurtosed? Normal?

Principals  1.417 1.39 N 1.747 1 N Y
Teachers -.631 -1.94 N -.647 -1.01 N Y
Both (P/T) -.710 2.26 N -.451 -0.72 N Y

A common rule-of-thumb test for normality is to divide the deseepstatistics
of skewness and kurtosis by their standard errors (Garson, 2006b). Tiheeskeand
kurtosis ratio of the data for all participants is shown in Ta&bl€hese ratios should be
within the +2 to -2 range for normality (Garson, 2006b). A rewéthe data showed all
MIPI sub-areas are within the normal range for kurtosis.

Table 7

Skewness and Kurtosis Ratio of MIPI Factors for All Participants

Factor Position  Skewness Std. Error Kurtosis Std. Error
Teacher empathy 1 .864 .85 -.286 -0.109
2 -713 -2.19 -561 -0.877
Total -.790 -2.51 -.380 -0.61
Teacher trust 1 1.129 1.11 2.227 0.85
2 -747 -2.29 -.507 -0.793

Total -.829 -2.64 -.316 -5.11
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Table 7 (continued)

Skewness and Kurtosis Ratio of MIPI Factors for All Participants

Factor Position  Skewness Std. Error Kurtosis Std. Error
Planning & delivery 1 1.138 1.12 .758 0.28
2 -.681 -2.09 -.560 0.87
Total -.725 -2.30 -.403 -0.65
Accommodation 1 -358 -0.35 257 0.09
2 -.624 -1.92 .638 -0.99
Total -.699 -2.22 495 -0.80
Insensitivity 1 -1.129 -1.11 2.227 0.85
2 -1.011 -3.11 .589 0.92
Total -.924 -2.94 471 0.76
Experience 1 .764 0.75 1.500 0.57
2 -.067 -0.2 1.039 -1.62
Total -.064 -0.2 975 -1.57
Teacher-centered 1 .000 1.01 -1.20 2.62
2 535 314 .629 .618

A review of the data reveals non-skewness for teachersparience-based
learning techniques and principals in all areas except teaclpatiemwith learners. The
data also reveals normal kurtosis for teachers in all areas and principHlareas except
teacher empathy with learners and accommodation. However, \asustg mentioned
the sample size is small and may impact normality.

Descriptive Statistics Analysis

The descriptive statistics are reported in this section eTdtifeerent sets of scores

for the MIPI were calculated. The first score is a totabmof all items possible on the

MIPI. The second scores are means for the seven factors bfifigteacher empathy
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with learners, teacher trust of learners, planning and deliveryinstruction,
accommodating learner uniqueness, teacher insensitivity towamkisaexperience-
based learning techniques, and teacher-centered learning pri)c€bsethird score is a
grand mean for all of the scores combined on the MIPI.

Research Questions and Data

The purpose of this study is to contribute to the knowledge regatimg
competencies of principals in creating the conditions for legriminschool-based staff
development designed to enhance elementary teachers’ understamdlimgtauctional
use of curriculum. Principals, as facilitators of professional dpweént with teachers as
learners, can utilize the principles of adult learning to helptertee conditions for
learning in school-based staff development. Moreover, this portion oéttlty was
designed to answer questions one and two. These questions will beselilsauth the
data individually.

From the MIPI an overall score was generated from a five knadé. The MIPI
scores and category Levels was used to determine where stprexipals and teachers
would rate on Stricker’s (2007) andragogical principles (see Table 8).

Table 8

MIPI Use of Andragogical Principles Category Levels

Category Levels Percentage MIPI Score
High above average 89-100 225-199
Above average 88-82 198-185
Average 81-66 184-149
Below average 65-55 148-124

Low below average 54 <123
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Data for research question one.How do elementary school principals
understand and apply the principles of adult learning in professionalogeveht,
designed to enhance elementary teachers’ understanding andctiostl use of
curriculum? Principals’ self-reported scores for the MIPlaevealculated with mean
ranks for principals (Mean Rank = 170). The total means and standaati@esyiof all
points possible on the MIPI for principals were calculated andistesl in Table 9.
Principal’s total score mean of 170.25 is in the average categyelydnd the median
score of 155.94 is also in the average category level. The ratmalanean scores from
minimum (163) to maximum (183) for principals’ scores indicate t¢watall principals
can be viewed as average as it relates to their understandingeuwod adult education
principles and practices.

Table 9

MIPI Total Mean and SD for Principals

Position N Min Max Mean Median SD
Principals 4 163 183 170.25 155.94 9

To further assist with answering this research question, patscindividual sub-
scales were analyzed. Means, medians, and standard deviations@f¢hdactors/ sub-
scales for principals are shown in Table 10. Principals’ MIBtexcvaried from 163 to
183 and the mean of the sample was 170.25 with a standard deviation wéréll,O
principals perceived themselves to be above average as isrdteeir understanding
and use of adult education principles. For each sub-scale princgtats themselves
above average. Factor 1 (teacher empathy with learnerstatagds ranged from 19 to 25

and the mean was 21.5 with a standard deviation of 1.32.
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Table 10

MIPI Sub-scale Means, Medians, and SD for Principals

Position N Min Max M Median SD
Teacher empathy with learners 4 19 25 21 21 1.32
Teacher trust of learners 4 43 55 48 39.99 2.52
Planning and delivery of 4 18 25 20.75 15.82 1.55
instruction
Accommodating learner 4 25 34 29.75 23.74 1.89
uniqueness
Teacher insensitivity toward 4 17 26 22.25 16.24 1.89
learners
Experience-based learning 4 12 21 16 10.05 1.89
techniques
Teacher-centered learning 4 6 19 12 3.48 1.87
processes
Total 4 163 183  170.25155.94 9

Factor 2 (teacher trust of learners) total scores rafiged43 to 55 and the mean
was 48 with a standard deviation of 2.52. Factor 3 (planning and detiz@rgtruction)
total scores ranged from 18 to 25 and the mean was 20.75 withdarstaleviation of
1.55. Factor 4 (accommodating learner uniqueness) total scoresl faoigp 25 to 34 and
the mean was 29.75 with a standard deviation of 1.89. Factor 5 (teasbesitivity
toward learners) total scores ranged from 17 to 26 and the mea22w2ts with a
standard deviation of 1.89. Factor 6 (experience-based learning te)riopaé scores
ranged from 12 to 21 and the mean was 16 with a standard deviation oF4c88 7
(teacher centered learning process) total scores ranged ftorh9 and the mean was 12

with a standard deviation of 1.87.
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To gain an understanding of principals’ perception in comparisoraichérs’,
Table 11 shows a comparison of means between teachers and |(®irstpiaes. At-test
for independent samples was used to assess differences betag®ers and principals.
The mean for principals was 170.25 with a standard deviation of 9. The mean for teachers
was 157.52 with a standard deviation of 36.37. The total mean for ptsarpdteachers
combined was 158.39 with a standard deviation of 35.28 &wdlae of 1.90. There was
not a significant difference between teachers’ and principal@7) = 1.90,p > .05)
MIPI scores.
Table 11

Scores for MIPI: Comparison of Means

Position Mean SD {value Df P
Principals 170.25 9
Teachers 157.52 36.37
Total 158.39 35.28 1.90 57 .08

Data for research question two.How do elementary teachers experience
receiving professional development, designed to enhance teachers’tamtiags and
instructional use of curriculum, from principals in an elementanpa@csetting? A power
analysis revealed power>0.999 which is almost 100%. So, the samgfersieachers is
adequate. Therefore, to assist in answering this research questividual sub-scales
and questions from the teachers’ MIPI scores were analyzeatldition to sub-scale
scores, teacher responses to specific MIPI questions offerdataiéed insight. Further,
the mean was computed for each question. Table 12 shows the medm)smand
standard deviations of the seven sub-scales for teachersppens of their principal for

all independent variables.
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Table 12

MIPI Sub-scale Means, Medians, and SD for Teachers

Position N Min  Max Mean Median SD
Teacher empathy with learners 54 5 25 18.4315.62 6.34
Teacher trust of learners 54 11 55 41.43 35.9912.84
Planning and delivery of instruction 54 5 25 18.74 16.11 5.74
Accommodating learner uniqueness 54 7 35 25.282.39 7.58
Teacher insensitivity toward learners 54 7 35 25.46 23.496.17
Experience based learning techniques4 5 25 15.85 13.59 5.56
Teacher-centered learning processes 54 5 25 12.41 11.34.06
Total 54 82 211 15752 4180 35.28

Teachers’ MIPI scores varied from 82 to 211 and the mean faiin@le was
157.52 with a standard deviation of 35.28. Based on teachers’ expermecall
principals are perceived as being average in their understandohguse of adult
education principles. Factor fe&cher empathy with learnetotal scores ranged from 5
to 25 and the mean was 18.43 with a standard deviation of 6.34. Fatdack2ef trust
of learner$ total scores ranged from 11 to 55 and the mean was 41.43 with ardtanda
deviation of 12.84. Factor Jlanning and delivery of instructigriotal scores ranged
from 5 to 25 and the mean was 18.74 with a standard deviation of 5.74. Eactor
(accommodating learner uniquengsstal scores ranged from 7 to 35 and the mean was
25.28 with a standard deviation of 7.58. Factoteadher insensitivity toward learngrs
total scores ranged from 7 to 35 and the mean was 25.46 with a dtaled@tion of
6.17. Factor 6dxperience based learning techniquastal scores ranged from 5 to 25
and the mean was 15.85 with a standard deviation of 5.56. Fadeachdr centered

learning procesk total scores ranged from 5 to 25 and the mean was 12.41 with a
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standard deviation of 4.06. When compared there is not a significcetedce in
principals’ and teachers’ MIPI scores.

In the sub-scaldeacher empathy with learnersesponses indicate teachers
believe that their principal express attitudes of empathy tbwearners. More
specifically, scores indicate that the principal is: (a)yfpitepared to teach, (b) notices
and acknowledges positive changes in teachers, (c) expressesiaigordo teachers
who actively participate, and (d) promotes positive self-esiaet@achers. Data for the
sub-scale teacher empathy with learners can be found in Table 13.

Table 13

Teacher MIPI: Sub-Scale Teacher Empathy with Learners (Appenuagé 190)

Sub-scale Min Max Mean N SD
Question 4 1 5 3.71 54 1.61
Question 12 1 5 3.52 54 1.38
Question 19 1 5 3.33 54 1.40
Question 26 1 5 3.58 54 1.33
Question 33 1 5 3.51 54 1.58
Total 5 25 18.43 54 6.37

For the sub-scale ofgacher trust of learnersjesponses indicate teachers believe
principals: (a) purposefully communicate to teachers that eaahigsiely important, (b)
feel teachers need to be aware of and communicate their thoughtsetings, (c) hear
what teachers indicate their learning needs, (b) engage teaohdarifying their own
aspirations, (e) develop supportive relationships with teachergsffg¢ct the dignity and

integrity of teacherslT'he data for a teacher trust of learners can be found in Table 14.
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Table14

Teacher MIPI Sub-scale: Teacher Trust of Learners (Appendix F page 190)

Sub-scale Min Max Mean N SD
Question 7 1 5 3.51 54 1.38
Question 8 1 5 4.00 54 1.26
Question 16 1 5 3.96 54 1.11
Question 28 1 5 3.49 54 1.52
Question 29 1 5 3.20 54 1.57
Question 30 1 5 3.51 54 1.46
Question 31 1 5 3.56 54 1.47
Question 39 1 5 3.33 54 1.71
Question 43 1 5 3.91 54 1.22
Question 44 1 5 3.73 54 1.37
Question 45 1 5 3.76 54 1.64
Total 11 55 41.43 54 12.91

For the sub-scale gflanning and delivery of instructipmesponses indicate the
attitude of principals toward teachers as learners in scheetdbstaff development is
designed to enhance understanding and use of curriculum was pasitivelates to: (a)
use a variety of teaching techniques, (b) search for or areatéeaching techniques, (c)
establish instructional objectives, (d) use a variety of instmatimedia, (e) integrate
teaching technique with subject matter content. Table 15 shaehees ratings of
principals for each question related to planning and delivery of instruction.

Table 15

Teacher MIPI Sub-Scale: Planning and Delivery of Instruction (Appehgixge 190)

Sub-scale Min Max Mean N SD
Question 1 1 5 3.82 54 1.09
Question 9 1 5 3.56 54 1.40
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Table 15 (continued)

Teacher MIPI Sub-Scale: Planning and Delivery of Instruction(Appendix)& p80)

Sub-scale Min Max Mean N SD
Question 22 1 5 3.89 54 1.23
Question 23 1 5 3.51 54 1.16
Question 42 1 5 3.20 54 1.70
Total 5 25 18.74 54 571

In the sub-area ohccommodating learner uniquengsgsponses indicate the
attitude of principals toward teachers as learners in scheelbstaff development was
they: (a) believe that teachers vary in the way they acquioeess, and apply subject
matter knowledge; and (b) encourage teachers to solicitaassestrom other teachers.
As reflected in Table 16 the attitude of the teachers forghéstion is that principals
really listen to what teachers have to say.

Table 16

Teacher MIPI Sub-Scale: Accommodating Learner Uniqueness (AppendgeF @)

Sub-scale Min Max Mean N SD
Question 6 1 5 3.51 54 1.25
Question 14 1 5 3.56 54 1.36
Question 15 1 5 3.93 54 1.14
Question 17 1 5 3.98 54 1.14
Question 37 1 5 2.93 54 1.58
Question 38 1 5 3.44 54 1.65
Question 40 1 5 3.20 54 1.50
Total 7 35 25.28 54 7.57

In the sub-scale ofeacher insensitivity toward learnerseachers’ responses
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indicate that overall principals are sensitive towards learMdoseover, the principals
do not feel impatient with teachers’ progress and does not rigeakion at teacher
inattentiveness in the learning setting. An analysis of the @ataled that teachers
scored principals low on question 13. The attitude of teachersiftiestion is that
principals have difficulty getting their point across to teachersgdneral, teachers
believe their principals express empathy with them as leaswmetimes, trust them as
learners sometimes, accommodate their learning uniqueness memjetand are
insensitive to them as learners somewhere between never alyd Tatde 17 shows
teachers ratings of principals for each question related to teaddensitivity toward
learners.

Table 17

Teacher MIPI Sub-Scale Teacher Insensitivity Toward Learffgpendix F page 190)

Sub-scale Min Max Mean N SD
Question 5 1 5 3.76 54 1.90
Question 13 1 4 1.89 54 91
Question 18 1 15 4.49 54 1.89
Question 27 1 5 3.62 54 1.81
Question 32 1 3.71 54 1.80
Question 36 1 4.13 54 1.34
Question 41 1 5 3.62 54 1.77
Total 7 35 25.46 54 5.85

In the sub-scale okxperienced based learning techniquigsarner-centered
learning process), responses indicate that principals: (a) use dgooaps, (b) teach
through simulations of real-life, and (c) conduct group discussiongeneral, teachers

believe their principals use experience based learning technigoegver, as indicated
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by the lower means (with similar standard deviations) they dm@&tlistening teams or
conduct role plays as often in staff developments designed to enhairagntderstanding
and use of curriculum (see Table 18).

Table 18

Teacher MIPI Sub-Scale Experienced Based Learning Techniques (Appepgli 190)

Sub-scale Min Max Mean N SD
Question 2 1 5 3.0 54 1.26
Question 10 1 5 3.40 54 1.44
Question 21 1 5 3.93 52 1.10
Question 24 1 5 2.56 54 1.41
Question 35 1 5 2.24 54 1.90
Total 5 25 15.85 54 4.98

In the sub-scale ofeacher-centered learning procesesponses indicate that
teachers believe the attitude of principals reflect that tf@irprimary goal is to provide
teachers with as much information as possible, (b) teach exe#liyand how planned,
(c) make presentations clear enough to forestall teachetiansgqd) personal teaching
skills are as refined as they can be, and (e) require rsatheollow the précised
learning experience provided to them (see Table 19).

Table 19

Teacher MIPI Sub-scal@eacher-Centered Learning Process (Appendix F page 190)

Sub-scale Min Max Mean N SD
Question 3 1 5 2.22 54 1.22
Question 11 1 5 2.27 54 1.42
Question 20 1 5 2.56 54 .95
Question 25 1 5 3.07 54 1.40
Question 34 1 5 2.80 54 1.49
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Table 19 (continued)

Teacher MIPI Sub-scal@eacher-Centered Learning Process (Appendix F page 190)

Sub-scale Min Max Mean N SD

Total 5 25 12.41 54 4.20

Finally, based on MIPI samples, there are significant diffe¥e between schools.
Therefore, | compared statistical data on the total MIP¢hieia scores to distinguish
between experiences amongst teachers from each of the four.grabfes20 depicts the
results of that descriptive analysis.

Table 20

Teacher TotaMIPI Per School

School Min Max Mean SD
1 82 183 136.45 32.92
2 102 168 136.88 28.35
3 140 211 186.53 20.77
4 109 199 176.31 22.69
Total 108 190 158.40 35.28

The data shows that there is a significant difference betidé@hmean scores of
teachers from schools 1 and 3, 1 and 4, 2 and 4, and 2 and 3. Likewisés thatre
significant difference between schools 1 and 2, and 3 and 4. Jrs¢acls 1 and 2 both
have a mean of 136. School 4scored a mean of 176. All three were per=iliethg
average in their understanding and application of adult education prinaiplssff
development designed to enhance teachers’ understanding and iosatucise of

curriculum. The principal of school 3 scored 186 and was perceivediras dlgove
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average.
Analysis of the Qualitative Data

For the purpose of satisfying the qualitative portion of this stbdyrésearcher
used a modified version of Moustakas’ (1994) method of analyzing pheotogeal
data. As stated in chapter four, this process included the followeys gor each
participant: recording relevant statements, identifying invamanistituents or meaning
units, clustering meaning units into themes, synthesizing meanitgyand themes into
textual descriptions, creating individual structural descriptions, anstmicting textual-
structural descriptions of the essence of the experience. Fronmdivedual textual-
structural descriptions and clustered themes, a composite integtetitual-structural
description was created that described what was common in theeexpeof all of the
participants.

The researcher conducted semi-structured interviews and obsesvatiere
conducted with each participant within the context of the school thatr lehe was
assigned. Each interview involved an informal interactive proc&esstart, participants
were asked a “grand tour” question leading into open ended comments atidrngue
Immediately following interviews, the researcher and a qualifpegr consultant
transcribed each interview. Following transcribing the interviette researcher
repeatedly read through the transcribed documents consciously brgcketi biases.
She identified every statement relevant to the phenomena and ce¢jaede as having
equal value. Each of these statements was viewed as addinghgn@zai a clearer
picture of the experience of principal’s facilitation of curriculuatated professional

development. These statements were listed and redundant; overlappemgests were
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removed. The remaining units, called invariant constituents or meanitg) signaled
unique aspects of principals’ facilitation of curriculum based prafieak development
(Moustakas, 1994).
Participants’ Demographic Background

The participants for the quantitative portion of this study included 4 pris@pa
54 teachers from a St. Louis county school district. The 12 participaitsied in this
portion of the study constitute a subsample from the quantitativty.sithe word
principal describes a category called instructional leadeumergisor of teachers in an
elementary school setting. Four elementary school principalipated in this study.
The word teacher describes a category called instructor ediqutergarten/elementary
level students. This study included 8 elementary teacher pantisip&oth principal and
teacher participants were asked to complete a demographioquase which included
factors of age, gender, years of experience, years in building,shigbgree earned,
professional affiliations, years as principal or teacher, and ex@éswurriculum. The
demographic data of principals who completed questionnairesed listTable 21. Data
includes age gender building level years as principal, and highest degreg. ea
Table 21

Demographic Data for Principals

Participant # Age GenderYearsas  Yearsin Highest Degree Earned

principal building

P11 40-49 F 0-5 0-5 Masters
P12 40-49 F 0-5 6-10 Masters
P13 50-59 M 0-5 0-5 Specialist
P14 40-49 M 6-10 6-10 Masters

The demographic data for teachers who completed questionnainegceted in
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Table 22. Data includes age, gender, years in building, gsaasteacher, and highest
degree earned.
Table 22

Demographic Data for Teachers

Participant # Age GenderYearsas  Yearsin Highest Degree Earned
teacher building

TOO7 50-59 M 21+ 16-21 Masters
TOO8 40-49 F 21+ 11-15 Masters
TO11 40-49 M 0-5 0-5 Bachelors
TO12 20-29 M 0-5 0-5 Bachelors
T013 40-49 F 11-15 6-10 Masters
T014 40-49 M 11-15 6-10 Masters
TO31 20-29 F 0-5 0-5 Bachelors
TO50 60+ F 21+ 21+ Masters
T063 40-49 F 11-15 11-15 Masters

An additional portion of the demographic questionnaire for principals intlude
guestions about their formal and informal exposure to adult learning@snand how
they received the exposure to adult learning. Participants vs&ezl do circle all that
applied and could choose from no exposure, as well as reading in a booknad jour
article. Table 23 shows principals’ responses.

Table 23

Exposure to Adult Learning by Source for Principals

Source Frequency Percent
No Exposure 2 50
Reading In a book or journal article 2 50
Bachelor’s level college/university course 1 25

Master’s level college/university course 2 50
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Table 23 (continued)

Exposure to Adult Learning by Source for Principals

Source Frequency Percent
Doctorate level college/university course 1 25
Workshop on adult learning 1 25
Conference on adult learning 1 25
Mentor 1 25
Observation 1 25
Professional dialogue 2 50
Reflection 1 25
Gut feelings about what | ought to do as a 0 0

teacher/principal

An additional portion of the demographic questionnaire for principals intlude
guestions about their formal and informal exposure to curriculum canaagthow they
received the exposure to curriculum. Participants were asked to ditblat applied and
could choose from no exposure, as well as reading in a book or joutiokd. arheir
answers are reflected in Table 24.

Table 24

Exposure to Curriculum Concepts by Source for Principals

Source Frequency Percent
No Exposure 0 0
Reading In a book or journal article 3 75

Bachelor’s level college/university course 4 75
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Table 24 (continued)

Exposure to Curriculum Concepts by Source for Principals

Source Frequency Percent
Gut feelings about what | ought to do as a principal 0 0
Master’s level college/university course 4 100
Doctorate level college/university course 1 25
Workshop on curriculum concepts 1 25
Conference on curriculum concepts 2 50
Mentor 1 25
Observation 1 25
Professional dialogue 3 75
Reflection 1 25

Research Questions and Data

The purpose of this study is to contribute to the knowledge regattimg
competencies of principals in creating the conditions for legriminschool-based staff
development. Principals, as facilitators of professional developmihtteachers as
learners, can utilize the principles of adult learning to helptertge conditions for
learning in school-based staff development. Moreover, this portion oéttlty was
designed to answer research questions 1, 2, and 3. These questiongliwdubsed with
the data individually.

A line-by-line analysis of the data identified five priméngmes common among
and unique to the individual experience of principals as facilitatocsirriculum related
adult learning and teachers as the adult learners. The themedein¢h) leadership

qualities, (b) planning and implementation, (c) climate, (d) instmal activities and
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strategies, and (e) accountability measures. This researchrntontine finding of
Groenwald (2004) who noted that there is often overlap in the meanistgrs, but that
is the nature of human experience. The following is a brief deseript each of these
five themes as they are defined within this study.

The first theme that arose was leadership qualities. Thitcydar theme was
evident in both teachers’ and principals’ interviews and observatiamsthé& purpose of
this study, leadership qualities are defined as attributeghibatrincipal possesses that
impacts school culture, teachers’ skills, knowledge, understanding aod cigeiculum.

Key terms that were used to identify statements that f& theme are relationship
building, organization and preparation, principal’s content knowledge, knowledge of
staff, principal’s facilitation of professional development, princgalipport of teachers,
principal’s ability to developing others, principal’s knowledge of datal as an
instructional leader.

This theme is supported in the research of Elmore (2000), Terehoff (2002)
McPherson and Lorenz (1985), and Knowles (1990). Drago-Severson (2000)rgnd Te
(1996) indicate the importance of being viewed as an instructicedé¢rdeand creating a
developmentally-oriented school culture amongst other things. AccordingyiwoRls
(2009) In order to establish a strong learning community, there nedas a sense of
trust, encouragement, and an understanding and appreciation for learning.

Planning and implementing professional development was the secongl them
emerged from the data. This researcher defines planning and iempleghprofessional
development as factors used to identify professional development cantedetermine

approaches used to instruct teachers. Key terms that wereoudedttfy statements that
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fit this theme are teacher involvement, curriculum and data, arfsicti@o! Improvement
Plan.

This category is substantiated in the work of Knowles (1996), d&&yerson
(2000), Ingalls (1984), and Terehoff (2002). According to Levine (1989), profess
development is necessary for teacher development and school refosnth&me is
further supported by a host of other researchers who subscribe tbelieé that
professional development must be balanced between meeting theohéselsndividual
teachers and advancing organizational goals of the school didrati€y, 1996;
Darling-Hammond, 1999; Elmore & Burney, 1999; Hill et al., 1989; Huberni983;
Little, 1999; National Staff Development Council, 2001).

The third theme that arose was climate. Climate includestsspkthe learning
environment that impacts teachers’ learning experiences sucboléborations, the
relevance of professional development content, overall consistexanhetrs’ comfort
level and participation. This category is corroborated in therelsef Kiley and Jensen
(2000), Arbuckle (1995), Drago-Severson (2000), and Ingalls (1984). Knowletedsse
that climate setting is probably the most critical elementhie process of Human
Resources Development.

Instructional activities and strategies is the forth thelna¢ $urfaced during my
analysis. These are defined as activities and strategigsyed by the teacher of adults
as a means of facilitating teachers’ acquisition and use oferonhtroduced in
professional development. Some of the key words used to identéynstats that fit this
theme were the importance of differentiating, engaging the &shidber, and using a

variety of activities.
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The category Instructional activities and strategies is suggboinrough research
provided by Dunn (1988) and Knowles (1996). Weathersby and Harkreb@@9) (
indicated that research demonstrates that teachers were tetwtivgparticipate in staff
development activities because the activities were part ofgbleool improvement plan
or activities that would help them meet their goals. Otherareb supports teachers
expectation that their principal create a climate which pronoiggle range of learning
activities (Hall et al., 1983; Johnson & Chaky, 1978).

The final theme to emerge from the data was accountabilitgunes These are
techniques and methods used to regulate and ensure teachers’ ancamsltuse of new
information. The most common methods used to monitor and evaluate teaohers
categorized as formal and informal observations/evaluations sucbbservation
checklists and MSIP checklists. The importance of accountabiliasuanes is addressed
through research in a variety of ways. Drago-Severson (2000)saddrthe importance
of the principal emphasizing teacher learning and focusing chedesl personal growth.
The National Staff Development Council (2001) recommends incorporatingspromal
development into school evaluations.

Research question oneHow do elementary school principals understand and
apply the principles of adult learning in professional development, desigreathance
elementary teachers’ understanding and instructional use of curriculum?

Leadership QualitiesFour out of 4 of the principal participants, and 8 of the 8 of
the teacher participants interviewed viewed leadership qualsiesitical to the role that
the principal plays as the instructional leader. This thinking devel&pen principals’

concerns over teachers with lifetime certification who wawelonger required to seek
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more formal education. It is their feeling that professional dgweént training is where
they get the most recent information that can be used to honentieidual teaching
skills. This need requires the principal to be an effective instnal leader. According
to principal participants, they have to be resourceful and cefough to facilitate
professional development trainings that meet district and buildind tads while

meeting the needs of individual teachers. However, individualizingiteafor teachers
was an area that principals scored poorly on the MIPI.

P11 warned that most of the teachers who have lifetimdicatittn only receive
current information and research based strategies in professlemalopment. P14
shared that for this reason, it is necessary for the princpabke arrangements to bring
in the resources and provide opportunities for professional developmenppenha
During observations, principals gave considerable focus to content overduaivi
teacher needs. However, P14 was the only principal observed diiérepnbased on
learner needs.

In spite of the majority of participants acknowledging the importance of the
instructional leader, there was some uncertainty amongst principals aboabilitgi to
perform. Principal participants shared information that signifigaeftects the principals
ability to proficiently communicate professional development contetggachers such as:
uncertainty about how to facilitate a meeting, being more comfertaith being a
building manager versus an instructional leader, and not understandimculaor
content well enough to effectively teach it.

In fact, P12 stated, “I'm not sure if | know how to do a meetingddn’t have it

—it’s hit or miss.” P12 went on to say, “As an administrator, | feel liked’
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building manager, an excellent building manager, but as an instructional ldzales,to

each say embrace that.” Similarly, P13 stated, “How can you teach sognethi

when you don’t understand it yourself? Professional development enables you te execut
the curriculum. If you don’t understand what the curriculum is and be comfortahle wit

it, then professional development is ineffective.” P14 summarizecttical nature of

the principal as the instructional leader by saying,

| think | have a good relationship with the teachers, and if I'm kroiyeable and

well organized in how | present it - they’ll learn somethiiygu just prepare the

best that you can. Again, | think it's about the relationship you have with tsacher

and your ability to be knowledgeable and organized. You have to have those
components to increase your odds of having success.

MIPI scores revealed that principals were fully preparedaoh, and that overall
principals have a good relationship with/and support teachers. But, paiscCi
presentations are not clear enough to forestall questions. Alsopéteye that their
teaching skills are as refined as they can get. During olteegryal of the 3 principals
observed forgot the meaning of the acronym MAP, but acceptedaassistrom a
teacher. 3 of the 4 principals observed appeared very confidieite facilitating
professional development activities, and 4 of the 4 had an agenda amgrappint to
use as a guide. P12 facilitated a book study in which she reactlie tkee teachers and
then asked them questions. There were no obvious signs that the pontgaechers had
proficient knowledge of the content until it was time to summarize the book.

Relationship building and the development of others also arose as significant

leadership qualities. Principals referred to these two quabsethey were strategies.
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However, they also shared that relationship building extended beyonof thatrategy
due to the significant effect that it has on the rapport thaprineipal has with his/her
staff. 75% of the principals interviewed for this study shahed they want teachers to
feel supported and understood. P14 said,

| think it goes back to a strategy or a technique other tharhawihg a good

relationship with the staff. | want them to feel as if they can come anel with

me whatever it is that they need. | understand and | shanethvain that I'm a

teacher who happens to be a principle, but | understand.

TOO07 shared that while being supportive is not their principal’'s gtsaite she’s very
understanding. Therefore, teachers seek advice from their pefen® lgoing to the
principal. On the other hand T50 shared that her principal is so suppbdivence he
taught a social studies lesson to the sixth grade class bebauseacher was detained
in traffic. Further, he always tells the staff that they great, and is there to answer any
guestions that they may have.

As it relates to the development of others, T35 said, “The principal knows how to
find the strongest traits in individuals to help their peers.” However, 75% of the
principals interviewed for this study mentioned that professiomaleldpment for
specialists, PE, art, music, our gifted and talented teaclmreselors and our social
workers is not focused on targeting their professional developmeedals. They are
simply placed on an academic team and expected to go througmdtens of
participating. The trainings have very little relevance to thEnms was evident during 4
of the 4 observations. Specialty are teachers were assm@egroup within grade level

teams and specific content areas. They were expected to apdBnaic concepts to their
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specific area without the benefit of input from their fine arts colleagues.

On the contrary, teachers leadership skills are honed across the board. This distri
expectation ensures that every principal puts the wheels in motidavedop teacher
leaders and actually demonstrate how they are being used. Sompasihave taken
this mandate a step further, and created leadership teamsetisgieaific to their school
improvement plan. Principals commented that they were trained pethfis leadership
teams as well, to ensure that they had a foundational knowledge obntent that they
were responsible for. P11 shared,

| would say that the thing that we are worst about is providinty retong

professional development for our specialists, for PE, art, masicgifted and

talented teachers, counselors and our social workers. What ends epihgp
lot of times is that they get kind of subsumed into some teanit’antbt very
meaningful for them.

Developing others seemed to be a natural lead into shared lepdénsfact,
many of the responses given by participants supported shared lgad&@)%o of the
principals who participated in this study had various leadershipste@he individuals
selected to serve on these teams shared the responsibilitissakoig decisions,
disseminating information, rolling out the school improvement plan to todleagues,
and facilitating professional developments with their team of teachers.h&®2 shat
this year each building had to have a leadership team. Thehalsoan accountability
team and a PBIS team — which P12 stated, “I'm leading.” P1ddstdttry to involve the
teachers as much as | can. | actually have 2 leadershig.téhave a PBIS leadership

team and | have a PLC leadership team. In both cases wehe through training
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together.” T35 added,

First he introduces information and training content to the execobmmittee.

He gives each person on the committee a part to play to makéhatihis vision

Is shared within our grade-level teams. Then, he introduceshetwhole staff

during a staff meeting or professional development.

Planning and Implementation.The second theme that arose strongly was
planning and implementation. Principals shared some very interesiimg pbout their
role in this process. For the most part, they believe that the pugbgsenfessional
development is to hone the teaching skills of the teachers and priogideatith content
that they can take back to the classroom and use to improve stubmveatent. To
ensure that the content will meet that goal, participants responsee aimed at
determinant factors. These are factors, documents, and or dats tisadito determine
the direction of professional development for teachers. Participdertdified these
factors as: the school improvement plan, questionnaires, teachert, @arénstudent
feedback from surveys, teacher or staff concerns identified teaoher evaluations and
the district professional development plan. P13 shared,

The key to professional development is brining that professional apeweht

back to the classroom and being able to use it. If you go outedrmrajessional

development and you never use it - what good is it. So, we mustimededul to
teachers.

During observations, 3 of the 4 principals provided opportunities for teatthers
discuss, plan and demonstrate how he/she would use the information frossiprade

development to improve classroom instruction. On one occasion, the prirecipatled
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the staff that the concept was linked to their vision and missioth&r school. That
sparked even more conversation among staff regarding creative ways to éndagtss

P14 said, “Our professional development has to be aligned with our school
improvement plan.” P11 added that professional development may aldopdéwen
concerns that surface during an evaluation or observation of leeted@achers shared
that determinant factors are a combination of things. TO58 statet&riiiring the focus
of professional development can be done by questionnaire, and evaluated/dy or
just telling the principal what we need.” TOO7 added, “Sometimemnsacan help direct
your curriculum or your professional development, but basically, stsidenhcipal and
your colleagues are all the people who might help you decide whightovgo with
professional development.”

An overwhelming number of participants seemed concerned about the role that
the school district plays in deciding professional development for individual schools.
Both principals and teachers believe that the principal and his or her leadenship tea
should have autonomy over building level professional development. The common belief
is that this is appropriate because the principal gathers data that pinpoirfts apeas
of need for his staff and individual teachers. However, building level professional
development continues to reflect a combination of district and building level needs.
P13 shared,

The department of curriculum and instruction is in charge of professional

development with the district. The principal who is in the buildiaggvaluating

the teachers and sees what they need professional developmemtraior®) he

has a very good gauge on what he needs to get the star tedacbense in and
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help the teacher with. That's why, | talk to every teachethe duilding and

while I'm talking to them I'm taking notes too. I'm takinigese notes and at the

end of all my status conferences | go back to my notes. If tharebverlapping
problem of understanding then | know who needs professional development in
these areas, so we need to move with that.

TO50 corroborated this by adding, “They take the majority if vpleaiple want and use it

with other information around the district. In our building, the principalssthings or

the teachers have specific concerns. | guess that’s how our focus is driven.”

Climate. Climate surfaced as the third most frequent theme. Teachers, like
students, function at different levels; therefore, principals appreelsool climate in a
manner that is very similar to a classroom teacher. In pacticipants shared that they
relate to the teachers using methods that are typical f@sarobm teacher. They stress
the importance of being visible, engaging in informal conversatiatis teachers and
students on a daily basis, and encouraging collaboration. Althoughipptthare more
consistent in their support of collaboration than teachers.

P13 stated, “My approach to being an administrator is, this ondasigraom, but
| have teachers in my classroom, | have children in my dassand | treat the teachers
and the children pretty close to the same. There is a differleac#’s pretty close to the
same.” As it relates to being visible P14 said,

I'm in classrooms everyday, so | see what's taking placean also have

conversations with the students. The most productive time is just having informal

conversations with the teachers while walking down the hallwagt la lot of

insight that way, but again being visible and being in the classasoanprinciple
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| know what is happening and what’s not happening and teachersulilents are

always at different levels.

Collaboration is another factor impacting school climate on rgelacale.
Principals shared that most of the professional development neestithdpe facilitated
in collaborative groups. Each grade level has a lead teacher, anddiketual will be
responsible for providing information to their team mates, beiag/tice of their team,
and facilitating the process of professional learning in a cohesamner. Principals
appear to believe that collaboration has a positive impact on schimaitec while
teachers share very mixed feelings regarding collaboration] téres reflect that
principals encourage teachers to solicit assistance from o#udretrs. This practice is so
deeply ingrained in teachers that during observations they sougltaouteachers to
guide them through activities that they found to be difficult to grasp.

P13 stated, We have collaborations. That's another thing we’re movirsgdew

doing, becoming more cohesive in terms of professional learning. Sowamot

them working together as a group and they have to feel comfortablietlainé

my staff is very comfortable.
Based on interviews, principals believed that teachers don't fesdtémed or afraid to
make mistakes. Teachers responses were conflicting astésrébathis topic. T35 “We
get to collaborate with our peers, teachers from differenbas, people that design
different curriculum, and coaches.” However, TO07 said, “Theresamee grade-levels
that get along better than others. They are more on the sg@meapa more of an support
system. Most of them are on individual things, so you're kind of lost faet

intimidated.” During observations, there were a total of 77 teagmasent for the
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professional development activities between the 4 schools. Of tteadhfers present, 8
shared that he/she was nervous or didn’t understand. In each situatieactier sought
out the support of colleagues.

Instructional strategies.The fourth theme, instructional strategies reveled a lot
about teacher engagement and differentiated instruction. Prineipaloy a number of
instructional strategies that in promote learner engagementddfetentiation of
instruction. However, in most cases this is not done intentionailycipals’ responses
reveal that strategies and activities are commonly selebtsed on the learning
objective. Although, principals stress the importance of studentgengat in the
classroom, they are guilty of not taking learner engagementcomsideration when
instructing teachers.

In regards to teacher engagement P11 said, “I'm certaifitfleaguilty of not
taking the learner engagement piece into account as muck@ect eny teachers to take
the learning engagement piece into account with their studentgfané it's a mistake.”
P11 went on to share the source of this revelation,

We just finished a book study ourselves on working on the work and we we

looking at all those parameters that will increase studengengant. That would

also increase teacher engagement. So, | think that's a piecagtia | will be
trying to make sure that I'm aware of.

However, 75% of the principals participating in this study report that thejogm
various strategies and activities to ensure teacher engagement. P1B\shattjrig them
present, do research and other work, they're learning.” P13 added that teachers

demonstrate learning and do peer observations amongst other things. “We havgsmeet
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where periodically we’ll set time for teachers to share their bestiges, talk about and
show examples, demonstrate and have some type of artifacts.” P14 shared,
Teachers in our building get to go out and see what other teamfgeidoing
because they're often just in their own room and they don’t havedaayas to
what is taking place in the grades beneath or above them, Stp htake a point
for them to go visit grades beneath them and grades above thermaaad
conversations about what they see and observation without a value judgments.
Accountability measures.The final theme to surface was accountability
measures. An in-depth analysis revealed that by principals magitofi transfer of
content from professional development to the classroom insures @kaapiglication.
This monitoring is commonly done through informal and formal evaluatsoms or
observations. These measures arose as significant to this Pamiepants reported that
accountability often begins at the start of the school yedr aviieacher self-evaluation
and concludes with either a summative evaluation or some form ofsassat
summarizing specific teacher skills. In addition to evaluations, ipafe shared the
importance of teachers demonstrating knowledge acquisition through sagrartifacts
and participating in collegial meetings as a reflectivetgirager. During observations, 3
of the 4 principals included in this study encouraged and provided opposgufutie
teachers to reflect on the information presented, collaborate, andnd&ate their
acquisition of knowledge through presentations individually and as a group.
P12 reported, “Teachers and | work together to complete perfornizasssl
teacher evaluations. We start up front, in the beginning of #wr, ywith a self

evaluation.” TOO7 corroborated this statement by saying, “Timeipal does evaluations
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on new teachers and experienced teachers. If there is sedefcea the principal and
teachers agree upon strategies. This may lead to individualiaggggional development
for that teacher.” Beyond formal and informal assessmentsigffective progression
process. P12 stated,
If we're saying we’re going to frame everything as to what we wardremlto do
and take all the negativity out of our speech, their acquisitidreiswill start to
speak the way we said we're going to start speaking witlchthgren and they
will start responding to the children that way. So, if some df tik@ | said it's
purely observation. It's able to be documented, so in that way youtetla
whether or not they've acquired what they've needed to do. If thesegquered
to do it | think you’ll see some success of the children if tleegicquired it and
applied it. So, | can require everything, but if | don’t apply it fiot going to get
any results.
Through utilizing this process the principal ensures follow-througm fppofessional
development to the classroom.
Figure 1 reflects the resulting themes that emerged fnencampilation of data

across participants as they relate to question 1 and are summarized icéaengreext.
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Figure 1: Principals' Understanding &
Application of Adult Learning Principles
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Figure 1 Principals’ understanding and application of adult education principles.

Research question twoWhat is the experience of elementary teachers receiving
professional development, designed to enhance teachers’ understandingtraictional
use of curriculum from principals in an elementary school setting?

Principal’s leadership qualities. Eight of the 8 (100%) of the teachers
interviewed made statements related to the principal’s Ishigerqualities. More
specifically, these statements were about the principal asingteuctional leader.
Teachers’ comments ranged from giving direction to actualgsgmting material.
Teachers reported that principals can be perceived as instralcktaders because they
give direction, present curriculum/professional development content, madel what
good teaching looks like. Teachers maintain that principals areeafiestive when they
use data to make informed decisions about professional development cibratient
includes teacher input coupled with supporting teachers throughout the learning.process

Teacher 058 shared, “She gives direction towards a topic being pigsant
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asks us what we need.” TO07 added that with new content thépfigenerally gives a
lecture and a step by step power-point presentation. Teacherimeramdid not end
there.

Two of the four principal participants were perceived by theachers as
instructional leaders because their presence extends beyond schphfesssional
development days. T50 stated, “A lot of what we do is because le’lhtg the
classroom and start teaching.” T50 shared information thatalextea coaching
component to the principal role as an instructional leader,

At the beginning of the year he gave us a power-point, which allawsetb

understand the different components of balanced literacy. Then he idoihec

book for our book study. We had to present a lesson that showed diftexkntia
instruction options and gave a summative of the chapters in the bobétseet
really understood what we we’re supposed to do and how we could inmpleme

After the presentation, he gave us the option of an informal observation

feedback.

Other factors that made heavy impressions on teachers were prinsigas a
primary source of viable information and informed decision makeachHers in this
study, seek the guidance of their principal daily. Therefore, hessbepected to make
informed decisions and to be able to articulate such decisions innaemahat
demonstrates his/her competence. Teachers maintain that semétenlater portion of
this expectation is fulfilled through the principal being resowlcehough to secure
someone skilled at specific content, curriculum and or program being presented.

TO63 stated, “He’s the one giving us information, he is providing th# s
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development unless he has a guess speaker that’s coming in.rélatéts to making
relevant and informed decisions TO07 said, “The principal can effieat students do if
the principal looks at the curriculum, MAP and Thompson scores, and esahg data
to determine if there is a deficit in skill areas.” T35 coned, “He looks at the data and
based on the trends and the research he determines what his staff needs.”

As previously stated, it is a district requirement that all principals have a
leadership team. Most principals have embraced this requireraeti¢raonstrated by
their assembly of several leadership teams and instancedaiiring and facilitation of
meetings. However, while most leadership team members aweedllto share teacher
concerns and participate in decision making, there have been somedepstances of
leadership team members having limited authority outside of disagng information
to their colleagues. More emphasis is placed on promoting teacher buy-in.

Seven of the 8 teachers interviewed, made statements thatighedn the
principals’ handling this requirement. TOO7 commented that teachikrsawe to work
basically within their own grade levels, with one person fatifig different segments.
“We will have one person on each grade-level serving in the Idapeote.” T50 added
to the understanding of how grade-level leaders linked to othey afé@adership within
the building. “He has an executive team with a lead teacber évery grade-level that
gives input from the teams.” T35 shared, “First he introduces cotdem executive
committee. He gives each person on the committee a part tooptagke sure that his
vision is shared within our grade-level teams. Then, he introduteghe whole staff
during a staff meeting or professional development. T35 said, “Hgdhis executive

committee together, we discuss issues that we bring from oustéte makes decisions
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that you feel a part of.”

Finally, few teachers stated the importance of relationship between the
principal and his or her teachers. The relationship building piecembedded primarily
in information attained about the teacher and principal traininghegethe principal
engaging in informal conversations with teachers on a daily,basis the principal’s
willingness to support the teacher in the classroom in a yafeways. However, what
was shared was that teachers can be perceived as havingiee pesationship with
his/her teacher based on the principals willingness to listexathér concerns, openness
and the level of support that he/she provides teachers.

T50 and 3 other teacher participants shared that their princippeis T50 said,
“As an administrator that's key because they make executivsioegiall the time. so
our voices can be heard. Autonomy is something he is big on. He allows forshare
our ideas and thoughts.”

In addition to being open, teacher participants generally viewed their priasipal
supportive or understanding. TO63 stated, “He is very open and suppori\ewhblys
tells us that we're a great staff, and he’s going to be thgoa have any questions he’s
going to do his best to try to help you. TOO7 said, “She is urdgerstanding; however,
she might seem as if she knows it all.”

Planning and implementation of professional developmefhe second theme
that arose as significant was planning and implementation oégsiohal development.
Teachers feedback regarding this theme revolved around positiiegéeebout
professional development content aligning with their School Improvemiant &hd

supported with data. As a result they know the direction that theyoang in and why.
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Conversely, some teachers feel that teachers are not gettimggh professional
development in the areas of Social Studies and Science. Furthlenehef participation
that representatives from the curriculum instruction office hagrade-level meetings
demonstrates ineffective use of personnel. Teachers involved istilig maintain that
internal supports such as members of the executive committee, imgrteam, and
coaches are appreciated.

Participant TO58 shared, “I just think professional development is rhattler
now because it is related to our school improvement plan. You know whatiatire
you're going in.” As it relates to district guidance TO07 caenibed, “We have school
wide professional development to meet the needs of the whole tdistdcschool wide.
It's much more focused on the group instead of the individual.” However, TO07
and several other participants felt that professional development is mateseftkan
it's been in the past because it's more focused on data and doing well on state
assessments. TOO7 warned, “That could be good or bad because we don’t get much
professional development in certain subjects like social studies and science.”

TOO08 shared opposing feelings, “They sent a representative from the curriculum
instruction office to talk to us, ask our thoughts, and record our conversations within the
grade-levels. | don't think that's an effective way of using that personitiosupports
were communicated as internal. T35 indicated,

The executive committee and team leaders provide support. Alshavee a

mentoring team here for our new teachers and we have to suskewe’re

observing them and they are observing us. We also have district s@aahéhe

principal makes sure that they are assisting us.
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Climate. The third theme that surfaced was climate. Teacher commegityg r
illustrated the significant impact that collaboration, peer suppudtcansistency has had
on the school climate. Collaboration is a huge part of how teachers get professional
development. However, 38% of the teachers interviewed for this study had mixed
feelings about the positive impact that it has on school clinretepaer support. Some
teachers maintain that collaboration has enabled them to endur¢hevegears while
others say that positive results hinge on the cohesiveness oatheltehe members of
the team are on the same page then there exists a stronger system of support.

Participant T50 expressed great enthusiasm, “If | hadn’'t beeregsiohally
developed in the manner in which | have through collaboration and dam¢pashare, |
don’t think | would have as much courage or ability to do this ten ydesags’
However, TO07 shared the following feelings, “There are someedeagls that get
along better than others. They are more on the same page and mosaippart system.
Most of them are on individual things, so you're kind of lost and feehid&ted.” These
two comments really illustrate the mixed emotions that thimpsa of teachers feel
regarding collaboration and relying on peer support.

Other factors that impact climate such as the principal’s visibilityoagp to
teaching adults, and acknowledgment of their significance in the professional
development process were addressed. 75% of the principals who participatedindii
were described by teachers as contributing to school climatédding visible in
classrooms, conducting routine checks and observations, direct contacteaactions
with teachers during trainings, and instructional approach.

T50 shared, “He’s in our classroom all the time, he’s through-outuhéing all
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the time, he does what you call a walk-through. He does his routinkscaed

observations.”

Some teachers commented that during professional development tha{earéout on
the spot,” and they are asked or told to do things that have ligkearee. Teachers also
expressed that some professional developments don't take intoth&detacher’s level
of knowledge. During observations teachers demonstrated comprehension tiheugh
participation in various activities; however, they were not calledoopresent as “the
expert” in a specific area.

Participant TOO7 stated, “The other day she gave us an examplhatf she
thought a math lesson should look like, and a few of the teacherdtwengh it as if
they were students.” TO58 added, “She calls on somebody and puts ybe spot.
What are you doing in your classroom?” T008 said, “As a teddkef that some of the
things we are asked or told to do from our administrator has \tdeyrilevance when
you look at the big picture of education.” In the same vein T35 stdttxkt‘professional
developments don’t take into effect that teachers know things. A lotmek when |
listen to my peers, they don’t realize how important we really are.”

Instructional strategies & techniquesThe fourth theme, instructional strategies
was so obviously significant to the teacher participants. Most ohtbamation shared
throughout this process detailed some type of instructional stratbég most shunned
strategy was lecturing. There was one group of teachers wh@ssed that their
principal’'s preference for lecture has left them with a veegative impression of
professional development. Most teachers shared that in theiriengeer professional

development activities have been differentiated and production focusedhavheyeen
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exposed to power-point presentations, groups, teams, and reflective epthctiugh
collaboration, and peer observations.

Two of the 8 teacher participants shared negative feelingsdevlzeir principals
preference for lecturing. T31 stated, “A lot of it is lecturiige had very few hands on.
So might of the time | think professional development | think of chaaisles, and
lectures.” Six of the 8 teachers interviewed agreed that tesiwere differentiated and
geared around production. TO58 stated,

We’'ve done power-point, we get into groups, we give examples of whdbvn

the classroom. Sometimes we've gone to other people’s roomsoko at

activities or lessons and we talk about what we can do diffgrémtst spring we

did positive behavior support model. There was a power-point withJitteos.

We commented on what happened in the videos. There was a lot of idiscuss

about personal experiences, and ideas.

TO07 shared, “We talked about the kids and did writing examples and diagnos
assessments.” T35 added, We had a book study, each grade-leveptestid a chapter
in activities that can be used in a classroom to the staff.” si®@marized all of the
activities in one statement, “We have differentiated instruction. We hawvkyfateetings
where each team of teachers has to present an activity arouncaMABOK which is
depths of knowledge.” This occurrence was validated through observations.

Accountability measuresThe fifth and final theme is accountability measures.
Most of the statements provided communicate the importance ofggaisicconsistency
in monitoring teachers use of professional development content in dssradm.

Participants in this study, state that this is being done thranfghmal and formal
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channels. Teachers share that some professional developments &tenvadentified
teacher deficiencies and tie into individual teacher professional developraestyiich.
Accountability measures are a huge part of the teacher poryfasslevelopment plan.
Teachers state that they are also accountable for implelgem&éw curriculum. The
principals observes to make sure that the teacher is usirmjncedmponents of the
curriculum as prescribed. This accountability measure alsesetestck to the schedule
which teachers are required to submit to teachers. Teacheestisditawhen the principal
visits he expects to observe the teacher implementing the schedtihaty. Based on
participants feedback this could occur as often as severalttimoeghout a given school
day to once monthly.

Participant TOO7 shared that the principal does evaluations on new and
experienced teachers. If there is a deficient area the piirempateachers agree upon
strategies. This may lead to individualized professional developfoerhat teacher.
T35 added,

The principal observes to make sure that we’re using the compafehts new

curriculum. For example, we have to give him a balanced litesabedule to

make sure that we’re teaching all of the components. If he comeaesl it's my
guided reading time that’s what he needs to be observing.
T31 shared the principal’s fondness for once a month follow-up obsersatrigure 2
reflects the resulting themes that emerged from the comopiladf data across

participants as they relate to research question 2.
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Figure 2: Teachers' Perception of
Principals' Understanding & Application
of Adult Education Principles
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Figure 2. Teachers’ perception of principals use of adult education principles.

Research question threeWhat is the experience of elementary teachers’ change
after receiving professional development, designed to enhance gacha@erstanding
and instructional use of curriculum from principals in an elemermstangol setting? The
answer to this question was generated from both principals andreatheee of the 4
principals interviewed reported a change in teachers’ practide 5 of the 8 teachers
interviewed shared evidence of change. 1 of the 4 principals imediand 3 of the 8
teachers interviewed reported no change.

In fact, teacher participants’ responses reflect the connedbetween
accountability and teacher change. Teachers generallytHaelthere must be follow
through from professional development to the classroom to see chang#amentation

of curriculum and behavior. Teachers report that as a result @sgrohal development,



117

they have seen a shift in how the teaching staff communicétechiidren. On a whole,
their language is more consistent and positive. They also reporththatapproach to
lesson planning and managing the classroom environment has changed.

According to P13 the key to professional development is bringing it back to the
classroom and being able to use it. T58 supports this statement by sayingge“ié ther
follow through from professional development to the classroom you see change in
implementation of curriculum and behavior.” T58 stated that, “Professional
development changed the way we talk to children, being more positive. We also use the
same language just being consistent throughout the building.” T31 added, “Having things
on PBIS and Project Construct change the way that | approach my lesson plars beha
management the way | set-up my classroom environment and centers.”

Additionally, principals report a change in teachers’ implemematnd effective
use of technology. Prior to receiving professional development, tsaaleze having
difficulty implementing guided reading. According to principals, teachme more
confident in implementing guided reading and writing. They are atse ohesive and
calibrated from grade level to grade level and or teacher to teacher.

More specifically, P14 said,

I've seen improvement in the implementation and effectively usgngnology

and also just some basic things. Teachers were having difficuitly

implementing guided reading, really weren’'t cohesive, wasn't caltbrate

among grade level to grade level or even teacher to teacllee same grade

level, so one of the things that we did was that we had professicvsbpi@ent

on a regular monthly basis and resources to come in and workheitedachers
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for the day in the building, in the classroom, and that was samyethat the staff
wanted rather than having a three day shot at the beginning of dh@ryéhe
middle of the year, so it was an ongoing process and as aakthdt we've seen
improvement in teachers confidence in implementing guided reaticigyuided
writing. We've also seen improvement in children’s performarsca aesult of
that.

Figure 3 reflects the percentage of reports of teachemgehdrom teachers

(purple) and principals (blue).

Figure 3: Reported Change in Teacher
Practice

230

Yes No
Participants' Response

Figure 3.Reported change in teacher practice.

Participants commented on specific factors that proved to hemagaa influence
on teacher change. At the top of the list was the principadsepice on a consistent and
regular basis.

P14 stated, “I'm in classrooms everyday, so | can see wledting) place in the
classroom. | can also have conversations with the students. Igeaifarsight that way.

| know what is happening and what’s not happening. T50 commented, “The driscipa
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in our classrooms all the time, he’s through-out the building altithe, he does what
you call a walk-through. He does his routine checks and observatid®.tvent on to
say, “A lot of what we do is because he’ll go into the classroom and starinigachi

The final factor that participants highlighted was the expectation thaetsach
demonstrate change through presenting artifacts. As previousiyomed, artifacts are
considered accountability measures. Therefore, data gathered ifiterriews and
observations show that teachers are expected to demonstratentheiedge for their
principal and their colleagues through creating or providing redecevidence of
knowledge. Across participants, this form of accountability measuseewdbraced and
teachers know that they will remain. So, teachers expect to bevetbsend evaluated
based on demonstrated proof; however, it's the principals approach thatidesshow
effective these measures are in ensuring consistent and permanent change.

P13 shared, “Now you need artifacts. You can’t tell what you did,hgwe to
show it.” Most of the teachers interviewed embraced this andr didrens of
accountability measures while others expressed a slight lei#aimfort with having
to prove their understanding of curriculum content. For example, T8 sth don'’t
care who you are, most people like to know that they are being held accountable
and it's a positive thing.” While participant TOO8 shared, “As a teacher | faeddhze
of the things we are asked or told to do from our administrator has very little redevanc
when you look at the big picture of education.”

Chapter Summary
This chapter reviewed the research findings as they related to shiegresearch

of principals as facilitators of professional development, highdjlinique contributions
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of this research, and identified directions for future researctelased to principals
facilitation of curriculum related professional development. Aadimethods research
methodology revealed that principals were average in their und@irsjeand application
of adult learning principles in curriculum related teacher devebopnfrurther, principals
and teachers conceptualize their professional development expehenagh principals’

leadership qualities, planning and implementation of professional deveigpschool

climate, instructional strategies and techniques, and accountab#gisures. Whereas,
these results were a summative description of the participacts,ome brought a unique
account to the research process. It is the hope of this authonithegdearch will be an
impetus for further study of principal’'s understanding and appbicadf adult learning

principles in professional development designed to enhance elementahersta

understanding and instructional use of curriculum.
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Chapter 5: Discussion

This chapter presents a discussion of the study and important concldiaams
from the data presented in Chapter four. It provides a discussion whpheations for
action. In this chapter, recommendations are suggested for further research

Summary of the Study

The pressures of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) and the reauthorizaticine
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) heightened accoitytabischools
whose students are having difficulty reaching their learniragsg@&oth policies represent
a radical shift in school reform. In order to implement schoa@ngke a number of
approaches were used to address accountability, including involving parehtthe
community, aligning curriculum to standards, implementing initigtite improve
student achievement and professional development efforts (Fullan, B@88; 2004,
Keller, 2006; Ward, 2004).

This shift has resulted in redefining the role of the school prihcip@ambined
with traditional responsibilities, effective school leaders todagtmat minimum, foster
rich learning environments for students and adults in their buildinggh(B2001); open
avenues for sharing expertise (Elmore, 2004); facilitate detnochalogue that values
all voices (Scheurich & Skrla, 2003); build trust (Bryk & Schnei@é2); and promote
shared understandings and a sense of responsibility across clasar@bmigh parents
(Elmore, 2004; Epstein, 2001; Porter & Soper, 2003). Marzano (2005) addde¢bavef
school leaders must be well equipped to provide support in the areariotiloon and
instruction. This includes being proficient at using data to understacidmprove both

processes and outcomes in the learning environment.
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Researchers recognize the importance of professional developowatds
school improvement efforts. However research has shown that proféskeabpment
is not always effective (Clark & Florio-Ruane, 2001; Sparks &s¢h, n.d.; Speck &
Knipe, 2001; Strickland & Kamil, 2004). Stricker (2006) indicates thanyschool-
based staff development activities are ineffective in helpiaghtrs to improve their
ability to perform their primary professional responsibilityingorove student learning
because principals lack the skills required to facilitate ddathing. Likewise, Marzano
(2005) stated that teachers tend to teach in the way that thégugire. Note, there has
been a void in research in terms of school reform and professiemalopment that
emphasizes curriculum.

This study was built on existing research and sought to investigeicipals as
facilitators of professional development designed to enhance eleyndarthers’
understanding and instructional use of curriculum by answering tlogviog questions:
(1) How do elementary school principals understand and apply theptegmaf adult
learning in professional development designed to enhance elemer@chers’
understanding and instructional use of curriculum? (2) How do elemetdgachers
experience professional development, designed to enhance teacherstamuiteg and
instructional use of curriculum, from principals in an elementangpal setting? And, (3)
What is the experience of the elementary teachers’ chdtegeraceiving professional
development, designed to enhance teachers’ understanding and instructenaf
curriculum, from principals in an elementary school setting?

The participants for this study consisted of two primary groupseléipentary

public school teachers and (2) elementary public school principalssalisfy the
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guantitative portion of this study, participants completed Muwalified Instructional
Perspectives Inventory (MIPIResults were analyzed using descriptive statistics. To
satisfy the qualitative portion of this study, a sub-samplaugnat of 8 teachers and 4
principals were identified to participate in one semi-structunéehview per participant.
Also, principals completed one observation.

In addition to MIPI results, a line-by-line analysis of intewseand observations
identified five primary themes. The themes include: (1) princidabslership qualities,
(2) planning and implementing professional development, (3) climatenggyctional
activities and strategies, and (5) accountability measureshyitied researcher analyzed
the themes in relation to the research questions posed fatudis Results of both the
guantitative and qualitative analysis yielded significant overlapipifagmation between
guestions one and two; therefore, they will be presented in this section together.

Findings Related to Literature
As previously stated, McPherson and Lorenz (1985) declared that prinbigpet not
learned how to teach adults effectively. However, in thisysMtP| scores indicate that
principals can be perceived as average in their understanding anchtmpliof adult
learning principals in curriculum based staff developments. Agai@ to the overlapping
of questions 1 and 2, the analysis of these will be presented togettier findings.
Question 3 will be addressed separately in the findings. Questiosy How do
elementary school principals understand and apply the principles of leduiing in
professional development designed to enhance elementary teacherstamiieg and
instructional use of curriculum? Question 2 is, How do elementachéss experience

receiving professional development, designed to enhance teachers’tamdiags and
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instructional use of curriculum, from principals in an elementelgasl setting? Question
3 is , What is the experience of the elementary teachemmgeh after receiving
professional development, designed to enhance teachers’ understandingfraictional
use of curriculum, from principals in an elementary school setting?

Participants’ Professional Development Experience

Professional development of teachers is considered part of sdieayec and
reform. Research shows that “improving teacher knowledge eechihg skills is
essential to raising student performance” (Sparks & Hirsh, n.d., giHB.results of this
study in conjunction with literature demonstrates that as builédadelrs, principals are
in the central position to effect change and improve the school (&bodP84;
Crawford, Bodine, & Hoglund, 1993; DuFour, 1991; Fullan & Stiegelbauer, 1991,
Lambert & Lambert, 1985; Purcell, 1987). As mentioned in chapter Ztigdeschools
research states that successful schools are “led by prineipalsare recognized as an
instructional leader” (Terry, 1996, p. 4).

The participants in this study unanimously agree that the purpgsefeksional
development is to hone teachers’ skills and provide them with cohtntihey can take
back to the classroom and use to improve student achievement. sTéspacially
important for teachers who have lifetime certification. In moases professional
development is the only way that they gain information about curreeanmeh and
practice.

Participants also agreed with research that suggests ihapals play a key role
in the professional development process as the instructionalr.ldadthis role, the

principal is expected to make informed decisions, be able to atticuah decisions in a
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manner that demonstrates his/her competence, and be resourcefuh eénosgcure
individuals skilled at specific content, curriculum and or programrthest be presented.
This corroborates literature which reflects teachers expactdahat their principal
provide leadership in staff development to improve instruction, act &sagoés, and
create climates which promote a wide range of learningitees (Hall, Benninga, &
Clark, 1983; Johnson & Chaky, 1978; Scribner,1998).

Contrary to literature and the results gleaned from thidystacknowledging the
importance of the building principal being the instructional legoi@ticipants expressed
concerns about principal’s ability to proficiently perform this dégincipal participants
shared information that significantly affects their ability dommunicate professional
development content to teachers such as: uncertainty about howlitatéaai meeting,
being more comfortable with being a building manager versus an instructional keadie
not understanding curriculum content well enough to effectivelyht&ac Further, as
indicated by MIPI scores principals perceive themselves toveeage in the sub-scale
areas of (a) teacher empathy with learners, (b) planning dnergleof instruction, (c)
teacher trust of learners, (d) accommodating learner uniqueneds,(ex teacher
insensitivity toward learners. They perceive themselves asgeverahe sub-scale area
of experience based learning techniques, and below average irretheofateacher
centered learning processes.

Similarly, elementary teachers receiving professional devedapmfrom
principals in an elementary school setting perceive principalbetaverage in the
following sub-scale areas: (a) teacher empathy with legr(i@r planning and delivery of

instruction, (c) teacher trust of learners, (d) accommodagagnér unigueness, (e)
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teacher insensitivity toward learners, and (f) experience basedirig techniques. They
perceive principals to be below average in the area of teacher centenatylpaocesses.

In spite of these observations, an overwhelming number of participars w
concerned about the role that the school district plays in decidinfespronal
development for individual schools. Both principals and teachers belmatethe
principal and his or her leadership team should have autonomy over buidielg |
professional development. The common belief is that this is approjpeatase the
principal gathers data that pinpoints specific areas of need dostdiif and individual
teachers. Participants also shared that the level of paticighat representatives from
the curriculum instruction office has in grade-level meetings detnades ineffective use
of personnel. Teachers involved in this study, maintain that inteupglogts such as
members of the executive committee, mentoring team, and coadahegneciated.
However, building level professional development continues to reflecmbination of
district and building needs.

Research supports the views expressed by participants. Meuogficgly,
Weathersby & Harkreader (1999) conducted a study examining thectiomsebetween
staff development and student achievement in the State of Geglgals, teachers in
high-achieving schools were motivated to participate in staff Idpweent activities
because the activities were part of their school improvementopldre activities helped
them meet the goals their school set. This was further dentedstira teachers’
responses as they expressed positive feelings about professivaekpdeent content
being aligned with their School Improvement Plan (SIP) and supporteddata. As a

result, they know the direction that they are going in and why.
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In addition to aligning professional development with the SIP, Letdvand
Jantzi (1990) suggested that one of the strategies to promotenfinevement or
transformation of schools is developing teachers. In the Nationabciasi®sn of
Secondary School Principals’ assessment model, Selecting and fegetbe 21st
Century Principal, 1 of the 10 vital skills for effective schootlkza is the development
of others. According to performance data from this model, this pkatiskill was
repeatedly found as an area needing improvement (Terehoff, 2002).ip&snc
interviewed for this study mentioned that professional developmersptmialists, PE,
art, music, gifted and talented teachers, counselors and socialrsvieket focused on
targeting their professional developmental needs. Teachers’ 84ftes and some of
their interview responses indicated that while teachersJeelgincipals hear what
teachers indicate their learning needs to be and engage teachknsfying their own
aspirations, they are not getting enough professional developmdrmg ardas of Social
Studies and Science. They are simply placed on an academicatehexpected to go
through the motions of participating. The trainings have very little relevanhernuo t

This is contrary to literature which states that professionaldpment must be
better balanced between meeting the needs of individual teaahdr advancing the
organizational goals of the school and district (Bradley, 1996; magHiammond, 1999;
Elmore & Burney, 1999; Hill, Wise, & Shapiro, 1989; Huberman, 1983|el.it999;
National Staff Development Council, 2001). As a means of ensurindpdfnce it is a
district requirement that all principals have a leadershim.tddost principals have
embraced this requirement as demonstrated by their assendayayél leadership teams

and instances of co-training and facilitation of meetings.
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In some unique situations the principal introduces information and training
content to the executive committee prior to presenting it tortheeestaff. He /she gives
each person on the committee an opportunity to share his vision viigirgtade-level
teams and provides him with feedback. This leadership team is radedos making
shared decisions, disseminating information, rolling out the school impemtgstan to
their colleagues, and facilitating professional development with team of teachers.
For this group of teachers, there was satisfaction that theiesevere being heard and
their individual needs were being met. This was not the casbdanajority of teacher
participants.

A combination of MIPI scores, observations, and interviews revebktdas a
means of supporting teacher’s individual needs, principals consistemtiyurage
teachers to solicit assistance from other teachers. Alth@aghdrs have embraced this
practice, their individual needs were not met to their satisfacin all situations.
According to Killion (1999) essential to supporting teacher learwitign a professional
community Systems is forming collegial relationships, ensuring stippdeadership,
having focused and clear goals, sufficient time for learning ardbooting, shared
governance, appropriate rewards/recognition, and adequate resourcds.|eAthdrs
need to know that the learning experience will provide them witmsesef growth in
their knowledge, understanding, skills, attitude, and interests. In accerdudtit
research, principals shared that most of the professional developnestings are
facilitated in collaborative groups. Each grade level has d teacher, and that
individual is responsible for providing information to their team madiesg the voice of

their team, and facilitating the process of professional learning in gigelhmanner.
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Based on interviews, principals believed that teachers don’ttHeshtened or
afraid to make mistakes. In collaborative situations, teachesponses were conflicting
as it relates to this topic. Some teachers maintained dhabaration has enabled them
to endure over the years while others say that positive resnfje bin the cohesiveness
of the team. If the members of the team are on the samdlpagthere exists a stronger
system of support. Literature supports teacher collaboration and gftegiioa, but it
also reports that the appropriateness and effectiveness of partiastructional
techniques is situational (Brookfield, 1986; Brookfield, 1992; Conti, 1985a; Conti,
1985b; Conti & Wellburn, 1986; Darkenwald, 1989; Merril, 2001). Teacheicipamnts
in this study clearly communicated that collaboration may not beoppate or effective
in all situations. After all, learning is motivated by instrand it is shaped by cultural
linguistic backgrounds as well as learning styles and indivisimahgths (Carini, 1987,
Gardner, 1983).

Teachers in this study, seek the guidance of their principal. ddigrefore, when
working with teachers, principals need to be aware of the ckasids that distinguish
adult learners from student learners and the principles on whéclprocess of adult
learning is based (Terehoff, 2002; Ingalls, 1984). Further, creatidgsustaining a
positive and healthy climate for adults is a deliberate and oggmiocess in which
consistent effort and attention is needed by principals. Knowles (1p@&8)ded
suggestions for the planning and implementation of staff developmanitiestfor
principals. These include designing and managing a procesdadditating the
acquisition of content by the learners; and secondarily serving as a contentees

In addition to literature reflecting a need for professionahieg opportunities to
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be effective and appropriate, it suggests that it must be groumdedrriculum,
embedded within an aligned system, and connected to several elephenstruction
with time built in for practice and coaching. Literature alapports a need for adult
educators to reflect critically on their practice and the fseligat inform their practice
(McManus, 2007; McREL, 2005). Teachers’ MIPI scores indicated that igeiac
believe that teachers vary in the way they acquire, process,pahy subject matter
knowledge; therefore, their use of curriculum was positive aates to: use a variety of
teaching techniques, search for or create new teaching techniopstsictional
objectives, use a variety of instructional media, and integeatehing technique with
subject matter content.

In addition, 75% of the principals participating in this study report thay
employ a variety of teaching strategies in curriculum basetessional development.
While one group of teachers expressed that their principal’srenefe for lecture has left
them with a very negative impression of professional development,shastd that in
their experience, professional development activities have beenedtféeged and
production focused. They have been exposed to power-point presentations, groups
teams, reflective practice through collaboration, peer observationg, liszz groups,
teaching through simulations of real-life, and conducting group dignss In general,
teachers believe their principals use experience based ledaecimgques. However, as
indicated by the lower means (with similar standard deviatithes) don’t use listening
teams or conduct role plays as often in staff developments dedigresthance their
understanding and use of curriculum

According to cognitive psychologists, providing such opportunitiesefachers to
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elaborate and expand their knowledge systems will help to changerhetice. Cohen
and Hill (2000) found that professional development focused on specificuarri
resulted in more reform-oriented practice, and reform-orientechéeanstruction is
positively related to student achievement. Their findings suggest firatlassroom

practice to change, professional learning opportunities should hendgd in the

curriculum that students study. Marzano (2005) added to this notionatiygsthat

changes in practice relies heavily on professional developmens tlogused on specific
content and instructional strategies to have effects on teaiciséuction and

achievement.

The investigation of principals as facilitators of professionaletigpment
designed to enhance elementary teachers’ understanding andctiostil use of
curriculum vyielded the following results as they relate to qoestinree: What is the
experience of the elementary teachers’ change aftevireggrofessional development,
designed to enhance teachers’ understanding and instructional asgicilum, from
principals in an elementary school setting?

Seventy-five percent or (n=3) of the principals interviewedrtegaoa change in
teachers’ practice while 62% or (n=5) of the teachers inteedeshared evidence of
change. Twenty-five percent or (n=1) of the principals intaretk and 38% or (n=3) of
the teachers interviewed reported no change. The expectatiteabtdrers to change or
modify their classroom instruction to include professional developmenteptmevas
communicated in all 4 schools observed; however, only seventy-fieergeor (n=3)
principals observed concluded the professional development experieitite amw

overview, plan of action and plans for follow-up.
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Cohen and Hill (2000) found that professional development focused on specific
curricula resulted in more reform-oriented practice, and reforemed teacher
instruction is positively related to student achievement. Howevedicipants responses
reflect the connection needed between accountability and teabhegec Teachers
generally feel that there must be follow-through from pitesal development to the
classroom in order to see change in teachers’ implementatioara¢ulum. Teachers
report that as a result of professional development, they haveassiift in how the
teaching staff communicates with children. On a whole, theiukzag is more consistent
and positive. They also report that their approach to lesson planning aastoom
management has changed. In addition, principals report a chandeachers’
implementation and effective use of technology. Prior to receivimafegsional
development, teachers were having difficulty implementing guidading. According to
principals, teachers are more confident in implementing guided reading aing \Wiritey
are also more cohesive and calibrated from grade level to graeleand or teacher to
teacher.

From a cognitive psychologist’s standpoint change is not likely toirognless
there is commitment, or buy-in, valuing the new concept and evaluafioits
effectiveness on the part of the teachers. However, the particgdahis study reported
change to be the direct result of: the principal’s presentteiolassroom on a consistent
and regular basis; the expectation that teachers demonstratge dhaough presenting
artifacts; the expectation that teachers demonstrate knowledgesiéion in professional
development and in the classroom setting. The expectation that seactae or provide

concrete evidence of knowledge was constant across participants. n@nesting
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observation was that because teachers expect to be observed antedJzdisad on
demonstrated proof — they embrace it. However, it's the princiggjsroach and
strategic application of adult learning principles that determhms effective these
measures are in ensuring consistent and permanent change.

In summation, MIPI results coupled with interviews and observations
principals in a professional development setting reveal that whileipals are perceived
to have grasped the overall concept of adult learning principlesptlaetical application
is inconsistent and even lacking in some areas. Further, theraliigect relationship
between principals’ understanding and application of adult learningigles and how
elementary teachers’ experience curriculum based professionalopiaeat from
principals. Participants’ responses reflect a significant cdiomelbetween accountability
and teacher change. They generally feel that there must lmev-tbrough from
professional development to the classroom to see change in inmpddioe of
curriculum and behavior. Participants report that as a resulbtédgsional development,
they have seen a shift in how the teaching staff communicatied¢iildren. On a whole,
their language is more consistent and positive. They also repoté#icaers approach to
lesson planning and managing the classroom environment has changed.

Conclusions

To the extent that the data collected in this study werd aald reliable and the
assumptions of the study were appropriate and correct, it megnicuded that there are
several factors that contribute to principals being perceivedavasage in their
understanding and application of adult learning principles in professi@valopment

designed to enhance teachers’ understanding and use of curricubune. oSthe factors

of
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identified through MIPI scores were: principals do not balanfmtefbetween teacher
content acquisition and motivation very well; they don’t encourage ¢esath be aware
of and communicate their thoughts and feelings; or encourage teachkmsfying their
own aspirations. In addition, interviews and observations revealedptiratipals’
primary concern is achieving organizational goals over individuah&acgoals. Only
sometimes do principals express empathy, trust and accommodate |leaffezesiais.

Additionally, MIPI scores show that principals have difficulty oetttheir point
across. Further, interviews and observations reveal a troublinghattsome principals
are unsure of how to facilitate a meeting, in part, due to notrstateing curriculum
well enough to teach it. Although they use experience based lgasthniques, they
don’t use listening teams or conduct role plays as often as theiead®er-centered
learning processes. Some or all of these factors may exphgimast principals are not
as comfortable in their role as the instructional leader asatesin the role of building
manager, and why teachers’ change occurs primarily asult oésaccountability rather
than professional developments that ensure that teacher’'s knowlgstges will be
elaborated and expanded upon.

These findings indicate that principals are doing average bethegeonly
understand average. It's not that they are intentionally applyingriheiples of adult
learning in curriculum based professional developments. Most prisdjmarow and
apply strategies and principles from other programs purposethtmee instruction for
students in the classroom. Coincidentally, some of these stsatagik practices have
aspects of andragogical principles embedded within. This occurcamcgive a false

perception that the principal is strategically applying adearring principles when it
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may be that they are accidentally employing these principles anttpsatct the extent of

being perceived to be average.

Implications for Practice

Principals’ understanding and application of adult learning princhessa direct
and substantial relationship to how elementary teachers expeenteulum based
professional development. It follows that teacher change is #udt & accountability
and follow-through from professional development to the classroom.tidwaialiy,
professional developments that require extensive knowledge of utumic data, and
aligning curriculum to standards require a skill set that elec#ee current expectations
of a principal as specified in university course work requiremems)pared to the
Interstate School Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) Standard’s expmttthat principals
are proficient in this area. Therefore, as the primary chaggat, principals must have
an andragogical background and a proficient knowledge of curriculum.

This may be accomplished through two main channels. The primary roéans
accomplishing this task is to implement a change in requirementriocipal
certification in graduate degree programs to include sepaqigred coursework in the
following areas: adult learning principles, curriculum and datayaisal This shift in
graduate coursework requirements would build a greater capaegpiring principals to
understand and strategically apply adult learning principles, comatanatirriculum,
and use data to make informed decisions regarding curriculum.

Another way that this may be accomplished is by school dstreguiring

principals to participate in district mandated professional devedofsmspecifically
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designed to enhance principal’s knowledge of adult learning plasgicurriculum, and
data analysis. These mandated experiences would provide opportunitieswfoand

seasoned principals to gain theoretical and practical knowledgandfagogical

principles. It may also bring together administrators, curricuteerdinators, and other
established qualified professionals to develop an on-going capadtrincipals to be

proficient in these areas. It will build internal support and opportgnfoe dialogue

amongst colleagues. This may result in the development of a cotirthuum that

provides continual support to district principals.

Recommendations for Further Research

The National Staff Development Council (2001) states teacheegsiohal
development within a school is an area in which principals are ejtrassist teachers
to develop skills to become more effective in the classroom toasergtudent learning.
Further, research demonstrates that principals must learn thebaEsises of andragogy
if they are to be sound instructors of teachers and parents. Undergtandi using the
elements of adult learning in the process of planning, designid,iraplementing
professional development programs can help establish a positimetgalimate, spirit
of mutual inquiry and make school-based teacher professional developectigitiesa
more effective (Ingalls, 1984; Richardson & Prickett, 1994; Terehoff, 2002).

The findings of this study provide a baseline for further investigatnto
principals’ understanding and application of adult learning principlesumiculum
related professional development. As the bar is raised for stualetht teacher
performance expectations under No Child Left Behind (NCLB) and lmdhtary and

Secondary Education Act (ESEA), future studies could explore whayifchanges in
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professional development are occurring as a result of schoolctisgmploying
principals who have a proficient knowledge of curriculum coupled with a latgel of
adult learning principles in comparison to principals who have been lfgredaicated in
curriculum without the benefit of understanding andragogical principles.

The data of this study is very specific to the district inolhhit was conducted;
therefore, it should not be generalized to all schools. However, this study wasedeso
it could be replicated at other schools regardless of the didtucther, participants’
responses may resonate with those who work in similar educational environments.

To assist principals with enhancing elementary teachers’ stadeing and
instructional use of curriculum, this research recommends thatafemiedl state policy
makers and local school districts adopt professional developmentepdlargeted at
improving principals’ understanding and proficient application of adalrning
principles, aligning curriculum to standards, and data analysis. Hyidemaccomplished
through research on how to implement a change in graduate degreensrognzquired
participation in district professional development specificallgigleed to enhance
principals’ knowledge of curriculum, data analysis, and adult learning pescipl

Additionally, this research acknowledges that there is a dir@ettionship
between principals’ understanding and application of adult learningigles and how
elementary teachers experience curriculum based professievelbpment. It follows
that research on how to influence teacher change in accountaitityollow-through
from professional development to the classroom may be fagditdiherefore, principals
must have proficient knowledge of curriculum if he or she is expdotd® a change

agent. This may also be accomplished through researching fdwbnmay influence a
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change in graduate degree programs or required participation trittdmofessional
development.
Summary

The objective of this research has been twofold. First, to gamora thorough
understanding of principals’ understanding and application of adult legurimgples in
curriculum based professional development from the perspective dietsaand
principals. Second, to understand the experience of teacher changeresult of
professional development. However, as these objectives were expltvadfactors that
surfaced as significant to the phenomenon under study were the @ishaipderstanding
and knowledge of curriculum and data.

By providing descriptions of teachers’ and principals’ perceptionsriatipals’
use of adult learning principles in professional development throughviever and
observations, this research has hopefully provided contextual elernantgiters could
consider. In doing so, they may improve the quality of professional devefdpm
endeavors specifically targeting teachers’ understanding anduamshal use of
curriculum; address principals’ understanding of adult learning iptescto the extent
that they can be strategically applied; and, finally, addrassipals’ need for proficient

knowledge of curriculum and data analysis.
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Appendix A: Informed Consent Materials

Department of Adult and Higher Education, Division of Education Leadership
of Missouri _ St. Louis, Missouri 63121
St. Louis Graduate Student Tonya Jamelle Jones-Clinton Telephone: 314-392-7028
10314 Bilston Court
St. Louis, Missouri 63146
E-mail: rulrn@yahoo.com

University

Learning Leadership: Survey & Interview

INFORMED CONSENT — PLEASE READ CAREFULLY
You are cordially invited to participate in a research study designeglmrexhe
relationship between principals, curriculum, professional development, and teacher
instruction. Tonya Jamelle Jones-Clinton, M. Ed., Doctoral Student of the Division
Adult and Higher Education at the University of Missouri-St. Louis is conduttting
study. You have been invited to participate in this study because your peepanct
needed. We ask that you read this information and ask any questions you may have

before proceeding.

Your participation in this research is voluntary. Your decision whether or not to
participate will not affect your current or future relations with the Unityerdf you

decide to participate, you are free to withdraw at any time.

Continuing with this interview implies informed and free consat to be a participant

in the study.
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Frequently Asked Questions:

What procedures are involved?

If you agree to be a participant in this study, you will be asked to complete ereon-I
guestionnaire consisting of demographic information and 45 questions pertaining to your
beliefs, feelings, and behaviors associated with adult education. The questionnair
responses are arranged on a four-point Likert scale ranging from “almest Ael point

to “almost always” -5 points. You will also be asked to participate in 1 to 2 1 hour long
interviews to clarify answers provided on the questionnaire and during interview numbe
1. Again, your participation is completely voluntary, you may decline to answer a
guestion(s), and you are free to withdraw at any time.

What about privacy and confidentiality?

The interviews will be kept anonymous and at participants request can be held outside of
the school district in which he / she works. Any comments with personal references or
school names will be changed or edited out of final documents. Access to raw data is
limited to the co-researchers.

What's the purpose of this research?

The purpose of this research is to explore the following questions:

1. How do elementary school principals understand and apply the principles of
adult learning in professional development designed to enhance elementary
teachers’ understanding and instructional use of curriculum?

2. What is the experience of elementary teachers receiving professional
development, designed to enhance teachers’ understanding and instructional

use of curriculum, from principals in an elementary school setting?
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3. What is the experience of the elementary teachers’ change atarimg
professional development, designed to enhance teachers’ understanding and
instructional use of curriculum, from principals in an elementary school
setting?

Your feedback will provide principals, teachers, universities, Missouri Drapat of
Education, and policy makers with a point of reference in which to make program
adjustments purposed to increase teacher’s instructional use of curriculuny. alsma
enhance the overall instructional experience, and contribute to a trusting and
academically nurturing school environment for teachers, students, and adtursst
alike.

What're the potential risks and/or benefits to taking part in this resarch?

The sole purpose of the questionnaire, interview and observation is to solicitckeedba
from you regarding the relationship between principals, curriculum, profegsi
development, and teacher instruction in your building. Risks to you are negligible.

By participating, you may help improve the quality of teaching and leamisghiools
located in the state of Missouri and other school districts like it. There will be no
financial compensation or academic credit offered for participation in gegureh.

Can | withdraw from the study?

You can choose whether to participate in this research study or not. You may widhdraw
any time without consequences of any kind. You may also refuse to answer aipngues
you do not want to answer.

What if | have other questions?

Please contact the researcher at rulrn@yahooatdyy phone at (314)392-7028.
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You may also contact the Chair of the university’s Institutional ReviewdB@BB) at
(314) 516-5897.

Remember:

Your identity will remain anonymous and your participation in this researcbluntary.
Your decision whether or not to participate will not affect your relationship to the
University of Missouri. If you choose to participate, you may rescind theidle@sany
time.

Continuing with this survey implies informed and free consent to & a participant in

the study.
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Department of Adult & Higher Education, Division of Education Leadership

St. Louis, Missouri 63121
University Graduate Student Tonya Jamelle Jones-Clinton Telephone: 314-392-7028
of Missouri 10314 Bilston Court
St.Louis St. Louis, Missouri 63146
E-mail: rulrn@yahoo.com

Informed Consent for Participation in Research Activities
PLEASE READ CAREFULLY
Learning Leadership Study
You may receive a copy of my dissertation and transcript pagésre they are
submitted, so that you have the opportunity to suggest changes tonaegskary. You
will also receive final copies if changes are made.

Do you grant permission to be quoted directly? Yes No

Do you grant permission to be audio taped? Yes No

Do you want to review our transcribed interview and dissertation for submission?

Yes No

By signing below, | agree to the terms:

Participant’s Signature Date Participant’s Printed Name

Researcher’s Signature Date Researcher’s printed signature
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Appendix B: Preliminary Screening Questionnaire (Principals)
The questionnaire is divided into two parts. The first part (Section A) askalsever
demographic questions. The Second part (Section B) addresses your beliafss,fe
and behaviors pertaining to your experience with school-based staff development
programs.
1. My age:
a. 20-29
b. 30-39
c. 40-49
d. 50-59
e. 60+
2. My gender is:
a. Female
b. Male
3. Number of years as teacher or principal:
a. 0-5
b. 6-10
c. 11-15
d. 16-20
e. 21+
4. Number of years as teacher or principal in current school:
a. 0-5
b. 6-10

c. 11-15



d.

e.
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16-20

21+

5. Highest degree | have earned:

a. Bachelor’s

b.

C.

d.

Master’'s
Specialist

Doctorate

6. Directions: Please circle all that apply for questions 6 & 7.

7. My formal and / or informal exposure to curriculum concepts was received from:

a. No exposure

b.

C.

d.

Reading in a book or journal article

Bachelor’s Level (college / University course)

Master’s Level (college / University course)

Doctorate Level (college / University course)
Workshop on Curriculum (college / University course)
Conference on Curriculum (college / University course)
Mentor

Observation

Professional Dialogue

Reflection

Gut feelings about what | should learn as a principal

8. What is your definition of curriculum?
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9. My formal and / or informal exposure to Adult Learning concepts was received

from:

a.

b.

C.

No exposure

Reading in a book or journal article

Bachelor’'s Level (college / University course)
Master’s Level (college / University course)
Doctorate Level (college / University course)
Workshop on Curriculum (college / University course)
Conference on Curriculum (college / University course)
Mentor

Observation

Professional Dialogue

Reflection

Gut feelings about what | should learn as a principal

10.What is your definition of adult learning principles?

11.

12.Describe the demographics of your school:

13.Do you believe that your teachers’ trust the information that they receiveyfvu

relative to curriculum and instruction? Why or why not?

14.Your membership in professional associations (please name):

15. Educational journals that you subscribe to:
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Appendix C: Instructional Perspectives Inventory (Principal)
INSTRUCTIONAL PERSPECTIVES INVENTORY

Revised for Principals
DIRECTIONS: Please read carefully the following statementsed.iselow are 45
statements reflecting beliefs, feelings, and behaviors beginning onsegsrincipals
may or may not possess at a given moment. Please indicate how frequently each
statement typically applies to you as you work with your teachersragtsan school-
based staff development programs, using the codes: A= Almost Never; Btdlat O
C= Sometimes; D= Usually; and E = AlImost Always.
There are no right or wrong responses to any of these statements. Whatimspodant
is that you record your own true perspectives based on your personal experlease. P
complete by April 30, 20009.
A= Almost Never B= Not Often C= Sometimes D= Usually E = Almost Adway

How frequently do:
1.1 use avariety of teaching techniques?

2. | use buzz groups (learners grouped together to process information from
lectures)?

3. | believe that my primary goal is to provide my teachers as much itifmrraa
possible.

4. | feel fully prepared to teach.

5. | have difficulty understanding my teachers’ points-of-view.

6. | expect and accept my teachers’ frustration as they grapple witbrpsobl

7. | purposefully communicate to my teachers that each is uniquely important.
8. | express confidence that my teachers will develop the skills they need.
____9.1search for or create new teaching techniques.

___10. I teach through simulations of real- life settings?

___11. | teach exactly what and how | have planned.

12. I notice and acknowledge to my teachers positive changes in them.
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____13. I have difficulty getting my point across to my teachers.

____14. 1 believe that my teachers vary in the way they acquire, process, and apply
subject matter knowledge.

15. I really listen to what my teachers have to say.

16. I trust my teachers to know what their own goals, dreams, and realities are like

17. 1 encourage my teachers to solicit assistance from other teachers.

18. | feel impatient with my teachers’ progress.

19. | balance my efforts between teacher content acquisition and motivation.

20. | try to make my presentations clear enough to forestall all teachestsdsie

21. | conduct group discussions?

22. | establish instructional objectives?

23. | use a variety of instructional media? (Internet, distance, interactiee vide
videos, etc.)

24. | use listening teams (learners grouped together to listen for fecgnepose)
during lectures?

____ 25. 1 believe that my teaching skills are as refined as they can be.
____26. | express appreciation to my teachers who actively participate.
____ 27. 1 experience frustration with teacher apathy.

___ 28. | prize my teachers’ ability to learn what is needed.

___29. | feel my teachers need to be aware of and communicate their thoughts and
feelings.

30. | enable my teachers to evaluate their own progress in learning.
31. | hear what my teachers indicate their learning needs are.

32. | have difficulty with the amount of time my teachers need to grasp various
concepts.

33. | promote positive self-esteem in my teachers.
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35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

4

(62
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. I require my teachers to follow the precise learning experiences | pirwmae
. I conduct role plays?

. | get bored with the many questions my teachers ask.

. lindividualize the pace of learning for each teacher.

. I help my teachers explore their own abilities.

. | engage my teachers in clarifying their own aspirations.

. | ask the teachers how they would approach a learning task.

. | feel irritation at teacher inattentiveness in the learning setting
. l integrate teaching technique with subject matter content?

. I develop supportive relationships with my teachers.

. | experience unconditional positive regard for my teachers.

. | respect the dignity and integrity of my teachers.
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Appendix D: Instructional Perspectives Inventory Factors (Principals)

1) (2) ©)) (4) ® (6) (7)

4 |7 1 | 6 5 | 2 | 3
12 8 9 | 14 13 | 10| 11
19 16| 22| 15 18 | 21| 20
26 28 23 17 27 | 24| 25
33 29 42 37 32 | 35 | 34

30 38 36

31 40 41

39

43

44

45
TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTA

Scoring Process
A=1 B=2, C=3, D=4, andE=5
Reversed scored items are 3,5,11,18,20,25,27,32,34,36,and 41

scored as follows: A=5,

FACTORS

1. Teacher empathy with
learners.
2. Teacher trust of
learners.
3. Planning and delivery

of instruction.

4. Accommodating learner
uniqueness.

5. Teacher insensitivity
toward learners.

6. Experienced based
learning techniques.
(Learner-centered

learning process)

7. Teacher-centered learning

process.

B=4, C=3, D=2, and E=1.

MEAN

TOTAL

POSSIBLE

POSSIBLE

MINIMUM

MAXIMUM

. These reversed items are

11

25

55

25

35

35

25

25
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Appendix E: Preliminary Screening Questionnaire (Teachers)

The questionnaire is divided into two parts. The first part (Section A) asks several
demographic questions. The Second part (Section B) addresses your bélilefs, fee
and behaviors pertaining to your experience with school-based staff development
programs.
1. My age:

a. 20-29

b. 30-39

c. 40-49

d. 50-59

e. 60+
2. My gender is:

a. Female

b. Male
3. Number of years as a teacher:

a. 0-5

b. 6-10

c. 11-15

d. 16-20

e. 21+
4. Number of years as teacher in current school:

a. 0-5

b. 6-10

c. 11-15

d. 16-20
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21+

5. Highest degree | have earned:

a. Bachelor’s

b.

C.

d.

Master’'s
Specialist

Doctorate

Directions: Please circle all that apply for questions 6 &.7

6. My formal and / or informal exposure to curriculum concepts was received from:

a. No exposure

b.

C.

Reading in a book or journal article

Bachelor’s Level (college / University course)

Master’s Level (college / University course)

Doctorate Level (college / University course)
Workshop on Curriculum (college / University course)
Conference on Curriculum (college / University course)
Mentor

Observation

Professional Dialogue

Reflection

Gut feelings about what | should learn as a teacher

7. What is your definition of curriculum?
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9. My formal and / or informal exposure to Adult Learning concepts was received
from:

a. No exposure

b. Reading in a book or journal article

c. Bachelor’s Level (college / University course)

d. Master’s Level (college / University course)

e. Doctorate Level (college / University course)

f.  Workshop on Curriculum (college / University course)

g. Conference on Curriculum (college / University course)

h. Mentor

i. Observation

J. Professional Dialogue

k. Reflection

I.  Gut feelings about what | should learn as a teacher
10.What is your definition of adult learning principles?

11.

12.Describe the demographics of your school:
13.Do you generally trust the information that you received in school-based

professional developments? Why or why not?
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14.Have the in-service activities that you participated in during theseuar
trainings increased your understanding of curriculum and instruction? Explai
15.Please list your membership in professional associations:

16. Educational journals that you subscribe to:
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Appendix F: Instructional Perspectives Inventory (Teachers)
INSTRUCTIONAL PERSPECTIVES INVENTORY

Revised for Teachers
DIRECTIONS: Please read carefully the following statementsed.iselow are 45
statements reflecting beliefs, feelings, and behaviors beginningsamsehprincipals
may or may not possess at a given moment. Please indicate how frequently each
statement typically applies to you as you work with your teachersragtsan school-
based staff development programs, using the codes: A= Almost Never; B= Biot Oft
C= Sometimes; D= Usually; and E = AlImost Always.
There are no right or wrong responses to any of these statements. Whatimspodant
is that you record your own true perspectives based on your personal experlease. P
complete by April 30, 2009.
A= Almost Never B= Not Often C= Sometimes D= Usually E = Almost Adway
How frequently does:

____ 1. My principal uses a variety of teaching techniques.

2. My principal uses buzz groups (learners grouped together to process informat
from lectures).

____ 3. My principal believes that his/her primary goal is to provide me as much
information as possible.

____ 4. My principal feels fully prepared to teach.

5. My principal has difficulty understanding my point-of-view.

____ 6. My principal expects and accepts my frustration as | grapple with problems
____ 7. My principal purposefully communicates to me that | am uniquely important.
____ 8. My principal expresses confidence that | will develop the skills | need.
9. My principal searches for or creates new teaching techniques.

___10. My principal teaches through simulations of real- life settings.

____11. My principal teaches exactly what and how they have planned.

____12. My principal notices and acknowledges to me positive changes in me.
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___13. My principal has difficulty getting his/her point across to me.

____14. My principal believes that | vary in the way | acquire, process, and applyt subjec
matter knowledge.

____15. My principal really listens to what | have to say.

16. My principal trusts me to know what my own goals, dreams, and realities are
like.

17. My principal encourages me to solicit assistance from other teachers?
18. My principal feels impatient with my progress.

19. My principal balances his/her efforts between teacher content acqasiti
motivation.

___20. My principal tries to make his/her presentations clear enough to forléstgll a
Questions.

____21. My principal conducts group discussions.
____22. My principal establishes instructional objectives.

23. My principal uses a variety of instructional media? (Internet, distancactive
video, videos, etc.).

___ 24. My principal uses listening teams (learners grouped together to listen for a
specific purpose) during lectures.

____25. My principal believes that his/her teaching skills are as refined asatinbgp.
____26. My principal expresses appreciation to me when | actively participate.
____27. My principal experiences frustration with my apathy.

___28. My principal prizes my ability to learn what is needed.

___29. My principal feels that | need to be aware of and communicate my thoughts and
feelings.

___30. My principal enables me to evaluate my own progress in learning.
____31. My principal hears what | indicate my learning needs are.

___32. My principal has difficulty with the amount of time | need to grasp various
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Concepts.
33. My principal promotes positive self-esteem in me.

____34. My principal requires me to follow the precise learning experiences he/she
provides to me.

35. My principal conducts role plays.

36. My principal gets bored with the many questions | ask.

37. My principal individualizes the pace of learning for me.

38. My principal helps me explore my own abilities.

39. My principal engages me in clarifying my own aspirations.

40. My principal asks me how | would approach a learning task.

41. My principal feels irritation at my inattentiveness in the learninggett

42. My principal integrates teaching technique with subject matter content.

43. My principal develops supportive relationships with me.

44. My principal experiences unconditional positive regard for me.

45. My principal respects my dignity and integrity.
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Appendix G: Instructional Perspectives Inventory Factors (Teachers)

(1) (2) €)) (4) ® (6) (7)

4 |7 1 | 6 5 | 2 | 3
12 8 9 | 14 13| 10| 11
19 16| 22| 15 18 | 21| 20
26 28 23 17 27 | 24 | 25
33 29 42 37 32 | 35 | 34

30 38 36

31 40 41

39

43

44

45
TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTA

Scoring Process
A=1 B=2, C=3, D=4, andE=5
Reversed scored items are 3,5,11,18,20,25,27,32,34,36,and 41

scored as follows: A=5,

FACTORS

1. Teacher empathy with
learners.
2. Teacher trust of
learners.
3. Planning and delivery

of instruction.

4. Accommodating learner
uniqueness.

5. Teacher insensitivity
toward learners.

6. Experienced based
learning techniques.
(Learner-centered

learning process)

7. Teacher-centered learning

process.

B=4, C=3, D=2, and E=1.

MEAN

TOTAL

. These reversed items are

POSSIBLE POSSIBLE

MINIMUM MAXIMUM
5 25
11 55
5 25
7 35
7 35
5 25
5 25
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Appendix H: Use of Andragogical Principles Category Levels (Scoring)
Use of Andragogical Principles
Category Levels

Category Levels  Percentage IPI Scores
High above average 89%-100%  225-199

Above average 88%-82% 198-185
Average 81%-66% 184-149
Below average 65%-55% 148-124

Low below average 54% <123



195

Appendix I: Potential Interview Questions (semi-structured)

This study will rely primarily on The Modified Instructional Perspedive

Inventory (IP1). The IPI measures seven factors which are identifieeliaés, feelings,

and behaviors of adult educators. The Modified IPI will include a combination ofextlec

response, open ended questions, and general description information. During the

interview participants may be asked to elaborate on answer given or toenjgleted

prior to the interview. Additionally, broad questions, such as the following wilititeil

the obtaining of rich, vital, substantive descriptions of co-researcher’s expesiwith

professional development and adult learning.

1.

2.

What is your experience with school-based professional development?

What dimensions, incidents and people intimately connected with school-
based professional development stand out for you?

How did those dimensions, incidents and people affect you?

What changes do you associate with those dimensions, incidents and people -
relative to professional development?

What methods are used to promote teacher development / adult learning?

In your experience, how does curriculum connect to professional

development?



196

Appendix J: Knowles Assumptions (Detailed Explanation)

Assumptions of the pedagogical model:

1.

Regarding the need to know: Learners only need to know that they
must learn what the teacher teaches if they want to pass and get
promoted; they do not need to know how what they learn will apply to
their lives.

Regarding the learner’s self-concept: The teacher’s concept of the
learner is that of a dependent personality; therefore, the learner’s self
concept becomes that of a dependent personality.

Regarding the role of experience: The learner’s experience is of little
worth as a resource for learning; the experience that counts is that of
the teacher, the textbook writer, and the audiovisual aids producer.
Therefore, transmittal techniques are the backbone of pedagogical
methodology.

Regarding readiness to learn: Learners become ready to learn what the
school requires them to learn if they want to pass and get promoted.
Regarding orientation to learning: Learners have a subject-centered
orientation to learning; they see learning as acquiring subject-matter
content. Therefore, learning experiences are organized according to
subject-matter units and the logic of subject-matter content.
Regarding motivation: Learners are motivated to learn by extrinsic
motivators — grades, the teacher’s approval or disapproval, parental
pressures.

Assumptions of the andragogical model:

1.

Regarding the need to know: Adults need to know why they need to
learn something before undertaking to learn it. Tough(1979) found
that when adults undertake to learn something on their own, they will
invest considerable energy in probing into the benefits they will gain
from learning it and the negative consequences of not learning it.
Consequently, one of the new aphorisms in adult education is that the
first task of the facilitator of learning is to help the learners become
aware of the “need to know.”

Regarding the learner’s self-concept: Adults have a self-concept of
being responsible for their own lives. Once they have arrived at this
self-concept, they develop a deep psychological need to be seen and
treated by others as being capable of self-direction. They resist and
resent situations in which they feel others are imposing their will on
them. But this presents a problem to us in adult education: the minute
adults walk into an activity labeled “education” or “training” or any of
their synonyms, they hark back to their conditioning in previous

school experience, put on their dunce hat of dependency, sit back, and
say, “Teach me.” As we have become aware of this problem, adult
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educators have been working at creating front-end learning
experiences in which adults are helped to make the transition from
dependent to self-directed learners (Knowles, 1975; Smith, 1982).
Regarding the role of the learner’s experience: Adults come into an
educational activity with both a greater volume and a different quality
of experience from youths. This difference in quantity and quality of
experience has several consequences for adult education.

For one thing, it assures that in any group of adults there will be a
wider range of individual differences in terms of background, learning
style, motivation, needs, interests, and goals than in true in a group of
youths — hence, the great emphasis being placed in adult education on
individualization of learning and teaching strategies.

For another, it means that for many kinds of learning the richest
resources for learning are within the learners themselves. Hence, the
greater emphasis being given in adult education to experiential
techniques — techniques that tap into the experience of the learners,
such as group discussion, simulation exercises, problem solving
activities, case method, and laboratory methods — over transmittal
techniques. Hence, too, the greater emphasis on peer-helping
activities.

But the fact of greater experience also has some potentially
negative effects. As we accumulate experience, we tend to develop
mental habits, biases, and presuppositions that may cause us to close
our minds to new ideas, fresh perceptions, and alternative ways of
thinking. Accordingly, adult educators are trying to develop ways of
helping adults to examine their habits and biases and open their minds
to new approaches. Sensitivity training, value clarification,
meditation, and dogmatism scales are among the techniques that are
used to tackle this problem.

Regarding readiness to learn: Adults become ready to learn those
things they need to know or to be able to do in order to cope
effectively with their real-life situations. An especially rich source o
readiness to learn is the developmental task associated with moving
from one developmental stage to the next. The critical implication of
this assumption is the importance of timing learning experiences to
coincide with those developmental tasks.

Regarding orientation to learning: In contrast to children’s and
youth’s subject-centered orientation to learning (at least in school),
adults are life centered in their orientation to learning. Accordingly,
learning experiences in adult education are increasingly organized
around life tasks or problems.

Regarding motivation to learn: While adults are responsive to some
extrinsic motivators, the more potent motivators are intrinsic
motivators. Tough (1979) found in his research that all normal adults
are motivated to keep growing and developing, but that this
motivation is frequently blocked by such barriers as negative self-
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concept as a student, inaccessibility of opportunities or resources, time
constraints, and programs that violate principles of adult learning.
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Appendix K: Letter of Permission to Use the IPI for This Study

College of Education
University Division of Educational Leadership
of Missouri and Policy Studies
St. Louis One University Boulevard
St. Louis, Missouri 63121-4400
Telephone: 314-516-5944

Fax: 314-516-5942

4/10/09

Ms. Tonya J. Clinton
10314 Bilston Court
St. Louis, MO 63146

Dear Ms. Clinton,

| am pleased that you wish to use my Modified Instructional Perspeativestory
(MIPI), in your research study regarding Public School elementaryipala@and
Teacher Perspectives on Professional Development Facilitated byp&snthereby
give you permission to use this copyrighted instrument. | would expect an apgropria
citation for the tool in your dissertation or any publications that result fromg tise tool
In your dissertation or any publications that result from using the tool.

If there is any other walymay help you in this process, please let me know. My best
wishes to you in your research.

Most Sincerely,

b Flewee L _

John A. Henschke, Ed. D.

Creating thez 1st Century School of Education

AN NCATE ACCREDITED INSTITUTION

anequal opportunity institution
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Appendix L: Interview Transcripts Documented on CD ROM
Transcripts will be presented in numerical order with principalsdimdtteachers second.

Principals: P11
P12
P13
P14

Teachers: TOO7
TOO08
TO31
T035
T0O43
TO50
TO58
T063



	University of Missouri, St. Louis
	IRL @ UMSL
	7-28-2011

	Principals as Facilitators of Professional Development with Teachers as Adult Learners
	Tonya Jamelle Jones-Clinton
	Recommended Citation


	tmp.1493652416.pdf.pNcpf

