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Preface

ProFEsSIONAL DEVELOPMENT IN THE UNITED STATES: TRENDS AND CHALLENGES

Stephanie Hirsh, Executive Director
National Staff Development Council

t a time when the nation is

moving quickly to adopt common

core standards and schools are

challenged to accelerate gains
in student achievement to meet federal
mandates, states and districts need to move
more aggressively to provide continuous
professional development. Effective
professional learning — which enables
teachers to work regularly together to
improve their practice and implement
strategies to meet the needs of their students
— must be a key ingredient in any effort
to bolster student achievement and ensure
that all students complete high school
ready for college and careers. Without
ratcheting up support for effective educator
learning, the ability of teachers and school
leaders to meet these new challenges
will be diminished. As consensus among
researchers indicates, the quality of teaching
students experience is highly correlated
with their academic success. Professional
development is a key strategy available to
schools and school systems for improving
teaching quality. To ensure effective
teaching in every classroom, educators
must have opportunities each day to refine
and expand their practice, reflect on how
their practice impacts student learning, and
engage in ongoing improvement to address
learning challenges in the school. States
and school systems have the authority and
responsibility to establish policies to guide

effective professional learning and to
monitor its implementation and impact.
Unfortunately, implementation as well
as the impact on students is inconsistent
state to state. When practice falls short
of the expectations of policymakers,
and educators and students are denied
opportunities to learn, policymakers are
obliged to determine the reasons.

This report is the second part of a larger
study, The Status of Professional Devel-
opment in the United States, a multi-year
research initiative. The Phase II study,
conducted by Ruth Chung Wei, Linda
Darling-Hammond, and Frank Adamson of
Stanford University, summarizes progress
on key indicators of professional develop-
ment collected as a part of the 2003-4 and
2007-08 Schools and Staffing Survey. Data
and findings drawn from this study will be
used to establish benchmarks for assessing
progress in professional development over
time. The study compares data from pre-
vious surveys and provides state-by-state
comparison data. The complete study can
be found at www.nsdc.org/stateproflearn-
ing.cfm and at http://edpolicy.stanford.edu.
A last report will:

e Examine state policies that support
implementation of more effective
professional learning tied to
student learning.

anfessional Development in the United States



e Examine district policies
and contexts that support
implementation of more effective
professional learning.

Taken as a whole, these studies will

provide the most comprehensive picture
and far-reaching analysis of professional
learning that has ever been conducted in the
United States. The Bill & Melinda Gates
Foundation provided financial support

for Phase II of this study. We would like

to thank Vicki Phillips and Patricia Loera
from the foundation for their support. I
also wish to acknowledge Joellen Killion,
NSDC deputy executive director, for
coordinating the research effort; our
advisors—Karen Seashore-Louis, University

of Minnesota; Michael Garet, American
Institute of Research; Thomas Guskey,
University of Kentucky; and Kwang Suk
Yoon, American Institute of Research, for
reviewing and commenting on this research
report; and Sheppard Ranbom and Kari
Hudnell, CommunicationWorks, LLC, for
their editorial guidance on this document. 1
appreciate NSDC’s Board of Trustees for its
vision and advocacy for this study; NSDC’s
national advisors for their guidance and
encouragement through the building stages;
and NSDC consultants Hayes Mizell and
M. René Islas for their perspectives. NSDC
intends for each phase of this study to
answer key questions about professional
learning that contributes to improved
teaching and student learning.







Professional Development in the United States:
Trends and Challenges

Executive Summary

Ruth Chung Wei, Linda Darling-Hammond, and Frank Adamson
Stanford Center for Opportunity Policy in Education

his report is the second part of a three-phase research study of teacher professional

learning opportunities in the United States. In the first report, Professional Learn-

ing in the Learning Profession: A Status Report on Teacher Development in the

United States and Abroad (Wei, Darling-Hammond, Richardson, Andree, & Or-
phanos, 2009), an in-depth review of the research on effective professional development
served as the basis for evaluating the current status of professional learning in the United
States in relation to learning opportunities in other countries. (That report can be down-
loaded from http://www.nsdc.org/stateproflearning.cfm.) The report found that opportu-
nities for sustained, collegial professional development of the kind that produces changes
in teaching practice and student outcomes are much more limited in the United States

than in most high-achieving nations abroad.

This second report utilizes several data sets
to update that examination of professional
learning opportunities for U.S. teachers. It
analyzes the Schools and Staffing Survey
(SASS)—a major national dataset—over
three administrations of the survey (2000,
2004, and 2008), comparing teachers’
responses on professional development
questions in order to evaluate the progress
of professional development efforts in the
states over the last decade.

This report finds that there has been
progress among states in the provision of
induction supports to beginning teachers
and professional development on the content
of the subjects taught. Nearly 75 percent

of beginning teachers now participate in
induction programs, and 80 percent report
having a mentor. These opportunities are
more available, however, to teachers in
suburban districts than to those in urban

or rural schools and those serving larger
proportions of low-income and minority
students.

More teachers had access to professional
development regarding the content they
teach and to greater time on these subjects.
However, there has been a decline in the
intensity of professional development in

all other areas of professional learning. In
2008, teachers nationwide had fewer op-
portunities to engage in sustained profes-
sional learning opportunities (i.e., profes-
sional development of more than eight
hours in duration) than they had four years
earlier. In areas like reading instruction,
uses of computers, teaching of English
language learners and special education
students, U.S. investments in teacher learn-
ing appear to be increasingly focused on the
least effective models of professional devel-
opment—the short-term workshops that




research suggests are unlikely to influence
practice and student achievement.

Equally troubling, well under half of teach-
ers reported access to professional develop-
ment on teaching students with disabilities
(42 percent) and teaching ELLs (27 per-
cent), consistent with previous years’ find-
ings. In addition, only a third of teachers
agreed that their schools provide support
for teaching students with special needs, a
lower proportion than in 2004.

We also examine teachers’ opportunities to
learn and work collaboratively with other
teachers by consulting several sources of
data, including the Met Life Survey 2009

as well as SASS data. These sources of data
suggest that about three-quarters of teach-
ers indicate that they have some formal
opportunities for collaborative planning
with other teachers. However, the oppor-
tunities are limited—averaging only about
2.7 hours a week—and rarely translate into
a school climate that is perceived to enable
significant cooperative effort. Teachers were
only half as likely to report collaborative ef-
forts in their schools in 2008 (at 16 percent)
than in 2000 (when 34 percent did so).

Data from the first Teaching and Learn-
ing International Survey (TALIS) indicate
that American teachers—compared with
teachers in high-achieving Organization for
Economic and Co-operative Development
(OECD) nations—have much less time in
their regular work schedules for coopera-
tive work with colleagues. These findings
suggest that while an increasing number of

American teachers have opportunities for
collaborative work in schools, the current
structures (e.g., work schedules) rarely al-
low for deep engagement in joint efforts to
improve instruction and learning.

There are, however, some states that buck
the national trends, providing more in-
tensive, sustained learning experiences for
teachers. We describe the overall directions
of teacher professional learning opportuni-
ties in the United States over the last de-
cade, and highlight the distinctions among
states and types of school districts.

This report rates state professional devel-
opment efforts on 11 separate indicators,
noting that some states have clearly made
significant strides in offering induction
opportunities for beginning teachers (e.g.,
South Carolina, Iowa, Colorado, Pennsyl-
vania, Delaware) and professional learning
opportunities for veteran teachers (e.g.,
Arkansas, Colorado, Oregon, Utah).

In the next phase of this study, we will
examine the policies and local professional
development practices of several “high-
performing” states and districts through
in-depth case studies of several states and
districts that show evidence of high levels
of teacher participation in professional
development as well as improvements in
student achievement. Through these case
studies, we hope to deepen our understand-
ing of the kinds of policy contexts and local
practices that lead to excellence in profes-
sional development at both the state and
local levels.

Bl Professional Development in the United States




Professional Development in the United States:
Trends and Challenges

n November 2009, the federal government announced four priorities in its Race to the

Top competition for states vying for $4.35 billion in funding provided under the Ameri-

can Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA). Among the top priorities are, 1) increas-

ing teacher and principal effectiveness and achieving equity in their distribution among
schools and, 2) turning around our lowest-achieving schools. While U.S. policy initiatives
increasingly reflect an understanding that effective teaching and school leadership are critical
to the quality of education that students receive, there is often less recognition that teacher
professional development is a key element of school reform. Without a strategic investment
in high-quality professional development, it is unlikely that any effort to improve teacher
effectiveness or to turn around low-performing schools will succeed.

Unfortunately, as we describe in this report,
U.S. investments in teacher learning ap-
pear to be increasingly focused on the least
effective models of professional develop-
ment—short-term workshops that research
suggests are unlikely to influence teach-

ing practice and student outcomes. There
are, however, some states that buck the
national trends, providing more intensive,
sustained learning experiences for teach-
ers. We describe the overall directions of
teacher professional learning opportunities
in the United States over the last decade,
and the distinctions among states and types
of school districts as a prelude to more in-
depth case studies of professional develop-
ment policy, to be published separately.

ReseAarRcH oN HiGH-QuALITY
PRrROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

The first report of this three-phase study,
Professional Learning in the Learning Pro-
fession: A Status Report on Teacher Devel-
opment in the United States and Abroad
(Wei, Darling-Hammond, Richardson,
Andree, & Orphanos, 2009), offered an
in-depth review of the research on effective

professional development as the basis for
evaluating the current status of professional
learning in the United States. In that review,
“high-quality” or “effective” professional
development was defined as that which
results in improvements in teachers’ knowl-
edge and instructional practice, as well

as improved student learning. The review
included quasi-experimental studies that
linked professional development to student
achievement measures, as well as studies
that utilized both quantitative and quali-
tative methods to assess interim impacts

of professional development on teacher
knowledge and practice.

The research review affirmed the common
sense notion that professional development
that is short, episodic, and disconnected
from practice has little impact, and that
well-designed professional development
can improve teaching practice and student
achievement. Several features of profes-
sional development are more likely to lead
to improved teacher knowledge, teaching
practice, and/or student achievement. To
summarize the previous review, “high-qual-
ity” professional development is:

Professional Development in the United States



® Focused on specific curriculum con-
tent and pedagogies needed to teach
that content effectively

e Offered as a coherent part of a
whole school reform effort, with
assessments, standards, and pro-
fessional development seamlessly

linked

¢ Designed to engage teachers in ac-
tive learning that allows them to
make sense of what they learn in
meaningful ways

® Presented in an intensive, sustained,
and continuous manner over time

e Linked to analysis of teaching and
student learning, including the for-
mative use of assessment data

e Supported by coaching, modeling,
observation, and feedback

e Connected to teachers’ collaborative
work in school-based professional
learning communities and learning
teams

Since the publication of this research review
in the Phase I report, additional research
evidence has emerged that provides new
insights on the kinds of professional learn-
ing opportunities that make a difference for
teaching practice and student outcomes.

RESEARCH ON PROFESSIONAL
LEARNING COMMUNITIES

Previous research on the impact of profes-
sional learning communities allows for the
identification of general features that may
be associated with effective communities,

but there have been few studies designed

in such as way as to allow for causal infer-
ences about the impact of particular designs
on teaching and student learning. However,
a study published last year provides empiri-
cal evidence of the effectiveness of profes-
sional learning communities for increasing
student achievement. This longitudinal
quasi-experimental study of the impact on
student achievement of grade-level teams
focused on student learning was conducted
by Saunders, Goldenburg, and Gallimore
(2009). (See also Gallimore, Ermeling,
Saunders, and Goldenburg, 2009, for an-
other report on the same study.)

The authors found that in the nine Title

I schools in which a grade-level teaming
strategy was implemented, students outper-
formed their peers in six matched schools
in the same large, urban district on stan-
dardized achievement tests (with effect sizes
improving over time to an effect size of
0.88 in the fifth year). Furthermore, direct
training of principals and teacher leaders
(not just principals), distributed leadership,
and explicit protocols for leading grade-lev-
el learning teams were critical for effective
grade-level teams. Last, the sustainability of
grade-level teams depended on coherence
with district policies and practices.

This research supports the National Staff
Development Council’s new definition of ef-
fective professional development as a cycle
of continuous improvement as articulated
by its executive director Stephanie Hirsh
(2009, pp. 10-11):

Good teaching occurs when edu-
cators on teams are involved in a
cycle in which they analyze data,
determine student and adult learning
goals based on that analysis, design
joint lessons that use evidence-based

PR Professional Development in the United States




strategies, have access to coaches for
support in improving their class-
room instruction, and then assess
how their learning and teamwork
affects student achievement....

The new definition calls for every
educator to engage in professional
learning at the school as part of
the workday. Professional learning
should tap the expertise of educa-
tors in the school and at the district
office, with support from universi-
ties and other external experts who
help local educators address needs
specific to their students and school
improvement goals.

ReSeEARCH ON PEer LEARNING

By contrast, Murray, Ma, and Mazur
(2009) conducted a quasi-experimental
matched-sample study of six teachers

who participated in a math/science sum-
mer institute (one to two weeks long) with
follow-up through a peer coaching pro-
gram. The scholars found that while teach-
ers reported positive experiences with the
program, there were no significant effects
on students’ mathematics achievement in
comparison to the students of five teachers
in a control group.

This study is limited by small sample size
and non-random assignment to groups
(since the six experimental group teachers
were volunteers). It suggests, however, that
the model of peer coaching that was used
may be insufficient for supporting improve-
ments in teaching and learning. The peer
coaching model had a very modest level

of activity (two peer observations of each
teacher over a one-year period, as well as
one observational visit from a “lead men-
tor”). Also, the model was implemented
with questionable fidelity (lesson observa-

tion debriefs were perfunctory, sometimes
took place weeks or months after observa-
tion, lacked an analytical focus, and con-
sisted mainly of supportive, positive com-
ments). These findings suggest that greater
guidance around peer observation protocols
were needed. Another major challenge for
participants was finding time to travel to
their peer partners’ schools for observations
and follow-up discussions, as the partici-
pant populations were mainly in remote,
rural settings. This challenge speaks to

the drawbacks of individual participation
versus school-based team participation in a
professional development program.

In another study that examined peer learn-
ing effects among teachers, Jackson and
Bruegmann (2009) used econometric meth-
ods and a longitudinal achievement data-
set of North Carolina students linked to
teachers to show that a teacher’s students
have larger achievement gains in math and
reading when she has colleagues (teaching
the same grade in the same school) who are
effective teachers, as defined by value-added
estimates on previous student achieve-
ment scores. These “spillover” effects are
strongest for beginning teachers and persist
over time, explaining about 20 percent

of a teacher’s effect on her own students’
achievement.

The authors propose three possible rea-
sons for this peer effect: 1) more effective
teachers may reduce the work burden for
less effective teachers by sharing work
responsibilities as well as resources; 2) more
effective teachers may positively affect the
motivation and effort of less effective teach-
ers; and 3) less effective teachers are mo-
tivated to learn from more effective peers,
especially if they are beginning teachers or
have many more years of teaching ahead of
them. This effect may partially explain the

Professional Development in the United States |}




The National Staff Development Council’s
New Definition of “Professional Development” (2009)

(34) PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT— The term “professional development” means
a comprehensive, sustained, and intensive approach to improving teachers’ and principals’
effectiveness in raising student achievement—

(A) Professional development fosters collective responsibility for improved student perfor-
mance and must be comprised of professional learning that:

1. is aligned with rigorous state student academic achievement standards
as well as related local educational agency and school improvement goals;

2. is conducted among educators at the school and facilitated by well-prepared
school principals and/or school-based professional development coaches, men-
tors, master teachers, or other teacher leaders;

3. primarily occurs several times per week among established teams of
teachers, principals, and other instructional staff members where the teams of
educators engage in a continuous cycle of improvement that:

a. evaluates student, teacher, and school learning needs through a
thorough review of data on teacher and student performance;

b. defines a clear set of educator learning goals based on the rigor-
ous analysis of the data;

c. achieves the educator learning goals identified in subsection (A)
(3)(ii) by implementing coherent, sustained, and evidence-based
learning strategies, such as lesson study and the development of
formative assessments, that improve instructional effectiveness
and student achievement;

d. provides job-embedded coaching or other forms of assistance to
support the transfer of new knowledge and skills to the classroom;

e. regularly assesses the effectiveness of the professional develop-
ment in achieving identified learning goals, improving teaching,
and assisting all students in meeting challenging state academic
achievement standards;

f. informs ongoing improvements in teaching and student learning; and

g. may be supported by external assistance.

(B) The process outlined in (A) may be supported by activities such as courses, workshops,
institutes, networks, and conferences that:

1. must address the learning goals and objectives established for professional
development by educators at the school level;

advance the ongoing school-based professional development; and

3. are provided by for-profit and nonprofit entities outside the school such as uni-
versities, education service agencies, technical assistance providers, networks of
content-area specialists, and other education organizations and associations.

Retrieved on March 24, 2010 from: hitp:/fwww.nsdc.org/standfor/definition.cfm
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growth in teacher effectiveness in the early
years of teaching, and a plateau observed in
the fourth or fifth year of teaching. While
this study does not identify the precise
mechanisms or the features of school work-
ing conditions that lend themselves to peer
learning, it does show that teacher learning
(as measured by gains in student achieve-
ment) is malleable to peer effects and sug-
gests that there is likely to be value to coach-
ing programs in which teachers with greater
expertise mentor less experienced ones.

ReseARcH ON LiTERACY COACHING

While the evidence on the effectiveness

of peer coaching models appears to be

quite thin, additional research evidence

that evaluates the value-added effects of
literacy coaching has been documented

by Biancarosa, Bryk, and Dexter (2008).

In this longitudinal analysis of the value-
added effects of the Literacy Collaborative
coaching model, the authors examined

the contribution of a coaching program to
changes in the literacy performance of some
8,000 children taught by 250 teachers in

18 schools across eight states. The Literacy
Collaborative is a comprehensive school
reform program in which teachers are se-
lected by their schools to provide leadership
in instructional improvement.

The researchers used hierarchical crossed-
level value-added effects modeling to com-
pute baseline trends for assessing subsequent
program effects from data that consisted of
repeated measures on students who changed
teachers within schools over time. (The
measures included the DIBELS and Ter-
raNova, using Rasch scaling of test items to
account for variation in item difficulty.) To
assess the effects of implementation of the
Literacy Collaborative coaching program,

the authors compared learning gains in
each teacher’s classroom during program
implementation against the gains in the
same teacher’s classroom during the base-
line year. Observed gains were adjusted for
differences in the latent growth trends of
individual students over time.

The average value-added program effect
during the first implementation year was a
16 percent increase in learning compared
with the average baseline growth rate. In
the second implementation year, the pro-
gram effect represented a 27 percent in-
crease in learning over the baseline growth
rate. While the authors put forth these
results as preliminary, since analysis of a
fourth year of data collection (third year of
implementation) was yet to be completed,
they suggest substantial effects of literacy
coaching on student learning. These results
also provide support for the use of school-
based literacy coaches as an effective strat-
egy for improving literacy achievement. It
is important to note that the Literacy Col-
laborative lead teachers receive rigorous
training in the theory and content of liter-
acy learning and provide extensive school-
based professional development activities
and individual coaching. That this model
of coaching is school-based, sustained

over time, and part of a coherent school
reform effort lends additional support for
the above-cited features of effective profes-
sional development that are associated with
improvements in student achievement.

In contrast, another study that examined
the impact of literacy-related professional
development and school-based literacy
coaching did not show significant impacts
on student achievement when examin-
ing second-grade students’ reading scores.
Commissioned by the federal Institute for
Education Sciences (IES), the study by
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Garet and colleagues (2008) conducted a
randomized experimental investigation of
90 schools in six large urban districts. The
study looked at 270 second-grade teachers:
One-third participated in an intensive sum-
mer institute directed by Language Essen-
tials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling,
for 35 hours on average. Another third par-
ticipated in the same institute and received
an additional 60 hours of literacy coaching
during the school year, with school-based
coaches receiving training from the Con-
sortium for Reading Excellence—CORE.
The remaining third of teachers received the
usual professional development provided by
their districts—about 13 hours.

While the study found that both treat-
ments had significant effects on teachers’
knowledge of early reading content and
instruction (using the Reading Content and
Practices Survey) and on teachers’ use of
explicit instruction, the effects on student
outcomes were non-significant. The second
treatment (the institute plus 60 hours of
coaching) had no significant added effect
over the first treatment (the institute only).
This study was limited, however, to one
year of implementation and participation
by teachers and to test scores for one grade
only (second grade) by design. Student
reading achievement gains were noticeable
(a growth rate of .57 standard deviations
for a second grade student), but not statisti-
cally significant.

New EVIDENCE OF PROFESSIONAL
DEVELOPMENT IMPACTS

The Council of Chief State School Officers
(CCSSO) published a review of evalua-
tion studies of professional development
programs for mathematics and science
teachers that operated from 2004 to 2007.

Twenty-five programs from 14 states were
nominated to be included in the review and
could be said to represent “leading efforts”
to improve math and science teaching in
the states. Using a set of research-based
criteria to evaluate the characteristics and
quality of each program, Blank, de las Alas,
and Smith (2008) examined the programs’
features, as well as the methods and find-
ings of 41 evaluation studies of their effec-
tiveness.

Seven of the evaluation studies reported
measurable effects on student outcomes,
providing further evidence that well-de-
signed professional development produces
results for students. These studies used com-
parison groups, pre- and post-test measure-
ments, and quasi-experimental designs, often
using state tests as the outcome measures.
Ten program evaluations recorded measur-
able effects on teacher knowledge, using pre-
viously validated instruments or state assess-
ments, and four program evaluations found
measurable effects on teacher instruction.
(Some studies evaluated impacts in all three
categories of teacher knowledge, teacher
instruction, and student outcomes.)

Design characteristics of the eight
professional development programs that
had significant, measurable impacts on
teacher instruction and/or student outcomes
include:

e A strong focus on content and con-
tent-pedagogy in math or science;

e An annual duration ranging from
45 to 300 hours (or 9-12.5 gradu-
ate credit hours), and in most cases
a design requiring more than 100
hours of engagement with both off-
site (e.g., a two-week summer insti-
tute) and school-based components;
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e Explicit links to, and thereby coher-
ence with, the participants’ school
curriculum and organization;

e Elements of collective participation,
bringing teachers together to engage
in professional learning through
coaching and mentoring by master
teachers, lesson study with col-
leagues, additional training sessions
focused on content pedagogy, and
participation in learning activities
with grade-level teams;

® Designs that are school-based and
involve the schools as strong partners.

The researchers also found that school-based
professional development designs: 1) facili-
tate follow-up activities and alignment to

a school’s curriculum and 2) are easier to
evaluate using scientific research methods that
examine impacts on student learning over
time than professional development programs
in which individual teachers voluntarily par-
ticipate. However, only a small minority of
programs focused on school-based strategies
for professional development.

Another recent experimental study—
conducted by Garet and colleagues (2010),
of an intensive mathematics professional
development program for middle school
teachers—showed that the program

had positive but not always statistically
significant impacts on teacher knowledge
and practice, but no effects on student
outcomes. Two providers, Pearson and
America’s Choice, offered the program,
which they designed to be coherent with
district curricula: Glencoe/Prentice Hall
Mathematics or Connected Mathematics.
The study sample included 195 seventh
grade mathematics teachers in 77 schools
across 12 districts. One hundred teachers
across 40 schools in the treatment

group received on average 45 hours of
professional development in the form of a
three-day summer institute followed by five
seminars spread across the school year, and
five four-hour sessions of coaching. The
control group included 95 teachers from 37
schools.

Garet and his colleagues found that after
the first year of implementation, the profes-
sional development program had modest
positive effects on teacher knowledge of
rational number topics and ability to teach
rational number topics, although the effects
were not statistically significant (effect size
= 0.19, p value = 0.15). The study showed
that the professional development had a
statistically different and positive impact on
the frequency of teachers’ practice of elicit-
ing student thinking (effect size = 0.48) and
a marginally significant effect on teachers’
use of representations (effect size = 0.30,

p value = 0.05). There was no effect on
teachers’ use of activities that focused on
mathematical reasoning (effect size = 0.19,
p value = 0.32). In this first year of the two-
year study, there were no significant im-
pacts on student achievement as measured
by the total scale score and two subscales
on a computer adaptive test administered
by the Northwest Evaluation Association.

These mixed findings suggest that only
one year of teachers’ participation in this
kind of professional development program
may be insufficient to counteract gaps

in teachers’ mathematical knowledge

and pedagogical content knowledge. For
example, Garet and colleagues note that
the average percentage of correct answers
on the measure of teacher knowledge was
only 55 percent for the treatment group, as
compared with 50 percent for the control
group and 93 percent for the professional
development provider staff members.
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The mixed findings that we see in the recent
research on professional development sug-
gest 1) that there is still much to be learned
about the features of truly effective profes-
sional development that has a significant
impact on teacher knowledge and practice
and on student achievement, and 2) that
what is effective may vary for different
populations of teachers and students and
for different school contexts.

AN UPDATE ON THE STATUS
OF TEACHER DEVELOPMENT IN THE
UNITED STATES

In July 2009, the National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES) released the
dataset for the 2008 administration of
SASS, the only nationally representative
survey of teachers. This dataset allows us
to trace trends in professional development
participation across several administrations
of the SASS (from 2000, 2004, and 2008)
to evaluate the progress of professional
development policies and practices in
relation to our research-based definition of
high-quality professional development.

The professional development questions
that were consistent across survey
administrations and could be compared
across the different administrations of the
survey concern:

1. The content of professional
development (e.g., professional
development offered on content of
the subjects teachers teach, the use
of computers for instruction, reading
instruction, discipline/classroom
management, teaching disabled/

limited-English proficient students),
as well as the number of hours spent
in these activities, and teachers’
usefulness ratings of those activities;

2. Priorities for additional professional
development (teachers were asked to
select their top three priorities from a
range of nine topics);

3. School climate with regard to the
extent of teacher cooperation and
support for teaching students with
special needs; and

4. Participation in induction programs
for beginning teachers during the first
year of teaching, including specific
forms of support such as mentorship,
seminars, and reduced teaching load.

Unfortunately, a significant number of the
items that relate to professional development
were removed from the most recent
questionnaire (2008), which limits the SASS
as a source of indicators of national progress
with regard to professional development.!

The questions omitted concern the following
aspects of professional development:

1. Formal professional development
activities (e.g., university courses;
workshops, conferences, training
sessions offered during or outside
of school hours); and resources
supporting teacher participation
in professional development
(e.g., release time; time built into
regular work hours for professional
development; reimbursement for
tuition, fees, travel expenses); and

1 The Institute of Education Sciences, which designs the Schools and Staffing Survey, commented in a letter
to the authors that the survey items were eliminated due to pressures to reduce the length of the survey in
order to increase the response rate and lower the costs of survey administration.
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2. Job-embedded professional
development activities (e.g.,
teacher collaboration on issues of
instruction, collective research on
topics of professional interest, peer
observation and mentoring) as well
as the conditions that support
teacher collaboration and learning
(e.g., regularly scheduled time
during teachers’ work hours, level of
influence teachers have over school
decisions).

Survey data were analyzed in terms of
participation reported by teachers at the

national and state levels and by school
types (e.g. grade level, type of community,
and student population served). Some
items were analyzed by certification
content area, certification status (regular
certification to no certification), and years
of teaching experience to test particular
hypotheses. Responses from administration
to administration were compared when the
questionnaire items were phrased the same
way. In some cases, slight changes in the
way the questions were asked made direct
comparisons impossible. (A more detailed
description of the dataset and methodology
are found in Appendix A.)
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l. Participation in Professional Development

he findings reported here are based on data from the latest restricted-use dataset
from the Schools and Staffing Teacher Survey (2008), with comparison to findings
from earlier administrations of the survey (2000, 2004) when there is comparable
data. The SASS Teacher Questionnaire (2008) asked teachers whether they had
participated in professional development on six topics: 1) the content of the subject(s)
taught; 2) the uses of computers for instruction; 3) reading instruction?; 4) student dis-
cipline and management of the classroom; 5) teaching students with disabilities; and 6)

teaching LEP students.

The questionnaire also asked teachers to
report the number of hours they had partic-
ipated in professional development covering
these topics over the previous 12 months
(or over the previous three years for profes-
sional development on teaching students
with disabilities and LEP students) and to
rate the usefulness of these professional
development opportunities.

NATIONAL AVERAGE RATES OF
PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL
DEVELOPMENT

Finding 1: Nationally, the percentage of
teachers reporting participation in profes-
sional development regarding teachers’
content areas, reading instruction, uses of
computers, and classroom management has
increased slightly, with the highest rates of
participation in professional development
with a content focus (88 percent). Par-
ticipation varies by teachers’ level, subject
area, and years of experience.

While the percentage of teachers report-
ing participation in professional develop-
ment on the content of the subject(s) taught
increased modestly from 2004 to 2008

(from 83 to 88 percent), the percentage of
teachers participating in professional de-

velopment on each of the other three top-
ics remained fairly stable, with very slight
increases (by 2 percentage points on aver-

age).

The SASS Teacher Questionnaire did not
query teachers about the subject matter of
content-focused professional development
(other than reading instruction); however,
rates of participation can be analyzed by
the certification area teachers reported.
Tables 69-70 in Appendix B display the av-
erage participation rates in professional de-
velopment differentiated by 1) the content
of the subject(s) taught across 12 certifica-
tion areas, 2) grade level, and 3) years of
experience. We find that teachers with Early
Childhood or General Elementary certifica-
tion are most likely to have participated in
content-focused professional development.
Teachers with certification to teach arts and
music, foreign languages, natural sciences,
and social sciences are the least likely to
have participated in content-focused profes-
sional development during the previous 12
months, although the participation rates are
still quite high (over 70 percent across all
certification areas).

2 While professional development on reading instruction may be considered a content area for elementary

teachers, this item was asked separately for all teachers.
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TABLE 1. PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

ON FOUR TOPICS (2000, 2004 & 2008)

(Percentage of all teachers reporting participation in professional development

Topic of Professional
Development

Percentage
reporting
participation

in this kind of

professional
development

(Std Error)

topics during the past 12 months)

Percentage
of all
teachers
with 33

or more hours

on topic

(Std Error)

Percentage of
teachers reporting
participation who
rated training on
this topic “useful”
or “very useful”*

2000 59.0 (0.300)' 18.0 (0.290) 71.3
1) The content of the
subject(s) they teach 2004 83.4 (0.313) 23.0 (0.389) 70.9
2008 87.5 (0.334) 23.8 (0.430) 69.9
2000 70.0 (0.370) 8.0 (0.220) 63.6
2) Uses of computers for |5, | g4 9 (0.532) 6.8 (0.217) 64.7
instruction
2008 67.0 (0.569) 4.8 (0.211) 65.3
2000 n/a n/a n/a
3) Reading instruction 2004 60.9 (0.478) 8.9 (0.285) 68.9
2008 61.5 (0.583) 7.7 (0.298) 67.7
2000 41.0 (0.390) 2.0 (0.110) 55.5
4) Student discipline
and management in the 2004 43.5(0.476) 2.1(0.124) 61.7
classroom
2008 45.7 (0.595) 2.0 (0.120) 61.6

SOURCES: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS),
2003-04, 2007-08; Choy, Chen, Bugarin, & Broughman (2006). Teacher Professional Development in
1999-2000: What Teachers, Principals, and District Staff Report.

* Standard errors are not reported for figures that represent a sum of two or more categories.

"In 2000, the topic was “In-depth study of content in main teaching field.”

Analysis of participation in content-focused
professional development by years of
teaching experience also reveals that begin-
ning teachers in their first to third years of

teaching have significantly lower participa-
tion rates in content-focused professional
development than their more experienced
colleagues (though the difference is only
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TABLE 2. INTENSITY OF PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

ON FOUR TOPICS (2004 & 2008)

(Percentage of all teachers in sample reporting the length of time they participated in
professional development on these topics during the last 12 months)

Topic of Professional
Development

Percentage

reporting up to

8 hours

(Std. Error)

Percentage
reporting

9-16 hours
(Std. Error)

Percentage
reporting

17-32 hours
(Std. Error)

Percentage
reporting

33+ hours

(Std. Error)

1) The content of the | 2004 16.6 22.9 (0.459) 17.2 (0.382) |20.3(0.472) 23.0 (0.463)
subject(s) they teach

2008 12.5 18.3 (0.382) 24.5(0.477) |21.0(0.448) 23.8 (0.430)
2) Uses of computers | 2004 351 15.0 (0.480) 37.4 (0.523) |6.6(0.362) 6.8 (0.328)
for instruction

2008 33.0 41.0 (0.444) 15.8 (0.407) |6.2(0.271) 4.8 (0.211)
3) Reading instruction | 2004 40.0 16.8 (0.499) 26.0 (0.638) 10.1 (0.431) 8.9 (0.440)

2008 38.5 27.9 (0.466) 17.5 (0.375) |9.5(0.304) 7.7 (0.298)
4) Student discipline 2004 56.5 8.3 (0.460) 31.1(0.628) [2.9(0.314) 2.1 (0.273)
and management in
the classroom 2008 54.3 32.9 (0.342) 9.0 (0.304) 3.1(0.174) 2.0 (0.120)

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS), 2003-

04, 2007-08.

Note: Sums of percentages may not add up to 100 percent in all cases due to rounding. Percentages are based on the total

number of teachers in the sample, not just those who responded “yes” to participation in the PD topic.

about 5 percent). This was true for both el-
ementary and secondary teachers. This may
be due to beginning teachers’ participation
in induction and mentoring program activi-
ties that may not be focused solely on the
content of their teaching area. See Table 70
in Appendix B for a breakdown by school
level and years of experience.

INTENSITY OF PROFESSIONAL
DEVELOPMENT

Finding 2: While the intensity of profes-
sional development related to the content

teachers teach was stable, in other areas—
such as reading instruction, classroom
management, and use of computers for in-
struction—teachers received less intensive
learning opportunities (i.e., fewer hours of
professional development on a given topic)
in 2008 than they did four years earlier.

The trends from 2004 to 2008 indicate that
the intensity of professional development
related to the content teachers teach was
stable—that is, the percentage of teachers
reporting 17 or more hours of professional
development on the topic remained about
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that same. However, fewer than half of all
teachers received this level of professional
development (at least 17 hours) regarding
the content they teach.

Meanwhile, there was a decrease in the
intensity of professional development in
other areas, including uses of computers for
instruction, reading instruction, and student
discipline/classroom management. In these
areas, there was a dramatic shift away

from professional development of a modest
duration (i.e., 9 to 16 hours to professional
development) toward shorter workshops of
8 hours or shorter in length.

In a review of nine research studies, Yoon
and colleagues (2007) found that profes-
sional development that includes a substan-
tial number of contact hours (ranging from
30 to 100 hours in total and averaging

49 hours) spread out over 6 to 12 months
showed a positive and significant effect on
student achievement gains. Meanwhile,

professional development that offered 5 to
14 hours of contact had no statistically sig-
nificant effect on student achievement. This
suggests that the participation of our na-
tion’s teachers in professional development
in most areas is likely to have little impact
on the quality of their instructional practice
and on student achievement.

Figures 1 to 4 (see pages 14-15) provide a
visual representation of trends in the dura-
tion of professional development across
the four topics. This suggests that states
and school organizations made content the
highest priority (among the four topics),
and shifted resources and time away from
professional development on technology
and student discipline/classroom manage-
ment, and to a lesser extent, away from
professional development on reading in-
struction. They also shifted resources away
from longer term professional development
toward shorter bursts of training in these
areas.
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FIGURE 1. INTENSITY OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT—
CONTENT OF SUBJECT(S) TAUGHT, 2004 AND 2008

(Percentage of teachers reporting the length of time they participated in professional
development on this topic during the last 12 months)

30.0%

24.5

25.0%

23.0%38%

20.0

15.0°

= 2003-04
[2007-08

10.0%

5.0% -

0.0%
8 hours or less 9-16 hours 17-32 hours 33 hours or more

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS), 2003-2004, 2007-08.

FIGURE 2. INTENSITY OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT—
USES OF COMPUTERS FOR INSTRUCTION, 2004 AND 2008

(Percentage of teachers reporting the length of time they participated in professional
development on this topic during the last 12 months)

45.0%
40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
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10.0%
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SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS), 2003-2004, 2007-08.
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FIGURE 3. INTENSITY OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT—
READING INSTRUCTION, 2004 AND 2008

(Percentage of teachers reporting the length of time they participated in professional
development on this topic during the last 12 months)

30.0% 27.9%
26.0%
25.0% -
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5.0%
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8 hours or less 9-16 hours 17-32 hours 33 hours or
more

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS), 2003-2004, 2007-08.

FIGURE 4. INTENSITY OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT—
STUDENT DISCIPLINE AND CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT, 2004 AND 2008

(Percentage of teachers reporting the length of time they participated in professional
development on this topic during the last 12 months)
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SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS), 2003-2004, 2007-08.
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TABLE 2. PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT RELATED TO TEACHING
STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES AND LIMITED-ENGLISH PROFICIENT STUDENTS
(2004 AND 2008)

(Percentage of teachers reporting participation in professional development topics during the last 12 months
and numbers of hours of participation during the last three years)

Percentage Percentage of
Percentage of all  of all teachers teachers reporting
teachers with more than participation who
8 hours on rated training on
topic during  this topic “useful”
Topic of Professional SASS the last three or “very useful”*
Development Data Year (Std Error) years®*
1
1) Teaching students with 2004 n/a 366 n/a
disabilities 2008 42.3 (0.590) 17.1 63.1
2) Teaching limited-English 2004 n'a 321 n'a
proficient students 2008 27.9 (0.612) 20.0 57.6

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS),

2003-04, 2007-08.

1“n/a” indicates that the question was not asked in that particular year’s survey.

2 In the 2004 teacher questionnaire, the questions asked were “In the last three years, have you had eight hours or more of
training or professional development on how to teach special education students?” (Yes/No) and “In the last three years, have
you had eight hours or more of training or professional development on how to teach limited-English proficient students?”

(Yes/No)

* Standard errors are not reported for figures that represent a sum of two or more categories.

TEACHING STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES
AND LiMITED-ENGLISH PROFICIENT
(LEP) STuDENTS

Finding 3: Fewer than half of teachers
nationally report receiving professional
development for teaching students with
disabilities and fewer than a third for
teaching LEP students.

Fewer than half of teachers (43 percent)
received any training to teach students with
disabilities in 2008. In addition, on a survey
item that asked teachers to rate the aspects
of school climate, only a third (33 percent)

of respondents agreed that their schools
provided support for teaching students with
special needs, a decline from 36 percent in
2004.

RATINGS ON THE USEFULNESS OF
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Finding 4: I 2008, about two-thirds of
teachers rated the professional development
they experienced as useful or very useful.
Teachers with more intensive professional
development experiences rated the use-
fulness of those experiences significantly
higher.
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The ratings on the usefulness of profes-
sional development across the four topics
were relatively stable from 2000 to 2008
(see Table 1, page 11). As in the 2004 data,
there is a significant positive relationship
between the number of hours reported by
teachers and their ratings of the usefulness
of the professional development. Tables 13
to 18 in Appendix B display the propor-
tion of teachers who rated the usefulness of
professional development they participated
in (1 = Not useful, 2 = Somewhat useful,

3 = Useful, 4 = Very useful) by the number
of hours reported (8 hours or less, 9 to 16
hours, 17 to 32 hours, 33 hours or more).
All six tables show that the more hours

of participation reported by teachers, the
more highly they rated the usefulness of the
professional development. These findings
support previous empirical research that
professional development that is longer in
duration and more sustained over time is
more effective in improving teaching prac-
tice and student achievement. Teachers’ per-
ceptions of usefulness clearly increase when
they are engaged in professional learning
over a longer duration.

V ARIATION IN PARTICIPATION IN
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ACROSS
ScHooL CONTEXTS

Finding 5: Participation in professional
development varies across different schools
contexts: Perbaps as a result of targeted
federal funding under No Child Left Be-
hind (NCLB), the highest rates of participa-
tion were for elementary school teachers,
urban teachers, and teachers in schools
with the highest populations of low-in-
come, minority, and LEP students.

In Appendix B, Tables 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, and 12
display the mean values of responses across

the professional development items, while
Tables 19 through 58 display the differenc-
es across categories for each of the school
context variables, as well as standard errors
and p-values.

Grade Level Differences. SASS data from
2008 show that elementary teachers had
significantly higher rates of participation
than secondary teachers in professional
development on the content they taught (91
percent vs. 81 percent), reading instruction
(71 percent vs. 44 percent), student disci-
pline/classroom management (46 percent
vs. 44 percent), and teaching LEP students
(30 percent vs. 26 percent). These results
are similar to the results from the 2004

SASS data.

Elementary teachers also rated the value of
their professional development experiences
significantly higher than did secondary
teachers, particularly on reading instruc-
tion, discipline/classroom management,
teaching students with disabilities, and
teaching LEP students. Last, across the six
topics reported in SASS, elementary teach-
ers had a significantly higher cumulative
number of professional development hours
than secondary teachers (46 hours vs. 39
hours). (See Tables 59 and 60 in Appendix
B for details.)

School Community Differences. In 2008,
teachers in urban areas had higher rates of
professional development participation on
the content of the subject(s) they teach than
teachers in suburban areas (90 versus 88
percent) and rural areas (84 percent), and
teachers in suburban areas had significantly
higher rates of participation than teachers
in rural areas. Teachers in urban areas also
had significantly higher rates of profession-
al development participation on reading in-
struction, student discipline/classroom man-
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agement, and teaching LEP students than
teachers in suburban and rural schools.
This was true also in 2004.

In terms of average cumulative number of
hours of professional development (across
the six topics), teachers in urban schools
had a significantly higher average (47 hours)
than teachers in suburban schools (43 hours)
and rural schools (42 hours). (See Tables 61
and 62 in Appendix B for details.)

Schools Serving Different Student
Populations. Results from 2008 show

that teachers in schools with the highest
minority enrollment had significantly
higher rates of participation in professional
development on the content of the
subject(s) they teach than teachers in
schools with the lowest minority enrollment
(89 percent vs. 85 percent), as well as on
reading instruction (65 percent vs. 56
percent) and teaching LEP students (68
percent vs. 60 percent). However, teachers
with the lowest minority enrollments had
significantly higher rates of participation

in PD on uses of computers for instruction.
These results are similar to those in

2004. Teachers in schools with higher
percentages of minority enrollment also
had a significantly higher number of
average cumulative hours of professional
development across six topics than teachers
in schools with lower percentages of
minority enrollment. The numbers ranged
from an average of 39 cumulative hours in
schools with the lowest minority enrollment
to 47 cumulative hours in schools with the
highest minority enrollment. (See Tables 63
and 64 in Appendix B for details.)

Teachers in schools with higher free and re-
duced lunch (FRL) program enrollment had
significantly higher rates of professional
development participation on the content of
the subject(s) they teach (89 percent vs. 86

percent), on reading instruction, on student
discipline and classroom management, and
on teaching LEP students than those with
lower FRL program enrollment. Teachers
in schools with higher FRL program enroll-
ment also had significantly more average
cumulative hours of professional develop-
ment than teachers in schools with a lower
FRL program enrollment, ranging from 41
hours in schools with the lowest enrollment
to 48 hours in schools with the highest
enrollment. (See Tables 65 and 66 in Ap-
pendix B for details.)

However, teachers in schools with the
lowest FRL program enrollment had sig-
nificantly higher rates of participation in
professional development on the uses of
computers for instruction. These results
mirror the 2004 results and may be an in-
dicator of the ongoing resource gap (docu-
mented in other studies, e.g., NEA, 2008)
that schools in urban, high-poverty, high-
minority-enrollment areas face in terms of
access to computing technology and pro-
fessional development on the uses of com-
puters for instruction. Alternatively, lower
rates of participation in technology-related
professional development may be due to a
differing set of priorities for professional
development in schools with high poverty
levels (as is shown by analyses cited later in
this report).

Teachers in schools with the highest enroll-
ment of LEP students (more than 10 per-
cent) had significantly higher participation
than teachers in schools with the lowest
LEP enrollment in professional develop-
ment on the content of the subject(s) they
teach (90 percent vs. 86 percent), reading
instruction (68 percent vs. 60 percent),
teaching students with disabilities (48
percent vs. 40 percent), and teaching LEP
students (41 percent vs. 15 percent). How-
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ever, teachers in schools with low LEP
enrollment (0.0 to 2.5 percent) had signifi-
cantly higher participation in professional
development on uses of computers for
instruction than did teachers in school with
the highest LEP enrollment of 10 percent
(70 percent vs. 65 percent).

These results are consistent with those from

the 2004 dataset. Teachers in schools with
the highest levels of LEP enrollment also
had significantly more average cumulative

hours of professional development across
six topics than did teachers in schools
with the lowest levels of LEP enrollment,
ranging from 40 hours in schools with

the lowest LEP enrollment to 50 hours in
schools with the highest LEP enrollment.
(See Tables 67 and 68 in Appendix B for
details.) These patterns may stem from the
increased provision of resources related to
Title I funding and efforts to turn around

underperforming schools in response to
NCLB.
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Il. Opportunities for Teacher Collaboration

Finding 6: Although about two-thirds of
teachers report structured opportunities for
collaboration in their schools, they report
an average of only 2.7 hours a week of time
spent in collaboration. Only 16 percent

of teachers surveyed agree that there is a
climate of cooperative effort among staff
members in their schools.

The 2004 SASS Teacher Questionnaire in-
cluded a few items related to opportunities
for teachers to participate in job-embedded,
collaborative professional work with other
teachers. These items, unfortunately, were
removed from the 2008 questionnaire. One
item was retained in the 2008 questionnaire
that provides some indication about the lev-
el of teacher collaboration in U.S. schools.
That item was embedded in a series of
others related to school climate: “There is a
great deal of cooperative effort among the
staff members” (assessed on a Likert scale:
from strongly agree to strongly disagree).

Few teachers in 2008 perceived coopera-
tive effort among staff members in their
schools, a finding consistent with results
from the 2004 survey. Seventeen percent of
teachers in 2004 and 16 percent of teachers
in 2008 agreed or strongly agreed that there
was cooperative effort in their schools.
These recent results represent a significant
decline from 2000, when 34 percent of
teachers agreed or strongly agreed that
“There is a great deal of cooperative effort
among the staff members.” (There was also
little variation across states on this item,
ranging from 11 percent of teachers agree-
ing with this statement in New Jersey and
Washington to 25 percent of teachers agree-
ing in Washington, D.C.)

Another item asked of beginning teach-

ers (those with five or fewer years of ex-
perience) was whether they had received
various induction supports; among them,
common planning time. Presumably, if
beginning teachers engaged in common
planning, other teachers in their grade level
or in their subject area planned with them.
This item, while representative of beginning
teachers only, offers some indication of the
relative prevalence of common planning

in schools. The percentage of beginning
teachers reporting common planning time
increased from 49 percent in 2004 to 56
percent 2008.

We do not know, however, how teachers
use that time. The very low percentage of
teachers—all teachers in the public school
sample, including beginning teachers—re-
porting cooperative effort in their schools
suggests that common planning time, even
when available, does not necessarily trans-
late into cooperative effort among begin-
ning teachers and their more experienced
colleagues. It appears that simply providing
time for common planning is insufficient for
supporting teachers’ joint efforts. The con-
junction of these two findings—increased
common planning time without matching
levels of teacher cooperation—suggests that
our nation’s schools have room to grow in
offering protocols to guide collaboration
and providing the kind of leadership needed
to support follow-through. A more system-
atic approach to support the productive use
of common planning time might strengthen
the continuous improvement cycle of pro-
fessional development outlined in NSDC’s
new definition of professional development,
cited in the introduction to this paper.
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Another set of insights into this seeming ing basis, with peer observation and feed-
paradox is offered by results from the 2009  back being the least common practice (only

Met Life Survey of the American Teacher 22 percent of teachers reported this type of
(Met Life, 2010). These results are based collaboration). It also appears that elementa-
on a Harris Interactive telephone poll of ry teachers are more likely to be engaged in
1,003 teachers across almost all states, such collaborative activities than are second-

conducted over a month-]ong period in the ary teachers, which is consistent with find-
fall of 2009. The samp]e was selected and il’lgS in the 2004 SASS analysis. The Met Life
weighted to be representative of the nation ~ Survey also reports that elementary teachers
in terms of the demographic characteristics are more hkely to collaborate in grade—level

of teachers and schools. teams, while secondary teachers are more
likely to work with departmental (content-

The survey results (see Table 3 below) specific) teams that span grade levels.

suggest that the majority of teachers are

engaged in collaborative work with their While there are problems with the scale

school leaders and colleagues on an on-go-  used in the Met Life Survey (“Always” and

TABLE 3. FREQUENCY OF TEACHER COLLABORATION (MET LIFE SURVEY OF
THE AMERICAN TEACHER, 2009)

(Percentage of teachers reporting these activities “Often” or “Always”)

Elementary Secondary
All Teachers Teachers Teachers

How often do the following occur at your
school? (Never, Rarely, Sometimes, Often,
Always)

Teachers meet in teams to learn what is
necessary to help their students achieve at 75% 78% 69%
higher levels.

School leaders share responsibility with teachers

: 73% 76% 67%
to achieve school goals.

Beginning teachers have opportunities to work

0, 0, 0,
with more experienced teachers. 1% 2% 70%

Teachers examine and discuss student work with

68% 72% 60%
each other regularly.

My school structures time for teachers to work

0, 0, 0,
together. 63% 68% 57%

My principal’s/My decisions on school
improvement strategies are influenced by faculty 63% 66% 58%
input.

Teachers observe each other in the classroom

0, 0, 0,
and provide feedback to each other. 22% 23% 22%

SOURCE: Met Life Survey of the American Teacher: Collaborating for Student Success—Part | (2010). Page 10. Retrieved
on April 5, 2010, from: http://www.metlife.com/about/corporate-profile/citizenship/metlife-foundation/metlife-survey-of-the-
american-teacher.html.
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“Often” may mean different things to dif-
ferent individuals), the picture that these
results create is a quite optimistic one. Two-
thirds to three-quarters of teachers reported
being engaged in some form of collabora-
tive work in their schools. These results

for 2009 are not too far off from the 2004
Schools and Staffing Survey. In that SASS
dataset, 70 percent of teachers reported
having participated in “regularly scheduled
collaboration with other teachers on issues
of instruction (besides administrative meet-
ings)” and 63 percent reported participat-
ing in observing and being observed in their
classrooms for at least 10 minutes during
the previous 12 months.

At the same time, another Met Life Survey
item on the amount of time teachers spend
in collaborative work sheds light on what
“Always” and “Often” mean for American
teachers. The survey asked: “Excluding

administrative duties, how much time per
week in hours and minutes do you spend
working in such structured collaboration
with other teachers and school leaders?”
The responses yielded an average of 2.7
hours per week of participation in struc-
tured collaboration across the sample. (See
Figure 5 below.) When considered on its
own, this average number of hours might
be viewed as encouraging—it translates to
about 108 hours a year in a 40-week school
year—but it is significantly less than what is
available to teachers in other nations.

TeACHER COLLABORATION ABROAD

Collaboration time for teachers is much
more extensive in many high-achieving
nations, where more non-teaching time is
built into teachers’ workday. As cited in our
previous report (Wei, Darling-Hammond,
Richardson, Andree, & Orphanos, 2009),

FIGURE 5. HOURS OF WEEKLY TEACHER PARTICIPATION IN STRUCTURED
COLLABORATION TIME
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SOURCE: Met Life Survey of the American Teacher: Collaborating for Student Success—Part | (2010).
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TABLE 5. ALLOCATION OF WEEKLY WORK HOURS REPORTED BY TEACHERS IN TALIS
(Average weekly hours, 8 OECD countries that were ranked in the top 14 on the 2006 PISA)

Hours: Teaching Hours: Planning Hours: Hours: Other
Administrative
Duties
Countries Avg (SE) Avg (SE) Avg (SE) Avg (SE)
Australia 18.95 0.151 12.27 0.149 8.79 0.199 5.33 0.213
Austria 18.17 0.077 14.27 0.108 4.07 0.061 3.47 0.094
Belgium (Fl.) 18.25 0.096 10.30 0.106 3.48 0.063 3.32 0.126
Denmark 18.30 0.124 12.32 0.132 3.92 0.111 5.10 0.242
Estonia 20.25 0.157 10.32 0.121 3.58 0.065 3.65 0.121
Ireland 19.77 0.090 8.47 0.105 3.74 0.092 3.15 0.131
Korea 19.38 0.099 9.24 0.105 9.09 0.114 491 0.179
Poland 16.01 0.149 9.09 0.113 3.52 0.085 1.55 0.057
TALIS Average
2008 18.64 0.043 10.79 0.042 5.02 0.038 3.81 0.055
U.S. Average | Not Available

SOURCE: Original analysis on TALIS Survey Data 2008 (OECD, 2010), retrieved on April 5, 2010, from: http://stats.oecd.org/

Index.aspx?DataSetCode=TALIS.

Note: “TALIS Average 2008” represents the average for the eight high-achieving nations in this table only.

in many European and Asian countries,
teachers spend about 15 to 25 hours per
week outside the classroom, most of it

laborate and engage in peer learning in
high-performing OECD nations. In the
first Teaching and Learning International

working collaboratively with other teach-
ers on preparing lessons, analyzing teaching
through lesson study, action research, and
classroom observations, and planning in the

Survey (TALIS) 3, administered in 2007-08,
teachers were asked to report the number
of weekly hours for classroom teaching,
planning, administrative responsibilities,

and other activities. Each week the teach-
ers in eight high-achieving OECD countries
spent on average 19 hours teaching (49
percent of their total work hours, which
average between 38-39 hours per week), 11

context of subject matter departments or
grade-level teams.

This observation is supported by recent
data about teachers’ opportunities to col-

3 In 2007-2008, the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) administered the
first TALIS and collected data from 60,000 “lower secondary” teachers and their school principals across
23 OECD counties. Schools and teachers were randomly selected to take part in the survey. In every coun-
try (except for smaller countries), about 200 schools and 20 teachers in each school were sampled (approxi-
mately 4,000 teachers per country). We selected the eight nations that ranked above the international aver-
age (rank of 14th and above) on the 2006 PISA (Programme for International Student Assessment) reading,
science, and math exams. These eight nations included: Australia, Austria, Belgium (Flemish Community),
Denmark, Estonia, Ireland, Korea, and Poland.
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hours in planning activities (28 percent of
teachers’ weekly work hours), 5 hours in
administrative duties (13 percent of weekly
work hours), and 4 hours in other activi-
ties (10 percent of weekly work hours). It is
clear that teachers in these eight countries
can devote a relatively large portion of their
working time to professional responsibili-
ties outside the classroom, and that this
creates greater opportunities for teacher
collaboration and engagement in teacher
learning. (The average hours spent in each
activity is almost the same when all 23
OECD nations are included.)

Figure 6 below displays the average al-
location of weekly work time reported

by teachers in these eight high-achieving
OECD nations, and shows that just under

50 percent of teachers’ working time is
spent in classroom instruction.

In contrast, for American teachers, the
working day is mostly occupied by
classroom teaching responsibilities, with
only a few hours a week for common
planning time and collaboration with
colleagues. This may be changing in some
school contexts where schedules have
been organized to include more time for
teachers to engage in planning and other
collective activities on a weekly basis. Note,
for instance, the 15 percent of teachers in
the Met Life Survey sample who reported
five or more hours of structured time for
collaboration (see Figure 5, page 22).
However, this is clearly unusual in the
American context.

FIGURE 6. PERCENTAGE OF WEEKLY HOURS SPENT IN PROFESSIONAL WORK
(EIGHT HIGH-ACHIEVING OECD NATIONS, TALIS, 2008)
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SOURCE: Analysis of TALIS Survey Data 2008 (OECD, 2010), retrieved on April 5, 2010, from: http://stats.oecd.org/Index.

aspx?DataSetCode=TALIS.
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TeACHERS' VIEWS OF THE IMPORTANCE
oF COLLABORATION

Ninety-four percent of teachers in the Met
Life Survey (2009) agreed that “greater
collaboration among teachers and school
leaders” would have a “major impact” or
a “moderate impact” on improving student
achievement. In a recent survey of 40,000
teachers conducted by the Bill & Melinda
Gates Foundation and Scholastic (2010),
86 percent of teachers reported a collegial
work environment as “absolutely essential”
or “very important” for their persistence

in the profession, and 89 percent reported
time for teachers to collaborate as
“absolutely essential” or “very important”

for their persistence in the profession.

Similarly, in a recent survey conducted by
Berry, Daughtrey, and Wieder (2010) for
the Teachers Network (and supported by
the Ford Foundation), 68 percent of the
1,210 teachers in the sample reported that
they turned to other teachers for help about
teaching, and 74 percent reported that they
turned to other teachers for support. In
addition, close to 80 percent of respondents
reported that their involvement in the
Teachers Network was a major reason

for their intention to stay in the teaching
profession. These findings underscore the
importance of opportunities for teacher
collaboration and their role in teachers’
commitment to the profession.
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lll. Highest Priorities for Further Professional
Development

Finding 7: The top three topics for further
professional development remained almost
the same from 2004 to 2008, with teach-
ers prioritizing the Content of the subject
taught (23.7 percent in 2008) and Student
discipline and management (19.9 percent
in 2008). Teaching students with special
needs and Use of technology in instruction
were both ranked as top priorities by 13.7
percent of teachers. Teachers’ needs and
preferences varied across school levels and
contexts.

In each year of the survey, teachers are
asked to select and rank a list of nine topics
as their top priorities for further profession-
al development. The percentages of teachers
rating each topic as their first priority for
further professional development are dis-
played in Figure 7 (see page 27). There has
been relatively little change in these rank-
ings over the last decade.

The perceived need for particular topics

of professional development appears to
vary by the grade level and type of school
in which teachers work. For example, a
significantly higher percentage of elemen-
tary teachers (17 percent) ranked teaching
students with special needs as the highest
priority than did secondary teachers (12
percent). But a significantly higher percent-
age of secondary teachers (16 percent) than
elementary teachers (11 percent) ranked use
of technology in instruction as the highest
priority. The same was true for professional
development regarding the content of the
subject(s) taught (24 percent for secondary

teachers prioritized this as compared to 20
percent of elementary teachers).

There were even more dramatic differences

in priorities for further professional develop-
ment based on the school contexts in which
teachers worked. These differences seem to be
related to the school populations and climates
that teachers working in these different con-
texts face. For example, for teachers in urban
contexts, with high minority, LEP, and FRL
enrollments, professional development on
student discipline and classroom management
as well as teaching LEP students were more
frequently ranked as top priorities than for
teachers in less diverse, more wealthy school
settings. On the other hand, for teachers in
suburban and rural schools and in schools
with less economic and ethnic diversity,
professional development on content of the
subject(s) taught and use of technology for
instruction were more frequently ranked as
top priorities than for teachers in other com-
munity contexts.

These differences make sense in light of dif-
ferences in the student populations that these
schools serve and the different challenges that
teachers face in different school settings. These
results may partially explain the lower rates
of participation by teachers working in high-
need schools in professional development on
the use of technology in instruction, which is
perceived as being less of a priority for such
teachers. Tables 71 to 118 in Appendix B
display the differences in the rankings for each
of the topics in which there were significant
differences by school level and school context.
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FIGURE 7. TEACHERS’ TOP PRIORITIES FOR ADDITIONAL PROFESSIONAL
DEVELOPMENT (FIRST CHOICE)

(Percentage distribution of teachers by their top priority for additional professional
development, 2000, 2004, & 2008)
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SOURCES: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Schools and Staffing
Survey (SASS), 2003-04, 2007-08; Choy, Chen, Bugarin, & Broughman (2006). Teacher Professional
Development in 1999-2000: What Teachers, Principals, and District Staff Report.
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IV. Induction Supports for Beginning Teachers

FINDING 8: There has been steady progress
in the provision of induction supports for
beginning teachers, but access to induction
supports remains inequitable, with a signifi-
cantly lower percentage of teachers in high-
poverty, high-minority schools reporting a
range of induction supports.

The percentage of beginning teachers
(those with five or fewer years teaching)
who reported participation in an induc-
tion program during their first year has
steadily increased (see Figure 8 below):

Seventy-four percent of beginning teachers
reported participation in 2008—a nearly 6
percent increase over 2004. The percentage
of beginning teachers who reported work-
ing with a master/mentor teacher increased
by 7 percent, from 71 percent to 78 per-
cent. Participation in seminars or classes for
beginning teachers increased by 6 percent,
from 68 percent (in 2004) to 74 percent (in
2008). Reports of common planning time
increased by 6 percent, from 50 percent (in
2004) to 56 percent (in 2008). Other induc-
tion supports remained stable from previous

FIGURE 8. BEGINNING TEACHER PARTICIPATION IN INDUCTION
AND MENTORING PROGRAMS
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SOURCES: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS),
2003-04, 2007-08; Choy, Chen, Bugarin, & Broughman (2006). Teacher Professional Development in 1999-2000: What

Teachers, Principals, and District Staff Report.
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years, with supportive communication with
principal or other administrator remaining
at high levels (80 percent), while reduced
numbers of preparations or reduced teach-
ing loads remained at very low levels (11
percent combined).

V ARIATIONS IN INDUCTION SUPPORTS BY
CERTIFICATION TYPE

Levels of participation in induction sup-
ports varied across certification areas and

types. Teachers with an ESL or bilingual
certification were noticeably less likely

to participate in induction programs (62
percent) than teachers in other certification
areas (74 percent), although this difference
is not significant because of a large stan-
dard error. Teachers with an early child-
hood/elementary certification were signifi-
cantly less likely than teachers in some of
the certification content areas to have had
a reduced teaching schedule/reduced preps
(7 percent), but were also significantly more
likely to participate in common planning

TABLE 6. BEGINNING TEACHER ACCESS TO INDUCTION SUPPORTS

(Percentage of beginning teachers with five or fewer years of teaching experience who reported being
provided with various induction supports in their first year of teaching, 2000, 2004 and 2008)"

Percentage of
all beginning
teachers 2000

Percentage of
all beginning
teachers 2004

Percentage of
all beginning
teachers 2008

Type of Induction Support

(Std. Error) (Std. Error) (Std. Error)

1) Induction Program 59.6 (0.700) 68.1 (0.971) 73.8 (0.879)
2) Working with a master or mentor teacher 62.3 (0.700) 70.9 (0.906) 7 8.3(1.015)
2a) _Workmg with a mentor teacher in the same 46.7 (0.810) 51.8 (0.896) n/a
subject area
3).Rejgular supp_ortlve communication W|th.a n/a 79.0 (0.765) 79.8 (0.836)
principal, administrator, or department chair
4) Seminars or classes for beginning teachers n/a 67.6 (0.919) 73.6 (0.812)
5) Common planning time n/a 49.2 (0.953) 55.7 (0.974)
6) Reduced number of preparations n/a 8.0 (0.431)

11.32(0.676)
7) Reduced teaching schedule n/a 5.1 (0.364)

SOURCES: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS),
2003-04, 2007-08; Choy, Chen, Bugarin, & Broughman (2006). Teacher Professional Development in 1999-2000: What

Teachers, Principals, and District Staff Report.

" Although listed in the SASS survey as an induction element, “extra classroom assistance (e.g., teacher aide)” did not figure
in the analyses of induction supports because it is not generally considered a support specifically aimed at promoting new

teacher learning and growth.

2 In the 2008 survey, “reduced number of preparations” and “reduced teaching schedule” were combined in one question:

“reduced teaching schedule or number of preparations.”
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(74 percent). Last, teachers with an art or
music certification were significantly less
likely to participate in common planning
(31 percent) than teachers in most other
certification areas. This last difference
makes sense since most schools (especially
elementary schools) employ few teachers
certified in music and art. (See Tables 119
to 124 in Appendix B.)

Teachers with no state certification were
significantly less likely to participate in
induction programs (58 percent) than
teachers with regular state certification

(74 percent). This may be because in

some states or districts, emergency
credentialed teachers are required to
complete certification coursework during
their first years of teaching, and therefore
do not have time to participate in new
teacher induction programs. Or teachers
without a certification may be barred

from participating in induction programs
that are designed for new teachers who
have completed the requisite certification
requirements. Teachers with an alternative
entry certificate that requires completion of
additional requirements (e.g., coursework,
passing tests, student teaching) were
significantly more likely to report having a
reduced teaching schedule in their first year
of teaching than teachers with a regular or
standard state certification. There were no
significant differences on the other induction
supports across certification types.

VARIATION IN INDUCTION SUPPORTS
ACROSS ScHooLs CONTEXTS

Overall, the results of the 2008 SASS data
analyses were similar to the results of the
2004 SASS data analyses, although a few
differences emerged by school level and
community.

School-Level Differences. Elementary
teachers were significantly more likely
than secondary teachers to participate in
common planning time (64 percent vs. 43
percent) and seminars/classes for beginning
teachers (76 percent vs. 71 percent), while
secondary teachers more often (although
still rarely) reported having a reduced
teaching schedule or number of prepara-
tions (15 percent vs. 9 percent). In addition,
elementary teachers were more likely to
have an array of induction supports (three
or more supports).

School Community Differences. Teachers
in suburban schools were significantly more
likely to participate in an induction program
than teachers in urban and rural schools
(77 percent, 71 percent, and 70 percent,
respectively). Teachers in rural schools had
significantly lower participation in common
planning time and seminars/classes for be-
ginning teachers than teachers in suburban
and urban schools. Rural teachers in 2008
were less likely than teachers in suburban
and urban school contexts to have an array
of supports (three or more supports).

Schools Serving Different Student
Populations. In 2008, teachers in schools
with the highest proportions of minority
enrollment were significantly less likely to
participate in induction and mentorship
programs than all other schools. Whereas
about two-thirds (68 percent) of teachers in
schools in the highest quintile of minority
enrollment reported participating in an
induction program, at least three-quarters
(75 percent to 78 percent) of teachers in
other schools reported participating in an
induction program. Seventy-four percent
of teachers in schools with the highest
minority enrollment reported working
closely with a mentor, while 78 percent
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to 86 percent of teachers in schools with
smaller minority enrollments reported
doing so. These disparities have grown
since 2004, when there were no significant
differences. On the other hand, teachers

in schools with higher percentages of
minority students had significantly higher
participation in common planning, with
59 percent of teachers in the highest
minority enrollment schools reporting
common planning as compared to only 47
percent in schools with the lowest minority
enrollment.

Similarly, teachers in schools with the
highest FRL program enrollment had the
lowest participation in induction programs
(70 percent) versus teachers in schools with
lower FRL enrollment (73 percent to 80
percent). They also reported less supportive
communication with administrators than

teachers in schools with the least FRL
program enrollment (77 percent vs. 82
percent). However, teachers in schools
with the highest FRL enrollment reported
the highest participation rates in common
planning (63 percent vs. 51 percent to 55
percent).

There were few significant differences
reported among teachers teaching in
schools with varying LEP enrollment.
However, teachers in schools with the
highest LEP enrollment had slightly higher
participation in common planning (59
percent vs. 54 percent for teachers in
schools with no LEP enrollment), and
slightly higher participation in seminars/
classes for beginning teachers (76 percent
vs. 72 percent for teachers in schools
with no LEP enrollment). Both of these
differences were statistically significant.
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V. Variation in Professional Learning
Opportunities Across States

Finding 9: On most topics, teachers’ par-
ticipation in professional development var-
ies widely across states. A few states stand
out for offering teachers significantly more
intensive professional learning opportuni-
ties. While there are generally high partici-
pation rates in induction programs across
most states, rates of participation also vary
widely.

Professional development on the content of
the subject(s) taught has remained a na-
tional priority as well as the highest priority
among the six topics surveyed across all
states, with little variation across states. In
2008, the percentage of teachers reporting
participation in professional development
on Content of the subject(s) taught ranged
from 79 percent in Ohio to 95 percent in
New Hampshire. For the most part, the
same states that stood above the rest in
2004 remained at the top: New Hampshire,
Vermont, Utah, and Arkansas. (Tables 1, 3,
5,7,9,and 11 in Appendix B display the
state-by-state results across all of the SASS
professional development items in the 2008
Teacher Questionnaire.) In terms of the in-
tensity of professional development (hours
of participation reported), Arkansas (66
percent) and Vermont (64 percent) had the
highest percentages of teachers reporting
more than 16 hours of professional devel-
opment on this topic.

On the other hand, there was wide varia-
tion across states in participation in profes-
sional development on Uses of computers
for instruction. In 2008, rates of partici-
pation ranged from 41 percent in Rhode
Island to 89 percent in Arkansas. For the

most part, the states with the highest levels
of participation in 2004 retained their top
participation rates in 2008: Arkansas, West
Virginia, Connecticut, and Alabama, with
South Carolina rising steeply (from 69 per-
cent in 2004 to 82 percent in 2008). How-
ever, the intensity of professional develop-
ment (measured by hours of participation)
on uses of computers for instruction was
still very low in 2008 across most states.
Hawaii (30 percent), South Carolina (28
percent), and Vermont (28 percent) had the
highest percentages of teachers reporting
more than 16 hours of professional devel-
opment on this topic.

There was also wide variation in participa-
tion in professional development on Read-
ing instruction in 2008, from 52 percent in
Oklahoma to 83 percent in Florida. This

is surprising, given the increased focus on
reading achievement due to the No Child
Left Behind program (NCLB), the federal
Reading First program, and Title I. Some
states with the highest participation rates
in 2004 remained at the top: Washington,
D.C.; Florida; Kansas; North Carolina; and
Utah. Other states rose in their rankings:
Iowa (from 64 percent to 78 percent), Min-
nesota (61 percent to 75 percent), Oregon
(65 percent to 73 percent), and Wyoming
(65 percent to 72 percent). However, the
intensity of professional development on
this topic was consistently low, despite
fairly high participation rates. The highest
percentages of teachers reporting more than
16 hours of professional development on
this topic were in lowa (42 percent); Ver-
mont (41 percent); Idaho (38 percent); and
Washington, D.C. (37 percent). It is unclear
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what relationship Reading First has with
these rates of participation, particularly since
all states received funding from this program
by 2007 (USDOE, 2003-2007). Clearly
state-specific initiatives also mattered. It may
be that resources from Reading First made
professional development on this topic more
accessible for a wider number of teachers,
but the resources were insufficient or train-
ing models were inadequate to provide more
intensive professional development.

Last, while participation in professional
development on Student discipline and
classroom management was fairly low,
there was also some variation across states
in 2008, from 28 percent in Maine to 68
percent in Arkansas. While Oklahoma and
Texas remained at the top of the list in both
2004 and 2008, Arkansas, Missouri, Ten-
nessee, and Nebraska were newcomers near
the top in 2008. The level of intensity of
professional development on this topic re-
mains very low. The highest proportions of
teachers reporting more than 16 hours on
this topic were found in Washington, D.C.
(27 percent); Wisconsin (24 percent); and
Vermont (22 percent).

While the national average levels of par-
ticipation in professional development on
Teaching students with disabilities and
Teaching LEP students were relatively low,
there were also large variations across
states. In 2008, Arkansas (58 percent),
Texas (55 percent), Illinois (52 percent),
Minnesota (52 percent), Kentucky (51
percent), and Maryland (50 percent) had
the highest rates of participation in pro-
fessional development related to teaching
students with disabilities, while Montana
(31 percent) and South Carolina (31 per-
cent) had among the lowest participation
rates. However, the intensity of professional
development experiences in even the states

with the highest rates of participation was
still uniformly low (generally 10 percent or
less reporting more than 16 hours over the
last three years). Teachers in Washington,
D.C., reported the highest intensity, and yet
only 15 percent of them reported more than
16 hours over the last three years.

In terms of professional development on
teaching limited-English proficient students,
in 2008 the highest rates of participation
were in Arizona (75 percent), California (63
percent), Oregon (51 percent), and Texas
(46 percent), while the lowest rates were in
Ohio and West Virginia (both 7 percent).
This variation makes sense in light of the
high percentage of LEP students in states like
Arizona, California, and Texas. In some of
these states, the number of hours reported
over the last three years clearly stood above
the rest: States with the highest percentage
of teachers reporting more than 16 hours

of professional development were Arizona
(41 percent), California (27 percent), and
Florida (21 percent). However, there are no
comparative data from 2004 because the
amount of time spent was not queried in the
same way in that year’s survey.

Cumulative participation in professional
development. The total cumulative hours
of professional development that teachers
spent during the previous 12 months on

all six topics queried in the SASS do not
represent the total duration of all profes-
sional development activities, as there were
likely to be other types of professional
development in which teachers participated.
Nonetheless, they provide an estimate of
the variation across states of total time that
teachers spent in professional development
in a given year. (See Appendix A: Dataset
and Methods for a description of how the
average cumulative hours for the nation
and each state were computed.)
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Based on this analysis, we found that the
average reported number of hours of pro-
fessional development across the national
sample was 43.9 hours during the previous
12 months. This national average of cu-
mulative hours across the six topics is low,
given what research has suggested as the
minimum duration for professional devel-
opment to have an significant impact on
student achievement. For example, Yoon
and colleagues (2007) found that the aver-
age duration of professional development
in a single program that has had significant
effects on student achievement is at least
49 hours long. And Blank and colleagues
(2008) found that effective math and sci-
ence professional development programs
had an average duration of at least 100
hours. However, given this average number
of hours spent across six topics, one could
imagine a re-allocation of resources to sup-
port teacher engagement in more sustained,
intensive professional development on one
topic, which is more likely to impact their
learning and practice.

The range in the average cumulative hours
of professional development across states
varied from 33 hours in Oklahoma to 56
hours in Arkansas and Arizona. Other
states with high average numbers of hours
included Utah (56 hours); Florida (54
hours); Washington, D.C. (54 hours); Cali-
fornia (53 hours); Oregon (51 hours); and
Vermont (51 hours).

Variation in Participation in Induction
Across States. In 2008, the highest levels
of participation in induction were in South
Carolina (93 percent), lowa (93 percent),
Delaware (92 percent), Colorado (91
percent), and Pennsylvania (90 percent).
The lowest levels of participation in induc-
tion programs were in South Dakota (41

percent) and North Dakota (42 percent).
The highest percentages of beginning teach-
ers working closely with a master/mentor
teacher were in lowa (91 percent), Okla-
homa (90 percent), Kentucky (90 percent),
Pennsylvania (88 percent), and Utah (88
percent), while the lowest percentages were
in South Dakota (45 percent) and North
Dakota (61 percent).

As for teachers’ participation in the full
range of possible induction supports, South
Carolina had the highest percentage of
teachers (51 percent) reporting all four of
the most common induction supports (men-
tor, common planning time, seminars/class-
es, regular supportive communication with
a principal/administrator) in both 2004 and
2008. In 2008, other states that had among
the highest percentages of teachers report-
ing all four of those induction supports
included Utah (47 percent), Colorado (47
percent), and North Carolina (43 percent).

Professional Development Access Index.
To provide a visually simpler way to assess
the overall level of access that teachers in
each state have to professional develop-
ment and induction supports, we created a
Professional Development Access Index to
recognize states based on 11 indicators for
which we allocated them “apples.” This
index captures access to professional learn-
ing opportunities along two primary dimen-
sions—access to induction supports and
access to professional development—which
include recognition for meeting the follow-
ing criteria on the 11 indicators below:

I. Access to Induction Supports

1. At least 80 percent of beginning
teachers (i.e., those with five or
fewer years of teaching experience)
reported participating in an
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induction program in their first year
of teaching.

2. At least 80 percent of beginning
teachers reported having a mentor/
master teacher during the first year
of teaching.

3. At least 51 percent of beginning
teachers reported having had four
out of five possible induction
supports, including induction,
mentoring, seminars/workshops,
reduced prep/course load, and
supportive communication with a
principal.

I1. Access to Professional Development
Across Six Topics

4. At least 80 percent of teachers
reported participating in
professional development on the
content of the subject(s) they teach.

5. At least 51 percent of teachers
reported 17 hours or more of
professional development on the
content of the subject(s) they teach.

6. At least two-thirds (67 percent)
of teachers reported participating in
professional development on uses of
technology in instruction.

7. At least two-thirds (67 percent)

of teachers report participating in
professional development on reading
instruction.

8. At least two-thirds (67 percent)

of teachers reported participating in

professional development on student
discipline and classroom management.

9. At least 51 percent of teachers re-
ported participating in professional
development on teaching students
with disabilities.

10. At least 51 percent of teachers
reported participating in profes-
sional development on teaching LEP
students.

11. On average, teachers reported at
least 50 cumulative hours during the
previous 12 months of professional
development across the six topics
above.

The rationale for the selection of indicators
and the criteria set for each indicator is de-
scribed in Appendix A.

Table 7 (see pages 36-37) provides an
overview of how states performed along
each of these 11 indicators, on the two
major dimensions, and overall. The number
of criteria met by each state is indicated by
the number of apples that appear in each
cell. The states meeting the highest number
of criteria include Arkansas (with 8 apples
overall) and Utah (with 7 apples overall).
Several states met 5 of the 11 indicators:
Colorado, Kentucky, North Carolina,
Oregon, and South Carolina, suggesting
substantial efforts to make professional
development more widely available.

Variation in Professional Learning Opportunities Across States I



TABLE 7. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ACCESS INDEX—
STATE PERFORMANCE ON 11 INDICATORS
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TABLE 7. (CONT'D)
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Conclusions

here is broad consensus among researchers and practitioners about the design of
high-quality professional development for teachers. For professional development
to have a significant impact on teaching practice and on student learning, it needs
to be intensive; sustained over time; embedded in teachers’ day-to-day work in
schools; related directly to teachers’ work with students; able to engage teachers in active
learning of the content to be taught and how to teach that content; coherent with district
policies related to curriculum, instruction, and assessment; and structured to regularly
engage teachers in local professional learning communities where problems of practice are

solved through collaboration.

There is good news and bad news in the
nation’s progress regarding high-quality
professional learning opportunities for
teachers. With respect to the good news:
Over the last decade, there appears to have
been some progress nationally in improv-
ing access to induction supports, includ-
ing mentorship programs, for beginning
teachers, as well as small increases in par-
ticipation rates in content-focused profes-
sional development. In light of research on
the links between induction supports and
reduced teacher attrition (Ingersoll and
Kralik, 2004), as well as improvements in
the rated performance of retained teachers
(Bartell, 1995; Smith & Ingersoll, 2004;
Olebe, 2001), this is encouraging news.

The national focus on the content that
teachers teach also seems appropriate, given
that a large percentage of teachers rate this
topic as a top priority for further profes-
sional development. Research also identifies
professional development around content
as an important building block for poten-
tially effective professional development.

Also in the good news category is that ac-
cess to professional development on con-
tent, reading instruction, student discipline/
classroom management, and teaching spe-

cial education and LEP students was great-
er in both 2004 and 2008 for teachers in
urban school contexts, and in schools with
the highest proportions of poverty, minor-
ity, and LEP enrollment. Teachers in these
schools reported higher cumulative hours
of professional development overall.

The nationwide focus on identifying and
closing achievement gaps over the last
decade has led to concentrated efforts in
underperforming schools deemed to be
“failing” to meet Annual Yearly Progress
under No Child Left Behind, particularly
focused on improving instruction in
literacy and mathematics at the elementary
level. In some cases, whole-school efforts
to improve literacy instruction, for
example, through intensive school-based
literacy programs and coaching, may
have had the positive effect of providing
greater opportunities for teachers to
engage in intensive, sustained, school-
based professional development activities
that are coherent with district curriculum,
assessment, and accountability policies.
While there are debates about whether the
impact of NCLB on teaching practice has
been positive or negative, few challenge
the notion that NCLB had an impact on
teaching practice, particularly in low-
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performing schools more vulnerable to state
accountability policies.

The bad news is that there has been little
progress in offering sustained professional
development around content and a sharp
decline in the intensity of professional
development on topics such as reading
instruction, classroom management, and
uses of technology for instruction. This may
be, in part, a trade-off states have made to
preserve content-focused learning oppor-
tunities, given limited time and resources
for professional development. However, it
also appears that states and districts have
reduced overall resources for professional
development on these topics, and have ad-
opted models of professional development
that are more truncated and short-term.

This movement toward less intensive

and less sustained forms of professional
development on topics unrelated to
content may or may not support improved
instruction. Extensive time spent on
professional development on student
discipline and classroom management may
be unnecessary or even counterproductive,
if it signals that teachers have had poor
preparation in this basic area and are
focusing on it in lieu of serious curriculum
planning that would involve students in
more engaging and productive instruction.
On the other hand, extensive professional
development on reading instruction,
teaching students with disabilities,

and teaching limited-English Proficient
students—areas that require sophisticated
knowledge and skill—may be essential to
support the development of high-quality
instruction and student achievement.

Rather than investing in episodic and
disconnected professional development
workshops on the topics that matter most

for improved student achievement, state
and federal policies should place a priority
on more sustained, intensive, and school-
based professional development designs
shown as effective by research.

Furthermore, while states have made

clear progress in the provision of

induction and mentoring supports for
beginning teachers, teachers in schools
with the highest concentrations of poor
and minority students have significantly
lower participation rates in induction

and mentoring. This suggests room for
improvement in state induction policies
and in the provision of resources for such
programs. Even when state laws mandate
induction programs, requirements for

local education agencies to provide a
proportion of the funding for the program
invariably lead to inequities in funding,
and consequently in the availability and
quality of induction programs for beginning
teachers. In high-need schools (those with
the highest populations of economically
disadvantaged, minority, and LEP students),
there is often a revolving door of first-

year and emergency credentialed teachers.
In such schools, induction supports are
direly needed and yet these are the contexts
with the lowest rates of participation in
induction programs. States should consider
providing additional funding and guidance
to these types of schools to support

the provision of high-quality induction
programs.

Similarly, in under-resourced urban and
rural schools, and in schools with high con-
centrations of poor, minority, and LEP stu-
dents, there are significantly lower rates of
participation in professional development
on the uses of computers for instruction. A
decade into the 21st century, not only do
we lack universal access to computers and
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networks in U.S. schools, but the disparities
in access hit the most economically disad-
vantaged populations.

Finally, while about two-thirds of teachers
have structured opportunities for collabora-
tion in their schools, these opportunities do
not amount to more than a few hours of
collaborative work per week, far less than
what is routinely available to teachers in
other schools and what is needed to move
schools forward.

STATE DIFFERENCES

The Schools and Staffing Surveys are limit-
ed in what they reveal about the prevalence
of specific forms of high-quality profession-
al development and the kinds of supports
that schools provide teachers for engaging
in these forms of professional develop-
ment. Nonetheless, the SASS data do tell
us at a broad level that the United States as
a whole is far from meeting the standard
of high-quality professional development,
but there are pockets of excellence and
exemplary practices in some states. Some
states have clearly made significant strides
in offering both induction opportunities
for beginning teachers (South Carolina,
Iowa, Colorado, Pennsylvania, Delaware)
and professional learning opportunities

for veteran teachers (Arkansas, Colorado,
Oregon, Utah).

States vary widely in the level of control
they exert on local professional develop-
ment policies and practices, and the link
between state policies and the effectiveness
of professional development practices is
relatively unexplored in research (see, for
example, Loeb, Miller, & Strunk, 2009,
for a review of state policies related to
teacher professional development). Despite

the potential for high-quality professional
development to make a substantial differ-
ence in student achievement (e.g., Saunders,
Goldenburg, & Gallimore, 2009), little is
known about the state and district policies
and practices that support teachers’ access
to it. Current state and local district poli-
cies designed to ensure minimum levels of
teacher engagement in professional devel-
opment (e.g., a minimum number of hours
to meet license renewal requirements) or
that specify particular topics of professional
development be required (e.g., state history,
civics) may or may not make a difference.

NEeeps FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

The data from the Schools and Staffing
Survey provide some broad-level indicators
of how the nation and individual states are
doing with respect to participation in dif-
ferent topics of professional development.
However, much more information about
professional development is missing. For
example, we know little about the context
and form of the professional development
that teachers are engaged in. Are most of
the opportunities for professional learning
provided by external workshops, confer-
ence, and courses? Or do teachers have
substantial opportunities to work collabor-
atively with other teachers in their schools
on local problems of practice, to co-plan
their curriculum and lessons with grade-
level teams, to participate in lesson study or
classroom observation with their peers, or
to work across grade-level teams and con-
tent areas on a whole school reform effort?
Given what research tells us about the
features of high-quality professional devel-
opment, we recommend that the Institute
for Education Sciences (the federal agency
responsible for creating and administering
the SASS) reinstate some of the questions
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found in previous SASS questionnaires and
consider building new questions into future
versions of the SASS Teacher Questionnaire
that would allow for an evaluation of the
context and nature of teachers’ professional
learning opportunities (aside from the top-
ics of professional development). In addi-
tion, given that the quality of professional
development is clearly linked to the effec-
tiveness of efforts to improve instruction
and student achievement, both the federal
government and the states should invest in
collecting this kind of information as part
of regular evaluations of policies and pro-
grams aimed at improving instruction and
student achievement.

More research is needed to document

the effectiveness of particular features of
professional development and their impact
on instruction and student achievement.
Desimone (2009) proposes a common
framework for conducting research on the
effectiveness of professional development
that focuses on five key features of

professional development (based on an
emergent consensus grounded in research)
as contributing to the effectiveness of
professional development. These five
features are: a) content focus, b) active
learning, ¢) coherence, d) duration, and e)
collective participation.

Researchers should not abandon qualita-
tive, survey, and observational methods

in the design of such studies, given that
quasi-experimental and longitudinal studies
(designed to isolate the effects of a particu-
lar professional development feature on
student achievement) are quite difficult and
expensive to conduct. At the same time,

we need disciplined methods and rigorous
research designs that allow for causal infer-
ences in order to improve the credibility

of research on professional development.
The CCSSO has compiled a set of recom-
mendations from experienced researchers
for evaluating more fully and accurately the

effectiveness of professional development
programs (Blank & de las Alas, 2008).
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Recommendations

Based on our analysis, we make the follow-
ing recommendations:

1. States and districts should reshape their
policies and strategies related to profes-
sional development and instructional im-
provement to reduce their investment in
less effective, short-term approaches and to
support teachers’ engagement in the kinds
of sustained professional development that
research shows is more effective.

The SASS data tell us that while most
teachers are getting professional develop-
ment on the content they teach, the number
of contact hours they experience on a single
topic in a given year is insufficient to make
a difference in student achievement based
on empirical research on effective profes-
sional development. Birman and colleagues
(2007) reported that in the 2004-05 fiscal
year, federal funds (through Title I and Title
II) provided at least $1.5 billion for state
spending on professional development,

and it is likely that states and districts col-
lectively allocated additional local funds

for professional development. It has been
estimated that about $24 billion has been
spent on professional development in the

years since Title I was created under NCLB
(Islas, 2010).

2. States and districts should widely dissem-
inate research on high-quality professional
development and information on models
that have been shown by research to have

a significant positive impact on instruction
and student achievement.

Well-informed district management of pro-
fessional development is important, given

that districts and schools are primarily re-
sponsible for shaping the content and form
of professional development for teachers
(and are also most qualified to determine
the specific needs of teachers and students
in particular schools).

3. States and districts should target re-
sources for professional learning in order to
“level the playing field” across school levels
and communities.

The SASS data reveal that there is inequi-
table access to professional development
for secondary teachers (as compared with
elementary teachers) and for teachers in
rural schools (as compared with urban and
suburban schools). The data also reveal
inequitable access for teachers in high-need
schools to induction supports and to pro-
fessional development on using technology
for instruction.

4. The federal government and states
should collect data about the particular
features of professional development that
teachers are engaged in and view as useful.

Given that research has found that high-
quality professional development can have
a significant impact on teaching quality and
student achievement, better data collection
will make it possible to more effectively as-
sess the quality of professional development
and target resources, as well as measure the
impact of investments in programs meant
to improve teaching quality.

5. More research is needed to assess the
link between 1) specific state and district
policies and practices and 2) greater access
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for teachers to high-quality professional
development at the local level.

There is wide variation in states’ policies
regarding local professional development
practices and little to no empirical research
that demonstrates a connection between
particular types of policies and more effec-
tive professional development for teachers.
This research would help state and district
policymakers craft and implement more
productive initiatives.

It is unclear what set of state and national
policies will lead to more effective profes-
sional development practices at the local
level. We need more data and research on
the specific policies, practices, and condi-

tions that are linked to improved oppor-
tunities to learn for teachers and that are
likely to lead to improvements in instruc-
tional practice. In the next phase of this
study, we will examine the policies and
local professional development practices

of several “high-performing” states and
districts through in-depth case studies of
several states and districts that show evi-
dence of high levels of teacher participation
in professional development as well as im-
provements in student achievement on the
National Assessment of Education Progress.
Through these case studies, we hope to
deepen our understanding of the kinds of
policy contexts and local practices that lead
to excellence in professional development at
both the state and local levels.

Recommendations g
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Appendix A:
Dataset and Methodology

ScHooLs AND STAFFING Survey 2007-08

o update our analyses of the status of professional development in the United

States, we used the School and Staffing Survey dataset of 2007-08. SASS includes

data on the characteristics and qualifications of teachers and principals, schools’

teacher hiring practices, teachers’ professional development, and a number of other
aspects of schools across the nation. The SASS dataset allows comparisons of public and
private schools and staffs, and the sampling is representative of all states (and the District
of Columbia) for public schools across the country.

We restricted our sample to schools and
regular or itinerant teachers in the public
sector. The total size of the sample in 2007-
08 was approximately 35,800 teachers. To
account for the stratified probability sample
design scheme used in SASS, we used two
types of weighting variables. The first
weight is the sampling weight which adjusts
for non-response and oversampling and is
used so that estimates represent the popu-
lation rather than simply the sample. The
replication weights are variables containing
the necessary information for computing
the standard errors of point estimates with-
out giving away any information regarding
the identity of any respondents. The use of
both types of weights (probability and rep-
lication) is necessary for the correct calcula-
tion of point estimates and their standard
errors.

We used information on teachers provided
by two different sources: the Teacher Ques-
tionnaire and the School Questionnaire.
Each teacher and school in the SASS dataset
has unique control numbers. Therefore, we
were able to match teacher and school data
by using the school control number. This al-
lowed us to link the state and other school
context variables (school grade level, school
community, percentage minority enroll-

ment, percentage LEP enrollment, percent-
age enrolled in the Free and Reduced Lunch
program) to teacher responses.

Composite variables. To aid our analysis,
we created a number of composite variables
that were included in the SASS data files.
For example, we created several composite
variables for induction, four of which fo-
cused on measuring the extent of different
kinds of induction support given to first-
year teachers (three out of four supports, all
four supports, four out of five supports, all
five supports). Another composite variable
reported the total number of induction sup-
ports by combining the data on individual
SASS survey items.

Another composite variable was created to
roughly estimate the total number of hours
of non-induction professional development
that individual teachers participated in
across the six topics surveyed (content of
the subject(s) taught, use of technology for
instruction, reading instruction, student dis-
cipline and classroom management, teach-
ing students with disabilities, and teaching
LEP students). To estimate the total num-
ber of hours of professional development
that teachers were engaged in across these
six topics, we computed a sum of hours
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based on the number of hours reported for
each topic (0 hours; 8 or fewer hours; 9

to 16 hours; 17 to 32 hours; 33 hours or
more). Since these categories represented a
range of hours, the mid-point value of each
category was substituted for the category
selected by the teachers to arrive at an aver-
age value for each category. These average
(mid-point) values for all six topics of pro-
fessional development were then added to
arrive at a sum for each teacher record.

On one hand, this computed average is an
overestimate, since teachers were asked to
report the number of hours during the last
three years for the last two topics (teach-
ing students with disabilities, teaching LEP
students). On the other hand, there are
likely to be additional hours of professional
development on other topics that were not
reported. However, the computed figure
provides a relative estimate of the average
total annual time on professional develop-
ment on these six specific topics across
states and school contexts. These averages,
as well as statistically significant differ-
ences between the national and state aver-
ages, are reported and noted in Appendix
B: Table 5. In addition, average total hours
are computed and compared for different
school contexts (grade level; urbanicity;
student poverty level; minority enrollment;
LEP enrollment). Average total hours for
each school context, along with statistically
significant differences in average total hours
between different school contexts, are
reported and noted in Appendix B: Tables
59-68.

Last, we created a Professional Develop-
ment Access Index (a state report card of
sorts) that provides an easier, simpler way
to summarize and evaluate each state’s
ability to provide access to the range of
induction and in-service professional de-

velopment supports surveyed in the SASS
Teacher Questionnaire. This index awards
points to states (symbolized by apples in
Table 7) based on 11 different indicators.
Each of the indicators is listed below in

the left-hand column and the rationale for
each criterion is explained in the right-hand
column.

Analysis Strategies. Our analysis con-
sisted of two types of comparisons—of
state averages to the national average and
of averages across quintiles or quartiles of
specific student population characteristics.
For the first type, we computed the national
average for all variables of interest. Then,
using the sampling and replication weights,
we compared the average value of teach-
ers’ responses in each state to the national
average. In Tables 1, 3,5, 7,9, and 11 in
Appendix B, we note state averages that
were significantly higher than the national
average at the .05, .01, and .001 levels. (On
items with reverse scales—the school cli-
mate questions—we looked for state aver-
ages that were significantly lower than the
national average.)

Several characteristics of school communi-
ties that may be associated with differences
in school academic performance and/or
teacher working conditions were used to
analyze participation rates in professional
development: School grade level (elemen-
tary vs. secondary); school urbanicity (large
city/central, urban fringe, small town/rural);
school minority enrollment (divided into
quintiles); school poverty level as measured
by the percentage of students eligible for
the national Free and Reduced Lunch pro-
gram (divided into quartiles); and percent-
age of students classified as limited-English
proficient (divided into quintiles). (These
school-level data—obtained from 2007-08
School Questionnaires that school admin-
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ProressioNAL DEVELOPMENT Access INDEX—CRITERIA FOR EVALUATION

INDICATOR RATIONALE

A. Access to Induction Supports

1. At least 80% of beginning teachers (with 5

or fewer years of teaching experience) report
participating in an induction program in their first
year of teaching.

2. At least 80% of beginning teachers report
having a mentor/master teacher during their first
year of teaching.

Many states are moving toward “universal
access” to induction supports for beginning
teachers. Eighty percent participation was set
as the criterion because it represents a critical
mass that approaches “universal access.”

3. At least 51% of beginning teachers report
having had 4 out of 5 possible induction
supports, including induction, mentoring,
seminars/workshops, reduced prep/course load,
and supportive communication with a principal.

A high-quality induction program would provide
all five of the different types of induction supports
queried in the SASS. Four out of five possible
supports represents a strong level of support

for beginning teachers that is approaching full
support. Fifty-one percent of teachers was set
as the cut point because it represents at least a
simple majority of teachers.

B. Access to In-service Professional Development

1. Atleast 80% of teachers report participating
in professional development on the content of
the subject(s) they teach.

Eighty percent participation was set as the
criterion because it represents a critical mass
that approaches “universal access.” States
universally seem to have invested deeply in
content-focused professional development, so
80% is a reasonable criterion.

2. Atleast 51% of teachers report 14 hours or
more of professional development on the content
of the subject(s) they teach.

The duration of professional development on
content matters for impact on teaching and
learning. Most teachers do not get more than 14
hours of professional development on a single
topic, but some states have invested in more
intensive professional development. Fifty-one
percent of teachers was set as the cut point
because it represents at least a simple majority
of teachers within a given state.

Continues next page
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3. At least 67% of teachers report participating
in professional development on Uses of
technology in instruction.

4. At least 67% of teachers report participating
in professional development on Reading
instruction.

5. At least 67% of teachers report participating
in professional development on student
discipline and classroom management.

Professional development on these topics
(especially reading instruction) is relatively

high, but not quite as high as content-focused
PD. Sixty-seven percent was set as the cut
point because it represents a clear majority of
teachers, but does not require “universal access’
for a state to receive credit.

6. Atleast 51% of teachers report participating
in professional development on teaching
students with disabilities.

7. Atleast 51% of teachers report participating
in professional development on Teaching LEP
students.

These two kinds of professional development
are relatively rare in most U.S. schools, but are
more common in schools with high percentages
of students with disabilities and LEP students.
The criterion of 51% recognizes that this topic of
PD is rare, but that there are school contexts in
which heavy investments in these topics of PD
have been made.

8. Cumulative hours of professional
development across the six topics above
average at least 50 hours.

In a review of empirical studies, the average
number of PD hours found to be effective in
positively impacting student achievement (Yoon
et al., 2007) was 49 hours. While the computed
cumulative hours of professional development
in this study represents six different topics,
rather than a focused number of hours on one
topic, it provides an estimate of the duration

of professional development experienced by
teachers.

istrators had completed—were linked with
the data from the Teacher Questionnaire.)
Tables 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, and 12 in Appendix B
display the participation rates across these
school context variables for all induction
and professional development items. These
tables do not indicate when the percentages
are significantly different between catego-
ries. Statistically significant differences
(p<.0S) in participation levels, ratings of
professional development experiences, and
average cumulative hours of professional
development across the school context cat-
egories are reported in Tables 19 to 68 in
Appendix B.

The 2007-08 national averages for public
school teachers are compared to findings
from the 2003-04 and 1999-2000 SASS
administrations when data are compa-
rable. Original analyses were completed
on the 2003-04 and 2007-08 SASS public
school datasets, but not the 1999-2000
dataset. Data for 1999-2000 were obtained
from Choy, Chen, Bugarin, & Broughman
(2006), a statistical analysis of the profes-
sional development items in SASS. Varia-
tions in teachers’ reports across states are
then examined, and the state averages are
compared to the national average. Last,
variations in participation in professional
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development across school contexts (grade
level; urbanicity; student poverty level;
minority enrollment; LEP enrollment) are
examined to determine whether participa-
tion in professional development activities
varies across different types of school com-
munities.

Teachers’ reports of participation in these
various forms of professional development
cannot be equated with access to or avail-
ability of opportunities for professional
development because some of these oppor-
tunities are required and others are volun-
tary. However, we infer that levels of partic-
ipation are a reflection of the access to and
availability of professional development
opportunities across states and in different
school contexts.

OTHER SOURCES OF DATA

Two other sources of survey data were used
to inform the analyses in this paper. The
Met Life Survey of the American Teacher:
Collaborating for Student Success (conduct-
ed in fall 2009) was released early in 2010.
Descriptive data from that report as well as
from an advance report of results were used
to examine the prevalence of and condi-
tions for teacher collaboration in schools.

We did not have access to the raw data and
could not run our own analyses.

Another source of survey data used in this
paper was the first Teaching and Learning
International Survey, administered by the
Organisation for Economic Co-operation
and Development in 2007-08. Descriptive
data were obtained from two early reports
on this data (OECD, 2009; Scheerens,
2009). Tables used in these reports are
available online, as is the original dataset,
provided by the OECD statistical services,
which was used for one analysis (allocation
of teachers’ work hours to teaching and
non-teaching responsibilities). Because the
23 OECD nations that participated in the
TALIS represent a wide range of countries
that are not necessarily exemplary in their
professional development practices or in
the level of their students’ achievement, we
drew data from a sub-sample of the coun-
tries: OECD countries that ranked in the
top half (or at least the top 14) of countries
on the PISA (Programme for International
Student Assessment) assessments in reading,
mathematics, and science. The data for a
subset of the 23 TALIS countries—Austra-
lia, Austria, Belgium (Flemish Community),
Denmark, Estonia, Ireland, Korea, and
Poland—were used as the basis for compar-
ison with U.S. teacher data from the SASS.
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Appendix B:
Results from the
2007-08 Schools and Staffing Survey

(NATIONAL CENTER FOR EDUCATION STATISTICS)

Source for all Appendix B tables:
National Center for Education Statistics, 2007—08 Schools and Staffing Survey

Key for color coding for Appendix B tables:

p < 0.05 higher than nat'l avg. p < 0.01 higher than nat’l avg. _



TABLE 1: PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT FOR TEACHERS IN FIRST YEAR OF TEACHING (BY STATE)

tZZfﬁgrtsojvho Teachers who received the following types of support during first year of teaching
participated 3
in induction a)_ Worked closely | b) Cor_nmop _ c) Seminars d) Regu_lar At least 3 Al 4 Avg.
with master or Planning Time with | or classes supportive of supports | supports number
program mentor teacher teachers in their | for beginning communication a-d (a-d) supports
during first in first year of subject teachers with principal, other (a-d)
year of teaching administrators, or
teaching department chair
| nar [ 7sew [ 7eaw | ss7w | 7aew | 7osw | ero% | ses% | 287 |
AL 62.3% 74.5% 64.9% 69.2% 83.2% 65.9% 41.9% 2.92
AK 69.6% 79.8% 36.6% 53.0% 73.0% 451% 18.2% 2.42
AZ 64.6% 67.8% 56.4% 69.7% 73.4% 59.3% 29.7% 2.67
AR 74.1% 84.5% 56.1% 55.8% 81.5% 66.1% 28.6% 2.78
CA 75.1% 75.2% 59.2% 77.9% 74.0% 66.5% 38.8% 2.86
cOo 86.2% 59.0% 81.2% 87.0% 75.6% 46.6% 3.13
CT 83.9% 52.1% 75.5% 82.8% 71.4% 38.4% 2.94
DE 79.2% 52.9% 78.7% 75.2% 67.9% 39.1% 2.86
DC 61.4% 63.1% 52.4% 50.5% 61.9% 45.8% 20.4% 2.28
FL 76.9% 74.4% 62.1% 80.9% 83.8% 72.3% 41.9% 3.01
GA 62.2% 78.2% 67.6% 74.4% 81.0% 74.2% 40.9% 3.01
HI 52.7% 66.9% 57.8% 65.6% 67.9% 59.3% 34.3% 2.58
ID 69.1% 77.9% 50.2% 69.6% 80.5% 71.0% 34.7% 2.78
IL 74.3% 71.5% 42.8% 66.2% 76.4% 59.0% 26.9% 2.57
IN 70.0% 75.6% 40.3% 58.6% 79.7% 53.7% 22.1% 2.54
40.1% 69.9% 76.6% 62.0% 24.3% 2.78
47.8% 60.5% 77.8% 56.1% 27.5% 2.61
64.1% 70.4% 86.4% 78.2% 42.7% 3.1
LA 83.4% 82.2% 58.1% 77.7% 85.5% 77.3% 41.8% 3.03
ME 71.6% 86.0% 29.9% 53.4% 82.5% 51.2% 12.7% 2.52
MD 77.3% 76.5% 67.8% 82.3% 81.7% 76.9% 39.5% 3.08
MA 80.5% 77.6% 47.2% 54.7% 69.1% 52.3% 24.9% 2.49
MI 65.3% 76.8% 41.8% 59.7% 75.0% 56.5% 20.3% 2.53
MN 68.1% 69.3% 42.0% 62.7% 74.9% 52.8% 29.4% 2.49
MS 55.3% 66.8% 58.8% 60.9% 75.0% 56.4% 33.4% 2.61
MO 82.3% 87.0% 49.2% 84.4% 83.8% 76.9% 36.3% 3.04
MT 47.4% 67.0% 39.2% 47.7% 79.4% 48.1% 22.7% 2.33
NE 62.4% 68.0% 47.6% 60.6% 80.7% 57.0% 27.8% 2.57
NV 73.3% 62.9% 53.9% 86.4% 74.7% 63.3% 35.5% 2.78
NH 72.2% 73.9% 45.5% 52.1% 74.6% 51.6% 16.5% 2.46
NJ 68.4% 79.7% 50.8% 73.8% 81.4% 66.8% 35.2% 2.86
NM 73.1% 83.0% 50.7% 73.0% 73.0% 62.0% 31.9% 2.80
NY 69.6% 83.2% 58.9% 71.5% 85.3% 72.9% 39.0% 2.99
56.1% | 894% | 75.7% 72.8% 42.8% 3.06
32.0% 44.0% 72.3% 40.8% 14.7% 2.09
43.2% 78.4% 82.4% 72.8% 32.2% 2.91
51.6% 50.2% 84.5% 65.7% 26.7% 2.77
75.0% 46.8% 63.0% 76.7% 58.9% 26.6% 2.61
87.9% 42.3% 70.3% 74.0% 63.3% 29.0% 2.75
75.0% 49.8% 54.1% 66.3% 58.7% 25.6% 2.45
84.0% 67.1% | s87% | 82.8% 77.9% 51.4% 3.23
SD 40.7% 45.3% 29.4% 49.7% 70.0% 33.0% 13.1% 1.94
TN 52.5% 75.8% 52.9% 75.2% 87.0% 71.7% 37.4% 2.91
X 68.3% 77.7% 68.3% 78.9% 83.9% 75.5% 45.9% 3.09
uT 82.9% 87.5% 56.1% | 894w | 85.7% 81.7% 47.0% 3.19
VT 59.4% 78.0% 38.4% 33.1% 69.4% 43.1% 9.9% 2.19
VA 77.7% 76.2% 61.3% 77.7% 78.8% 66.4% 41.4% 2.94
WA 75.5% 73.5% 47.7% 70.0% 73.7% 59.9% 28.9% 2.65
wv 70.9% 83.9% 42.2% 64.4% 84.4% 64.9% 26.7% 2.75
wi 71.8% 73.7% 40.3% 69.3% 72.7% 56.7% 25.4% 2.56
WY 69.0% 71.4% 42.8% 63.2% 71.3% 51.8% 25.5% 249

1 Extra classroom assistance (e.g., teacher aide) is not included in the previous induction supports because we do not consider it to be an induction support.

Table continues next page
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TABLE 1. (CONT'D)

Teachers who received the following types of support during first

year of teaching

tee)a'zﬁ%ugc:ghedule At least 4 of the | All 5 supports Afv g TULEET Extratclassroom

OR nun'_\ber of 5 supports (a-e) | (a-e) ?a-e)s LRERLE ?::;:P;%S;g"

preparations

| he [ mia% T mesw [ esw | ee9 | asam |

AL 13.2% 46.1% 7.8% 3.05 31.2%
AK 3.2% 18.8% 2.6% 2.46 28.2%
AZ 7.2% 30.7% 5.4% 2.74 24.6%
AR 11.8% 30.5% 7.2% 2.90 28.5%
CA 9.6% 40.6% 5.7% 2.96 32.6%
CO 13.8% 48.5% 8.4% 3.27 28.7%
CT 11.1% 39.5% 6.9% 3.05 30.5%
DE 5.2% 41.2% 3.2% 2.91 22.7%
DC 10.1% 21.3% 5.8% 2.38 26.7%
FL 13.5% 47.7% 6.5% 3.15 28.6%
GA 9.1% 43.5% 5.1% 3.10 26.4%
HI 13.1% 35.1% 7.5% 2.7 33.3%
ID 5.6% 36.0% 2.5% 2.84 27.8%
IL 10.2% 29.6% 5.2% 2.67 21.7%
IN 8.3% 25.7% 3.3% 2.62 24.3%
1A 9.3% 28.0% 3.1% 2.87 29.0%
KS 10.9% 30.6% 3.9% 2.71 30.7%
KY 9.5% 46.4% 4.6% 3.20 38.1%
LA 8.9% 42.7% 5.9% 3.12 33.3%
ME 5.3% 14.8% 2.1% 2.57 34.8%
MD 11.7% 43.5% 6.4% 3.20 25.4%
MA 6.7% 28.0% 1.7% 2.55 20.5%
MI 9.6% 23.7% 4.9% 2.63 26.6%
MN 7.7% 32.4% 2.4% 2.57 23.3%
MS 13.7% 36.0% 8.9% 2.75 28.5%
MO 11.5% 39.0% 6.0% 3.16 23.0%
MT 6.1% 24.0% 4.0% 2.39 34.2%
NE 8.2% 30.2% 2.4% 2.65 37.3%
NV 9.2% 37.6% 6.5% 2.87 24.9%
NH 5.5% 17.7% 3.7% 2.52 23.7%
NJ 8.8% 39.0% 4.1% 2.95 21.8%
NM 8.4% 35.1% 3.0% 2.88 20.0%
NY 18.0% 45.0% 7.5% 3.17 33.1%
NC 17.9% 46.6% 13.7% 3.24 32.9%
ND 9.1% 16.4% 3.4% 2.19 28.6%
OH 9.6% 37.3% 3.7% 3.00 17.6%
OK 10.2% 29.7% 5.1% 2.87 18.9%
OR 6.5% 28.2% 2.1% 2.68 35.5%
PA 6.9% 30.1% 4.1% 2.82 26.7%
RI 7.2% 25.6% 5.8% 2.52 28.5%
SC 9.9% 54.0% 5.1% 3.33 19.2%
SD 5.8% 15.0% 1.4% 2.00 31.2%
TN 8.6% 40.2% 3.9% 2.99 34.2%
TX 15.0% 47.6% 12.3% 3.24 30.8%
uTt 18.1% 51.1% 11.4% 3.37 31.4%
VT 8.3% 11.4% 0.0% 2.27 29.4%
VA 8.4% 44.9% 4.8% 3.02 32.9%
WA 10.6% 33.6% 3.7% 2.76 21.3%
Wv 9.3% 30.3% 5.3% 2.84 20.6%
Wi 10.3% 27.7% 4.5% 2.66 30.6%
WY 6.6% 26.2% 4.4% 2.55 25.5%

! Extra classroom assistance (e.g., teacher aide) is not included in the previous induction supports because
we do not consider it to be an induction support.
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TABLE 2: PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT FOR TEACHERS IN FIRST YEAR OF TEACHING
(BY SCHOOL CONTEXT VARIABLES)

Teachers who received the following types of support during

Percent of . .
teachers who first year of teaching
participated .
in induction a) Worked closely [, o mon c)Seminars | ) Regularsupportive |\ Avg.
program during with master or Planning Ti | communication All 4
g lime or classes N . 3 of number
first year of mentor teacher with teachers in for beginning with .p|:|n0|pal, other ST supports supports
.o in first year of X i administrators, or a-d
teaching their subject? teachers? (a-d) el (a-d)
teaching? ) department chair?
Elem 74.5% 78.9% 63.7% 76.0% 80.1% 715% | 412% | 2.99
Sec 73.8% 78.0% 42.7% 71.4% 79.5% 63.3% | 294% | 272
City 70.6% 78.1% 57.8% 74.7% 78.8% 67.8% | 372% | 2.89
. . (] . (*] . (*] . (*] . (*] . (*] . 0 .
;’;ﬁgg 76.5% 78.4% 57.1% 75.2% 80.0% 69.8% | 37.7% | 291
Small
Town/ 70.1% 78.6% 47.5% 66.7% 80.9% 61.8% | 31.1% | 274
Rural
<5.6% 74.5% 85.8% 46.6% 68.0% 82.6% 66.2% | 312% | 283
oo 76.6% 80.2% 48.8% 71.2% 82.3% 66.9% | 31.7% | 2.82
e 78.0% 79.7% 56.8% 78.2% 82.4% 716% | 40.9% | 2.97
Ee 76.2% 78.3% 58.8% 78.4% 80.7% 702% | 39.4% | 296
>78.0% 68.0% 74.0% 59.1% 70.6% 75.4% 65.0% | 357% | 279
<20.0% 80.2% 81.1% 51.1% 75.1% 82.0% 69.1% | 34.9% | 2.89
5 509 76.3% 78.5% 54.5% 76.2% 80.3% 68.5% | 37.8% | 2.89
o o 73.0% 79.1% 51.7% 72.3% 80.4% 67.6% | 34.9% | 2.83
>58.02% 69.4% 76.3% 63.0% 72.6% 77.1% 67.2% | 385% | 2.89
0% 73.9% 79.9% 53.9% 71.6% 81.8% 67.6% | 357% | 287
<2.5% 74.6% 76.1% 51.5% 74.7% 81.8% 68.5% | 33.0% | 284
2.5-5% 76.9% 80.1% 53.5% 72.9% 79.2% 68.2% | 38.0% | 286
5-10% 71.2% 74.3% 56.7% 74.0% 75.8% 654% | 37.7% | 2.81
>10% 73.3% 77.7% 59.3% 75.9% 77.6% 68.6% | 37.9% | 2.90

2 Extra classroom assistance (e.g., teacher aide) is not included in the previous induction supports because we do not consider it to be
an induction support
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TABLE 2. (CONT'D)

Teachers who received the following types of support during
first year of teaching

e) Reduced

g | A0 |y g | A1 urber | s oo

number of (a-e) & (a-e) teacher aide)?

preparations?

EI NN NN
9.1% 43.2% 6.2% 3.08 31.1%
15.0% 34.4% 7.2% 2.87 221%
13.1% 40.3% 7.0% 3.02 28.9%
10.8% 40.9% 6.6% 3.01 27.3%
10.0% 33.5% 5.3% 2.84 29.8%
9.7% 33.6% 5.8% 2.93 241%
9.3% 34.5% 4.5% 2.92 26.9%
11.6% 45.3% 5.9% 3.09 29.1%
11.7% 41.6% 8.0% 3.08 27.9%
12.3% 38.7% 7.0% 2.92 29.9%
12.8% 39.2% 7.1% 3.02 23.7%
8.9% 40.0% 5.1% 2.98 25.7%
11.4% 38.2% 6.3% 2.95 28.4%
11.5% 41.0% 71% 3.01 32.7%
9.2% 38.8% 4.5% 2.96 28.3%
14.8% 37.4% 8.2% 2.99 18.3%
15.9% 41.5% 11.3% 3.02 22.4%
11.4% 40.0% 7.1% 2.92 21.7%
11.9% 40.5% 7.5% 3.02 33.5%

2 Extra classroom assistance (e.g., teacher aide) is not included in the previous
induction supports because we do not consider it to be an induction support
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TABLE 3: FOCUS OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES (BY STATE)

The content of the subject(s) they teach The use of computers for instruction Reading Instruction

R Foro-16 | For7- | For3 For8hours | For9-16 | For17-32 | Forss R For 9-16
hours or hours or hours or hours or
hours 32 hours or less hours hours hours
less more more less

CA |88.0% |154% |23.6% | 20.6% |28.4% |62.1% |36.6% |14.5% |57% |54% |57.0% |21.5% | 15.0%
CO |[89.0% |[152% |224% |19.7% |31.7% |62.8% |39.8% |125% | 4.7% | 59% |685% |24.0% | 26.3%
CT |86.7% |24.8% |27.6% | 19.9% | 14.4% |NiI0eNMNo0Msonn] 16.8% | 3.9% |3.0% |66.3% |326% |19.9%
DE |888% |187% |26.3% |21.3% |22.5% |56.0% |34.8% |11.0% |4.5% |57% |61.7% |31.8% |18.0%
DC |89.4% |18.5% |17.0% | 19.8% |34.1% |42.5% |25.7% |6.8% | 4.9% | 5.2% 20.1% | 18.0%
FL |80.9% |[17.4% |26.0% |20.6% |259% |703% |41.2% |16.2% |7.7% | 5.2% 32.8% | 23.8%
GA |863% |17.6% |29.2% |17.7% |21.8% |656% |40.3% |158% |51% |4.3% |57.2% |26.3% | 18.6%
HI |828% |126% |23.3% |21.3% |255% |48.9% |252% |9.1% | 6.5% |8.0% |64.4% |26.0% |16.1%
ID_|85.9% |[14.3% |21.3% |20.0% | 30.4% |422% [21.5% |100% |57% |50% |53.2% |17.9% |14.9%
IL |89.1% [257% |25.5% |20.8% |17.1% |59.9% |39.1% | 11.6% | 53% |3.9% |665% |35.6% | 14.8%
IN_[796% [23.9% |24.0% |16.6% | 15.1% |56.4% |38.2% | 10.2% | 4.8% |3.2% |61.4% |31.2% |13.2%
A |827% [158% |19.8% |22.1% |24.9% |50.5% |31.4% |124% |4.5% |2.2% 23.6% | 21.7%
KS |856% |19.1% |254% |19.7% |21.5% |73.8% |42.8% [17.3% |7.0% | 6.8% 21.3%
KY |89.2% |[14.8% |28.1% [27.2% |19.0% |74.3% |[GHGKNN 17.0% |3.7% |2.1% |66.8% |32.9% |20.5%
LA |832% [204% |259% |21.6% | 154% |65.8% |36.2% |14.6% |8.2% |6.7% |63.2% |33.5% | 14.7%
ME [87.2% |[14.0% |21.1% |22.5% |29.7% |68.4% |38.1% |16.5% |8.0% |58% |601% |23.1% |17.7%
MD |89.9% [26.5% |22.1% |19.8% |21.5% |72.0% |451% |167% | 6.6% |3.5% |66.0% |31.4% |21.2%
MA |89.4% |[15.2% |220% |20.7% |31.4% |57.8% |323% |16.6% |3.0% |58% |532% |18.0% |15.6%
M |88.1% |[16.5% |22.0% |26.0% |23.6% |615% |43.3% |11.2% |3.5% |3.5% |57.3% |26.8% | 16.3%
MN |89.1% [16.9% |21.6% |22.6% |28.0% |67.2% [42.6% |151% |58% |3.7% | ouiem 36.8% | 18.0%
MS [80.0% |[BOMBGNN 22.1% | 15.4% | 16.2% |59.4% |36.0% | 11.9% |6.7% |4.9% |56.0% |30.5% |12.9%
MO |89.2% |16.8% |253% |21.7% | 254% |69.8% |41.3% |14.6% |7.8% | 6.0% |63.6% |26.0% | 15.7%
MT | 87.0% |14.4% |22.8% |26.6% |23.2% |612% |31.6% | 16.5% | 6.9% | 6.2% |525% |22.1% | 15.3%
NE |81.7% |14.7% |JB0M0GN| 19.1% | 17.4% | 66.0% | 38.2% |16.7% | 6.6% | 4.5% |56.8% |257% |15.6%
NV |89.0% |16.6% |256% |20.4% |26.4% |623% |37.7% |13.1% |7.2% |4.2% |64.1% |22.9% |20.1%
| NH OR8N 12.4% | 23.7% | 26.0% |32.5% |68.1% |44.2% |124% |51% | 6.5% |61.7% |23.7% | 17.3%
NI |89.7% [221% |27.1% | 17.8% | 22.8% |67.5% |49.0% | 11.0% | 34% |4.2% |53.7% |25.7% | 15.6%
NM_|835% |17.0% |20.9% |21.1% | 24.6% |57.2% |359% | 12.1% | 4.6% | 4.7% |64.7% |26.6% |17.7%
NY |89.3% |21.2% |27.7% |18.2% |22.2% |663% [39.0% |157% |9.0% |26% |547% |22.2% |17.3%
NC |88.8% [251% [247% |207% |18.2% |695% |40.9% |16.8% |6.7% |51% | SW00GM 29-8% | 23.7%
ND |83.0% |13.0% |254% |23.0% |21.6% |722% |31.0% |234% | 11.3% |65% |54.1% |21.8% |17.9%
OH |79.3% |21.0% |24.1% | 16.6% | 17.6% |60.3% |40.2% | 12.5% | 4.5% | 3.1% |47.0% |25.1% |10.3%
OK |[84.0% [23.6% |22.0% |18.5% | 19.9% |69.1% |BIGINN 12.8% | 4.5% | 3.2% |52.0% |27.5% | 11.7%
OR |875% |14.1% |18.8% |24.1% | 30.4% |582% |38.8% |11.2% |4.4% |3.8% |GW9a 24.7% | 25.9%
PA |845% [17.9% [20.9% |19.3% |26.3% |74.3% |40.1% |18.1% |81% |8.0% |63.1% |29.1% |18.3%
RI_|855% |16.8% |24.0% |13.2% | 31.4% |40.6% |257% |6.8% | 53% |28% |592% |253% |16.0%

SC |86.1% |21.4% |252% |18.0% |21.5% |[GHG%NN 39.8% | 19.0% | 10.5% 50.6% |26.8% | 16.7%

SD |849% |[157% [17.9% |21.7% |29.7% |69.3% |30.6% | 15.7% 60.6% | 23.6% | 17.6%
TN |855% |[19.6% |[259% |26.0% |14.0% |650% |39.9% |147% |7.8% |27% |60.3% |30.5% |17.6%
TX | 91.0% | 14.6% |26.5% |27.0% |22.9% |76.4% |43.6% |21.4% |64% |4.9% |545% |27.5% |15.3%

| Ut |88 10.1% | 24.0% |22.6% 64.5% |357% |16.6% |6.0% |6.2% 28.3% | 21.0%
VT |908% |[11.2% |157% |22.0% 619% |325% |124% |7.6% |9.5% |53.9%
VA |88.6% |21.5% |24.3% |19.2% |23.6% |753% |47.6% |18.2% | 6.5% | 3.0% |64.7%
WA |91.4% |11.8% |23.3% |23.4% |329% |61.7% |36.3% |13.6% |6.8% |50% |64.9% |29.0% |22.5%
WY |847% [21.2% [20.5% |21.7% | 21.3% |BOINN 43.5% |21.8% |8.7% |6.6% |53.2% |22.3% |15.3%
Wi |81.7% |14.7% |20.4% |19.0% | 27.6% |62.9% [37.3% [137% |59% |59% |57.1% |23.1% |16.0%

WY 1814% |14.8% |18.3% |20.0% |28.3% |68.8% 35.4% 18.5% 8.6% 6.2% 25.5%
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TABLE 3. (CONT'D)

Percent of teachers who participated in the past 12 months

in professional development activities focusing on:

zii?.l; giitmeter Student discipline and management in the classroom
For17-32 | For 33 hours Al For8hours | For9-16 | For17-32 h';zrr:’ir

hours or more or less hours hours .
AL 13.1% 8.8% 48.1% 7.0% 1.8% 1.1%
AK 9.7% 7.7% 41.6% 24.3% 9.4% 5.3% 2.6%
AZ 9.9% 9.3% 45.8% 30.0% 12.2% 2.8% 0.9%
AR | 12.0% | 11.4% |DCTOUNMNAREAN 155% | 3.4% | 1.2%
CA 8.4% 12.1% 39.5% 25.9% 8.5% 3.2% 1.9%
CcO 9.5% 8.7% 45.9% 28.4% 11.0% 5.2% 1.3%
CT 8.1% 5.7% 33.2% 27.6% 3.7% 0.8% 1.1%
DE 7.7% 4.2% 51.2% 37.0% 10.2% 2.8% 1.1%
DC 12.6% 15.1% 51.5% 27.7% 10.1% 7.8% 5.9%
FL 13.4% 12.9% 44.4% 29.6% 7.8% 3.2% 3.8%
GA 6.3% 6.0% 39.6% 30.2% 5.7% 1.8% 1.9%
HI 14.2% 8.0% 36.6% 22.2% 7.6% 4.6% 2.2%
ID 9.4% 11.0% 44.1% 24.5% 11.9% 4.9% 2.9%
IL 9.4% 6.7% 46.4% 36.3% 6.2% 2.9% 1.1%
IN 10.6% 6.4% 34.5% 27.3% 4.6% 1.4% 1.2%
1A 18.2% 14.9% 33.7% 22.6% 5.5% 3.4% 2.3%
KS 8.2% 8.0% 48.3% 32.4% 10.9% 3.2% 1.8%
KY 6.2% 7.2% 54.1% 38.8% 10.8% 3.2% 1.4%
LA 10.1% 5.0% 54.6% 34.2% 11.7% 4.8% 3.8%
ME 9.1% 10.3% 28.3% 18.8% 6.2% 1.2% 2.1%
MD 7.7% 5.7% 45.4% 36.1% 6.4% 0.9% 1.9%
MA 11.5% 8.1% 38.4% 24.0% 7.5% 4.5% 2.3%
MI 9.1% 5.0% 41.4% 30.5% 7.1% 1.8% 2.0%
MN 10.9% 9.4% 49.6% 35.2% 7.6% 3.4% 3.3%
MS 7.6% 5.0% 52.1% 37.8% 9.3% 2.6% 2.5%
Mo | 121% | 9.8% 34% | 2.8%
MT 8.2% 6.9% 48.5% 25.6% 13.0% 6.1% 3.8%
NE 8.6% 6.8% 51.6% 34.3% 9.5% 5.1% 2.7%
NV 11.0% 10.1% 41.8% 25.2% 10.8% 3.9% 1.9%
NH 9.6% 11.1% 43.3% 31.7% 7.4% 2.3% 1.9%
NJ 8.7% 3.8% 43.7% 35.1% 6.1% 1.0% 1.5%
NM 7.8% 12.5% 33.6% 21.9% 7.3% 3.1% 1.2%
NY 8.9% 6.4% 36.7% 24.3% 8.8% 1.4% 2.1%
NC 11.1% 8.3% 48.9% 33.2% 9.7% 4.2% 1.8%
ND 8.2% 6.2% 44.6% 27.2% 12.6% 3.4% 1.4%
OH 5.6% 6.0% 42.4% 29.2% 7.5% 4.1% 1.5%
OK 7.6% 5.2% 8.0% 2.6% 1.6%
OR 14.2% 8.4% 49.0% 31.3% 12.1% 4.4% 1.2%
PA 10.3% 5.5% 41.2% 29.4% 5.7% 3.0% 3.1%
RI 8.3% 9.5% 30.7% 22.4% 4.7% 2.1% 1.6%
SC 7.6% 8.5% 50.6% 35.6% 9.5% 3.0% 2.5%
SD 9.4% 10.0% 43.9% 26.0% 11.2% 4.5% 2.3%
TN 8.2% 4.0% 40.1% 9.8% 4.1% 0.8%
TX 7.3% 4.4% 13.0% 3.1% 1.7%
uTt 11.5% 10.6% 52.3% 33.4% 10.4% 4.9% 3.6%
VT 11.1% 10.7% 41.5% 23.0% 9.4% 4.5% 4.6%
VA 8.8% 6.3% 43.8% 32.9% 5.9% 3.1% 1.9%
WA 9.2% 4.2% 41.8% 25.0% 10.9% 3.0% 3.0%
Y 8.7% 6.9% 47.8% 37.4% 6.4% 2.4% 1.5%
Wi 10.1% 7.9% 39.2% 23.4% 6.5% 6.5% 2.8%
WY 12.1% 9.8% 51.4% 31.2% 12.2% 4.1% 3.9%
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TABLE 4: FOCUS OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES
(BY SCHOOL CONTEXT VARIABLES)

Percent of teachers who participated in the past 12 months in professional development

activities focusing on:

The content of the subject(s) they

teach Uses of computers for instruction Reading instruction
For 8 For For 33 For 8 For For 33 For 8
All? hours or Fr%r u9r;1? 17-32 | hours or Al hours or Fr%r u9r;126 17-32 | hoursor |  All? hours or Fr?;u?';f
less 2 hours 2 more 2 less 2 hours 2 more 2 less 2

Elem. 91.0% 17.8% | 24.9% | 21.7% | 23.3% | 67.2% | 42.5% | 15.1% | 5.8% 4.4% | 711.4% | 25.4% | 18.5%

Sec 81.3% 19.3% | 23.8% | 19.7% | 24.8% | 67.1% | 38.3% | 17.0% | 7.0% 5.4% | 43.7% | 35.6% | 14.7%

City 90.1% 18.5% | 23.2% | 22.0% | 24.4% | 65.9% | 41.7% | 156.6% | 6.1% 4.3% | 64.9% | 26.4% | 18.1%

IEJ;?IZZ 87.5% 18.3% | 25.2% | 20.6% | 23.6% | 68.0% | 40.9% | 15.8% 6.1% 4.9% | 60.6% | 28.8% | 17.4%
Small
Town/ 83.8% 18.3% | 24.2% | 21.0% | 23.4% | 65.6% | 40.5% | 16.1% 6.7% 5.0% | 59.3% | 27.6% | 17.1%
Rural

<5.6% 85.2% 18.4% | 24.7% | 21.6% | 21.7% | 66.9% | 40.0% | 16.3% | 6.5% 4.5% | 56.1% | 27.3% | 17.0%

oo | 86:3% | 19.7% | 23.6% | 19.6% | 24.0% | 67.7% | 39.9% | 16.4% | 6.4% | 4.1% | 57.7% | 28.4% | 17.5%
317662/ 88.0% | 17.5% | 24.6% | 21.3% | 24.4% | 705% | 41.4% | 15.8% | 6.3% | 4.7% | 61.9% | 28.2% | 18.6%
e | 880% | 18.0% | 24.1% | 21.8% | 24.1% | 67.3% | 42.3% | 15.2% | 59% | 52% | 63.0% | 206% | 17.3%

>78.0% | 88.7% 18.4% | 25.2% | 20.8% | 23.9% | 63.7% | 40.8% | 15.6% | 6.3% 5.0% | 65.2% | 26.2% | 17.3%

<20.0% | 86.3% 18.6% | 24.7% | 20.0% | 24.2% | 69.0% | 39.4% | 16.1% | 6.5% 4.6% | 54.5% | 29.3% | 17.6%

ooy | 87:4% | 18.8% | 24.4% | 20.8% | 23.4% | 68.4% | 41.1% | 156% | 6.2% | 4.5% | 60.2% | 28.8% | 18.1%
sy | 865% | 18.5% | 24.2% | 21.3% | 23.4% | 66.9% | 42.3% | 158% | 5.9% | 50% | 61.2% | 28.2% | 17.1%

>58.02% | 89.4% 17.6% | 24.6% | 21.8% | 23.9% | 64.4% | 41.6% | 15.7% | 6.3% 4.8% | 69.5% | 25.8% | 17.5%

0% 86.3% 20.2% | 24.2% | 20.2% | 22.6% | 67.3% | 41.9% | 15.2% | 6.2% 4.5% | 59.6% | 28.4% | 17.5%

<2.5% 83.9% 19.8% | 24.0% | 20.2% | 23.8% | 69.8% | 39.9% | 15.4% | 7.8% 55% | 47.7% | 36.4% | 15.0%

2.5-5% 85.9% 17.8% | 24.3% | 23.0% | 22.6% | 69.6% | 39.5% | 16.4% | 7.2% 4.7% | 59.2% | 29.9% | 18.9%

5-10% 86.9% 16.7% | 27.3% | 20.5% | 24.5% | 66.7% | 39.1% | 16.8% | 6.4% 5.5% | 63.6% | 28.3% | 19.3%

>10% 90.4% 16.3% | 24.4% | 22.0% | 25.2% | 65.3% | 41.0% | 16.3% | 5.6% 4.7% | 67.7% | 251% | 17.5%

Table continues next page
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TABLE 4. (CONT'D)

Percent of teachers who participated in the past

12 months in professional development activities

focusing on:
Zii?i; &) el Student discipline and management in the classroom
For 33 For 8 For 33

oy 17_:232 hours or All? hours or ol 9_126 ol 17_:232 hours or
hours more 2 loss 2 hours hours more 2
10.3% | 8.2% 46.1% 32.9% 9.1% 2.9% 2.0%
7.1% 6.0% 43.7% 33.4% 8.6% 3.3% 2.0%
9.4% 8.1% 49.7% 32.2% 9.5% 3.2% 2.4%
9.3% 7.3% 43.6% 33.0% 8.8% 2.9% 1.8%
10.3% 8.5% 45.9% 34.0% 9.0% 3.4% 2.2%
10.5% | 6.7% 42.9% 32.5% 8.9% 3.3% 1.6%
9.5% 7.0% 39.7% 31.5% 8.2% 3.3% 2.5%
10.0% 7.2% 43.5% 34.4% 9.1% 2.6% 1.8%
9.3% 7.8% 51.5% 33.6% 9.4% 3.4% 1.9%
8.9% 9.0% 47.5% 32.4% 9.2% 2.9% 2.3%
9.0% 6.1% 38.1% 32.1% 8.5% 2.3% 2.2%
8.6% 7.9% 44.6% 32.5% 8.8% 3.5% 1.9%
10.7% | 8.0% | 472% | 34.0% | 85% | 3.2% | 2.0%
9.8% 8.6% 52.2% 33.2% 9.8% 3.2% 1.9%
9.7% 7.2% 44.5% 32.7% 8.5% 3.3% 2.1%
6.9% 5.3% 46.5% 35.1% 8.5% 2.9% 2.3%
8.5% 5.8% 45.3% 33.8% | 10.2% | 2.6% 1.6%
8.5% 7.7% 47.2% 30.5% | 11.8% | 2.9% 1.9%
10.2% | 9.2% 46.6% 33.0% 9.0% 3.0% 1.9%
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TABLE 5: FOCUS OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES IN LAST 3 YEARS (BY STATE)

o) (T < O Pa patead e p ed profre onal developme EOs
2 B o g o b y 5
Teaching students with disabilities Teaching limited English proficient students .'
a [ rousor | Frete | Fa i | nosor | a1 noursor | PS8 F T | podor | AT
ess more less more

AL | 46.4% 8.0% | 2.1% 35% | 245% | 201% | 29% | 0.9% 0.6% 426
AK | 392% | 198% | 79% | 53% 6.3% 16.3% 3.6%
AZ | 37.9% | 237% | 65% | 27% 5.0%

| AR |DEERRNSES 3% | 5.1% 5.0% 19.6%
CA | 383% | 222% | 66% | 45% 4.9% 24.5%
co | 355% | 224% | 74% | 2.8% 2.8% 23.1%
cT | 440% | 312% | 75% | 33% 20% | 17.2% | 13.0% | 1.7% | 1.1% 1.4% 35.4
DE | 413% | 255% | 7.5% | 37% 46% | 121% | 74% | 22% | 1.8% 0.8% 39.3
DC | 412% | 17.4% | 87% | 47% 10.7% | 242% | 122% | 27% | 1.4% 8.0% 53.5
FL | 372% | 206% | 67% | 47% 52% | 372% | 11.5% | 52% | 6.0% 14.5% | NSaonl
GA | 428% | 229% | 108% | 5.1% 39% | 21.3% | 159% | 22% | 1.4% 1.8% 39.3
HI | 356% | 16.8% | 10.1% | 3.6% 50% | 230% | 13.8% | 4.1% | 24% 2.6% 44.2
D | 323% | 17.7% | 77% | 4.0% 29% | 317% | 153% | 85% | 4.7% 3.3% 45.0
IL_ | 518% | 314% | 120% | 4.1% 43% | 191% | 13.9% | 30% | 14% 0.7% 38.8
IN | 367% | 245% | 63% | 26% 33% | 187% | 150% | 21% | 1.0% 0.6% 332
IA | 389% | 207% | 102% | 4.6% 35% | 165% | 10.8% | 32% | 1.4% 1.2% 44.4
KS | 378% | 236% | 50% | 47% 45% | 234% | 13.0% | 33% | 2.2% 4.9% 44.6
KY | 505% |DS6B%m 7.7% | 27% 3.7% 101% | 91% | 03% | o06% 0.1% 40.0
LA | 338% | 193% | 7.9% | 23% 4.3% 75% | 51% | 09% | 06% 0.9% 395
ME | 340% | 174% | 74% | 4.1% 51% 74% | 45% | 1.1% | 08% 1.0% 43.4
MD | 504% | 326% | 7.7% | 57% 44% | 147% | 107% | 23% | 1.0% 0.7% 40.0
MA | 476% | 235% | 12.0% | 4.9% 73% | 31.7% | 10.8% | 85% | 4.9% 7.4% 49.2
M| 369% | 223% | 7.0% | 33% 43% | 100% | 7.8% | 03% | 1.0% 0.8% 38.4

| vN_ |[DESTTORER 94% | 54% 45% | 27.9% | 204% | 45% | 2.1% 1.1% 46.6
Ms | 39.1% | 27.0% | 57% | 2.8% 3.6% 1.8% | 97% | 1.1% | 03% 0.6% 34.5
MO | 404% | 258% | 82% | 22% 42% | 159% | 13.0% | 1.8% | 0.6% 0.5% 45.1
MT | 312% | 182% | 76% | 18% 3.6% 73% | 44% | 15% | 1.1% 0.2% 4138
NE | 338% | 208% | 7.5% | 27% 29% | 103% | 7.2% | 1.3% | 03% 1.4% 38.4
NV | 308% | 216% | 76% | 57% 50% |ARORN 222% | 117% | 61% 5.0% 48.5
NH | 462% | 243% | 111% | 36% 7.2% 76% | 35% | 1.9% | 1.3% 0.9% 476
NI | 442% | 31.0% | 64% | 27% 40% | 161% | 13.0% | 14% | 0.3% 1.5% 36.8
NM | 3905% | 225% | 82% | 50% 38% |MIBORUN 18.4% | 10.9% | 5.4% 4.5% 44.7
NY | 367% | 212% | 88% | 26% 41% | 147% | 95% | 30% | 1.0% 1.2% 39.0
NC | 407% | 232% | 91% | 3.4% 54% | 281% | 14.3% | 65% | 14% 5.9% 44.9
ND | 36.9% | 208% | 7.2% | 4.1% 4.9% 81% | 43% | 22% | 05% 1.0% 42.4
OH | 373% | 239% | 72% | 21% 41% 67% | 44% | 13% | 0.5% 0.4% 33.1
oK | 422% | 302% | 60% | 3.4% 26% | 212% | 17.0% | 25% | 1.0% 0.7% 36.1
OR | 365% | 211% | 7.5% | 3.6% 4.2%  |ISIM0RN 251% | 85% | 6.9% 10.7% | S
PA | 486% | 281% | 108% | 4.1% 56% | 20.8% | 152% | 20% | 0.9% 2.7% 44.9
RI_| 362% | 203% | 82% | 3.9% 38% | 141% | 65% | 30% | 1.8% 2.8% 30.2
sc | 313% | 188% | 71% | 17% 36% | 212% | 17.9% | 1.8% | 0.6% 0.8% 435
SD | 33.9% | 189% | 73% | 2.8% 4.9% 9.0% | 67% | 09% | 06% 0.8% 46.7
TN | 406% | 28.1% | 7.6% | 29% 20% | 144% | 11.5% | 07% | 1.5% 0.7% 36.7

| x| 322% | 136% | 51% 3.7% 9.0% | 3.9% 4.2% 47.2
ut | 364% [ 167% [ 89% | 3.3% 7.5% | 365% | 17.5% | 4.5% | 5.3% 9.2% | ol
VT | 41.0% | 21.7% | 88% | 3.9% 6.5% M1% | 63% | 19% | 0.8% 2.0% 51.1
VA | 441% | 275% | 96% | 38% 32% | 165% | 11.6% | 14% | 1.8% 1.7% 405
WA | 353% | 223% | 48% | 33% 48% | 318% | 194% | 51% | 3.9% 3.4% 46.5
wv | 408% | 23.0% | 97% | 4.1% 4.0% 68% | 49% | 14% | 01% 0.4% 40.7
Wi | 353% | 222% | 53% | 33% 45% | 133% | 91% | 1.6% | 0.5% 2.1% 42.0
WY | 358% | 204% | 7.7% | 52% 2.5% | 20.5% | 14.1% | 4.2% | 1.1% 1.1% 46.8
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TABLE 6: FOCUS OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES IN LAST 3 YEARS
(BY SCHOOL CONTEXT VARIABLES)

Percent of teachers who participated in the past 3 years in professional

development activities focusing on:

Teaching students with disabilities IEETE g [Tl HETe] i [l e

students
For 8 For For For 33 For 8 For For ':%L?g
All2 hoursor | 9-16 17-32 | hours or All2 hoursor | 9-16 17-32 o
less? | hours? | hours? | more? less 2 hours 2 | hours 2 more 2

Elem. |26.4% | 9.1% | 3.8% | 4.0% | 9.6% |29.9% | 19.0% | 7.3% | 5.0% | 7.6%

Sec 26.3% | 88% | 4.0% | 4.5% | 10.5% | 25.6% | 18.8% | 7.7% | 4.1% | 9.0%

City 25.8% | 9.6% | 3.8% | 4.7% | 10.8% | 38.9% | 20.6% | 7.2% | 5.6% | 8.8%

ggﬁg’; 26.4% | 8.7% | 4.1% | 4.1% | 9.8% | 262% | 17.9% | 7.9% | 4.3% | 7.8%
Small
Town/ | 26.4% | 9.0% | 3.2% | 4.4% | 10.5% | 17.5% | 17.8% | 5.7% | 3.5% | 6.1%
Rural
<56% | 26.5% | 8.6% | 3.7% | 4.2% | 10.0% | 6.8% | 18.5% | 2.1% | 1.3% | 3.8%
56~ | o56% | 83% | 4.0% | 4.2% | 10.1% | 15.5% | 14.5% | 5.0% | 2.3% | 4.7%
16.2%
;76620;0 26.0% | 9.8% | 3.7% | 3.9% | 9.4% | 28.1% | 17.5% | 7.0% | 2.8% | 8.8%
738766";(, 25.7% | 9.8% | 3.9% | 4.2% | 9.8% | 36.6% | 20.6% | 6.5% | 5.1% | 7.9%

>78.0% | 27.0% | 8.1% | 4.0% | 4.8% | 11.3% | 39.8% | 19.4% | 9.4% | 6.3% | 8.7%

<20.0% | 27.2% | 8.56% | 3.6% | 3.9% | 9.3% | 20.2% | 18.8% | 6.1% | 3.7% | 7.9%

35052;/0 25.9% | 8.7% | 4.1% | 4.1% | 9.9% | 24.9% | 18.1% | 6.7% | 4.1% | 8.3%
5387692% 25.1% | 9.4% | 3.9% | 4.8% | 11.1% | 26.4% | 18.5% | 8.0% | 3.4% | 8.0%
o 0

>58.02% | 26.6% | 9.3% | 3.8% | 4.3% | 10.0% | 38.7% | 19.6% | 8.0% | 6.1% | 7.7%

0% 27.7% | 80% | 3.5% | 3.8% | 9.0% | 14.9% | 17.7% | 5.3% | 3.6% | 8.6%

<25% |30.2% | 80% | 3.2% | 3.0% | 6.9% | 26.0% | 21.0% | 6.6% | 2.7% | 6.4%

2.5-5% | 30.6% | 84% | 28% | 21% | 5.0% | 34.8% | 19.9% | 6.4% | 2.7% | 6.9%

5-10% |27.2% | 89% | 4.5% | 3.1% | 7.2% | 39.3% | 19.4% | 7.8% | 5.1% | 6.1%

>10% |22.9% | 10.3% | 4.5% | 5.7% | 13.5% | 40.9% | 18.8% | 8.6% | 5.8% | 8.5%

2 Stattistical significance of differences between categories of each school context variable reported in Tables 24-43
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TABLE 7: USEFULNESS OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT IN LAST 12 MONTHS (BY STATE)
How useful to teachers were professional development activities attended within the last 12

months with the following foci?

The content of the subject(s) they teach Uses of computers for instruction
Avg Not_u:eful Somewflat Ufeful Very_Useful Avg Not_useful Somewfat Ufeful Very_
= useful = 2 =3 =4 =1 useful = 2 =3 Useful = 4
[Nati | 2s3 [ 0% [ 283% | 445% | 264% | 285 | 41% | s05% | 41.6% | 237% |
AL 3.05 0.6% 26.4% 40.7% 32.4% 2.89 1.7% 33.6% 38.1% 26.5%
AK 3.03 1.2% 24.1% 45.5% 29.2% 2.78 4.4% 34.5% 39.5% 21.7%
AZ 2.91 1.8% 30.2% 43.1% 24.8% 2.74 5.9% 34.5% 38.8% 20.8%
AR 3.01 0.7% 27.6% 41.2% 30.4% 2.80 3.8% 31.0% 46.5% 18.7%
CA 2.83 2.7% 33.9% 40.7% 22.7% 2.80 7.0% 28.5% 41.5% 23.0%
co 2.98 1.7% 24.8% 46.9% 26.6% 2.78 4.6% 35.1% 38.3% 22.1%
CcT 2.83 3.5% 32.5% 41.3% 22.7% 2.77 6.1% 31.8% 40.8% 21.3%
DE 2.75 3.5% 38.0% 38.7% 19.9% 2.72 6.0% 35.9% 38.5% 19.6%
DC 3.07 1.6% 24.3% 40.1% 34.0% 2.96 4.5% 28.8% 33.3% 33.4%
FL 2.96 1.5% 27.1% 45.1% 26.3% 2.94 4.5% 25.9% 41.3% 28.3%
GA 3.01 1.9% 27.1% 39.4% 31.5% 2.97 4.1% 23.8% 43.3% 28.8%
HI 2.90 1.4% 31.1% 43.8% 23.8% 2.87 3.9% 29.5% 42.3% 24.3%
| D IS0 2% | 207% | 44.4% | 33.7% 2.90 4.3% 28.8% | 40.0% | 27.0%
IL 2.97 1.8% 28.4% 40.9% 28.9% 2.92 1.5% 31.6% 40.1% 26.9%
IN 2.86 1.9% 32.7% 43.6% 21.9% 2.73 3.3% 34.9% 47.5% 14.3%
1A 2.92 1.6% 28.1% 47.1% 23.1% 2.77 4.7% 32.4% 43.8% 19.1%
KS 2.89 3.3% 25.8% 48.9% 22.0% 2.75 5.2% 32.0% 45.6% 17.1%
KY 2.96 0.5% 27.5% 47.3% 24.7% 2.92 2.5% 28.2% 44.0% 25.2%
LA 3.01 1.0% 24.8% 46.4% 27.9% 2.99 3.1% 26.2% 39.4% 31.3%
ME 3.06 2.0% 21.6% 44.4% 32.0% 2.73 5.8% 33.8% 41.6% 18.8%
MD 2.90 2.2% 31.6% 39.7% 26.4% 2.90 4.4% 28.9% 39.0% 27.7%
MA 2.91 2.5% 31.1% 39.8% 26.6% 2.86 2.6% 33.5% 38.9% 25.0%
M 2.84 3.5% 31.5% 43.0% 22.0% 2.72 3.7% 39.1% 39.1% 18.2%
MN 2.95 1.9% 27.5% 44.6% 26.0% 2.85 3.6% 32.4% 39.7% 24.3%
MS 2.94 3.7% 26.4% 42.2% 27.7% 2.99 4.0% 23.4% 42.2% 30.4%
MO 3.03 0.9% 22.0% 50.1% 27.1% 2.93 2.4% 27.1% 45.5% 25.0%
MT 3.05 0.9% 22.5% 47.1% 29.4% 2.88 2.4% 30.4% 43.9% 23.3%
NE 2.89 1.1% 31.0% 45.3% 22.6% 2.84 2.8% 31.0% 46.2% 20.1%
NV 2.91 1.9% 29.1% 45.5% 23.5% 2.86 3.2% 31.5% 41.1% 24.2%
NH 2.95 1.8% 26.7% 46.0% 25.6% 2.68 5.9% 35.8% 43.2% 15.1%
NJ 2.91 0.7% 29.1% 48.4% 21.8% 2.90 2.1% 31.2% 41.7% 25.0%
NM 2.89 3.5% 29.8% 40.3% 26.4% 2.80 4.8% 34.0% 37.7% 23.6%
NY 2.89 2.0% 29.4% 46.5% 22.1% 2.92 3.2% 30.4% 38.0% 28.4%
NC 2.93 1.6% 26.9% 48.4% 23.1% 2.86 5.1% 27.7% 43.7% 23.5%
ND 2.94 0.9% 27.0% 49.7% 22.4% 2.89 2.1% 30.8% 42.6% 24.5%
OH 2.97 1.1% 25.6% 48.2% 25.1% 2.81 2.5% 32.2% 47.3% 17.9%
OK 2.90 1.4% 30.1% 45.3% 23.2% 2.75 5.2% 33.9% 42.0% 18.9%
OR 2.97 1.5% 25.8% 46.8% 25.8% 2.78 4.4% 36.6% 35.6% 23.5%
PA 2.92 2.6% 27.7% 44.8% 24.9% 2.78 5.6% 31.3% 42.3% 20.8%
RI 2.87 3.5% 25.4% 51.3% 19.8% 2.80 4.7% 27.4% 51.1% 16.8%
sC 2.98 1.3% 27.8% 42.7% 28.2% 3.02 1.4% 26.7% 40.0% 31.9%
SD 3.03 1.4% 21.9% 48.6% 28.2% 2.88 2.6% 31.4% 41.5% 24.5%
N 2.91 2.7% 28.5% 43.6% 25.2% 2.83 1.9% 34.1% 42.6% 21.4%
X 2.95 1.3% 28.1% 45.3% 25.3% 2.82 4.9% 30.2% 42.6% 22.3%
uT 3.06 1.7% 20.0% 48.5% 29.8% 2.87 3.8% 28.7% 44.1% 23.4%
VT 3.11 0.7% 20.0% 47.4% 31.9% 2.80 6.1% 32.7% 36.8% 24.5%
VA 2.92 2.8% 27.6% 44.2% 25.4% 2.85 6.2% 27.6% 41.1% 25.1%
WA 2.97 2.8% 22.2% 49.7% 25.2% 2.81 1.7% 37.0% 39.6% 21.7%
WV 2.95 2.9% 24.8% 46.5% 25.8% 2.86 4.7% 29.3% 41.4% 24.6%
Wi 3.06 0.7% 23.6% 45.1% 30.6% 2.76 4.1% 35.6% 40.3% 20.0%
WY 3.02 1.1% 23.3% 48.3% 27.3% 2.83 4.2% 29.5% 45.7% 20.6%
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TABLE 7. (CONT'D)

How useful to teachers were professional development activities attended within the last 12

months with the following foci?

Reading instruction Student discipline and management in the
classroom
Avg Not_u\;eful Somewlvat U.Eeful Very_ Avg Not_useful Somewfat U.Eeful Very_Useful
= useful = 2 =3 Useful = 4 =1 useful = 2 =3 =4
[Matr T 280 [ aaw [ arow [ aza% [ 25a% [ a7s | sz | 3aa% [ 4s3% | 1a3% |

AL 2.93 4.5% 28.0% 37.5% 30.0% 2.77 4.3% 34.8% 40.8% 20.1%
AK 2.84 6.7% 30.1% 35.9% 27.3% 2.72 7.4% 34.2% 37.9% 20.6%
AZ 2.83 3.1% 34.2% 39.0% 23.7% 2.76 5.9% 32.5% 41.5% 20.1%
AR 2.98 4.2% 22.5% 43.8% 29.4% 2.70 5.0% 33.6% 48.3% 13.2%
CA 2.91 3.1% 29.1% 41.7% 26.1% 2.78 6.7% 31.7% 38.7% 22.9%
co 2.83 3.1% 29.4% 48.7% 18.8% 2.85 2.8% 28.4% 50.3% 18.6%
CT 2.75 9.3% 30.6% 35.5% 24.5% 2.49 11.2% 40.3% 36.9% 11.5%
DE 2.66 7.5% 35.8% 39.7% 17.0% 2.62 8.4% 34.5% 43.4% 13.7%
DC 3.05 2.6% 22.9% 41.3% 33.2% 2.77 6.1% 37.8% 28.9% 27.3%
FL 2.91 4.9% 27.3% 39.9% 28.0% 2.82 6.5% 30.0% 38.9% 24.6%
GA 3.01 3.1% 24.4% 40.9% 31.6% 2.73 4.3% 34.4% 45.3% 16.0%
HI 2.84 6.4% 26.4% 44.6% 22.7% 2.85 3.6% 24.5% 54.9% 17.0%
ID 3.00 3.9% 24.4% 39.3% 32.4% 2.93 3.7% 24.6% 46.6% 25.1%
IL 2.90 4.3% 29.3% 38.5% 27.8% 272 4.8% 36.3% 41.2% 17.7%
IN 2.79 5.3% 34.3% 36.0% 24.4% 2.50 6.5% 47.6% 35.2% 10.7%
1A 2.73 6.7% 33.6% 40.0% 19.8% 2.73 4.8% 31.7% 48.9% 14.7%
KS 2.76 5.0% 32.5% 44.7% 17.9% 2.66 6.7% 34.7% 44.5% 14.1%
KY 2.86 4.1% 28.7% 43.8% 23.3% 2.76 5.2% 32.0% 44.0% 18.8%
LA 2.95 4.5% 25.6% 40.4% 29.5% 2.89 3.7% 28.9% 42.3% 25.1%
ME 2.93 5.5% 24.6% 40.8% 29.0% 2.71 8.4% 33.3% 37.8% 20.6%
MD 2.91 5.2% 26.9% 39.5% 28.4% 2.71 8.9% 35.0% 32.4% 23.7%
MA 2.90 4.5% 28.4% 39.3% 27.8% 2.72 6.9% 35.0% 37.1% 21.1%
Ml 2.84 4.2% 26.9% 49.1% 19.8% 2.70 7.4% 31.2% 44.9% 16.5%
MN 2.87 5.3% 27.6% 42.2% 24.9% 2.75 4.3% 32.3% 47.2% 16.2%
MS 2.97 3.2% 26.4% 41.0% 29.4% 2.82 7.4% 27.5% 40.9% 24.3%
MO 2.97 3.8% 23.2% 44.8% 28.1% 2.84 4.9% 25.4% 50.5% 19.1%
MT 2.93 3.6% 23.7% 48.8% 23.9% 2.87 3.3% 28.9% 44.9% 22.9%
NE 2.90 3.9% 26.7% 44.9% 24.5% 2.73 4.1% 35.4% 44.3% 16.2%
NV 2.92 5.0% 25.7% 41.3% 28.0% 2.82 6.0% 28.1% 43.5% 22.4%
NH 2.89 3.0% 29.7% 42.4% 24.9% 2.71 2.8% 40.4% 39.6% 17.1%
NJ 2.92 3.3% 24.9% 48.0% 23.8% 2.68 6.1% 35.4% 43.0% 15.6%
NM 2.88 6.7% 26.6% 38.4% 28.4% 2.72 8.1% 36.9% 29.8% 25.1%
NY 2.94 4.3% 23.3% 46.3% 26.1% 2.76 3.6% 35.6% 42.3% 18.5%
NC 2.80 7.6% 25.3% 45.9% 21.1% 2.73 7.6% 31.3% 41.2% 19.9%
ND 2.84 2.9% 32.4% 42.4% 22.3% 2.83 1.9% 30.6% 49.6% 17.9%
OH 2.91 2.1% 31.3% 40.6% 26.1% 2.72 3.4% 35.2% 47.7% 13.6%
OK 2.91 4.3% 24.0% 48.3% 23.4% 2.68 4.8% 35.2% 46.8% 13.2%
OR 2.77 4.9% 30.8% 46.6% 17.7% 2.85 3.0% 28.9% 48.3% 19.7%
PA 2.80 6.5% 29.8% 41.4% 22.3% 2.66 6.2% 36.3% 42.8% 14.7%
RI 2.89 5.6% 22.8% 49.0% 22.6% 2.69 10.1% 30.1% 40.1% 19.7%
SC 2.87 4.7% 26.4% 45.7% 23.3% 2.79 4.5% 29.8% 48.1% 17.7%
SD 2.96 3.3% 23.6% 47.3% 25.8% 2.84 2.4% 30.2% 48.7% 18.8%
TN 2.74 5.1% 33.4% 43.8% 17.8% 2.71 5.0% 34.1% 45.9% 14.9%
TX 2.91 2.9% 27.9% 44.5% 24.7% 2.75 2.9% 35.1% 46.3% 15.6%
uT 3.03 2.3% 21.5% 47.3% 28.8% 2.92 4.8% 22.1% 49.8% 23.4%
VT 3.09 1.8% 20.8% 44.5% 32.9% 2.73 4.6% 37.0% 39.3% 19.2%
VA 2.90 4.4% 29.1% 38.0% 28.4% 2.66 7.5% 35.6% 40.8% 16.2%
WA 2.80 3.9% 31.8% 44.6% 19.7% 2.87 5.5% 27.9% 40.8% 25.9%
wv 2.95 5.5% 23.7% 41.0% 29.8% 2.74 4.6% 33.3% 45.8% 16.3%
wi 2.87 4.8% 29.3% 40.1% 25.8% 2.90 1.9% 28.6% 46.7% 22.8%
WY 2.84 4.6% 29.3% 43.6% 22.4% 2.73 6.4% 32.9% 41.9% 18.7%
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TABLE 8: USEFULNESS OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT IN LAST
12 MONTHS (BY SCHOOL CONTEXT VARIABLES)

How useful to teachers were professional development activities attended within the last

12 months with the following foci?

The content of the subject(s) they teach Uses of computers for instruction
Py Not_ us;aful Somem_/hai U_sefgl Ver}: Uieful e Not_ uszeful Somevzhai U_sefgl Ver}: Uieful
=1 useful = 2 =3 =4 =1 useful = 2 =3 =4
Elem. 2.94 1.5% 27.5% | 46.2% | 24.8% 2.86 4.0% 29.9% | 421% | 24.0%
Sec 2.90 2.8% 30.3% | 40.8% | 26.1% 2.83 4.4% 31.6% | 40.8% | 23.1%
City 2.90 2.2% 30.0% | 43.6% | 24.2% 2.82 5.4% 31.0% | 40.0% | 23.6%
,L:’;‘r"gre‘ 2.93 1.8% 28.3% | 44.5% | 25.3% 2.87 3.7% 30.0% | 42.3% | 24.0%
Small
T;J:;I/ 2.98 1.6% 255% | 45.8% | 27.1% 2.84 3.6% 31.3% | 42.2% | 22.9%
<56% | 2.96 1.4% 26.5% | 46.4% | 25.7% 2.83 3.5% 31.4% | 43.5% | 21.6%
12:2:% 2.94 2.0% 26.7% | 46.3% | 25.0% 2.83 3.2% 31.2% | 44.7% | 21.0%
o | 294 1.9% 28.1% | 44.5% | 255% | 2.84 4.0% 31.0% | 421% | 22.9%
o | 291 1.7% 20.9% | 44.1% | 24.3% | 2.82 4.7% 31.3% | 41.4% | 22.7%
>780% | 2.93 2.2% 28.8% | 42.8% | 26.2% 2.90 4.8% 28.5% | 38.5% | 28.2%
<200% | 2.91 2.3% 28.3% | 451% | 24.3% 2.84 4.3% 30.9% | 41.9% | 22.9%
oo | 295 1.7% 27.7% | 45.0% | 25.7% | 2.84 3.5% 31.3% | 42.8% | 22.3%
5387.&%1;0 2.93 1.9% 28.4% | 44.1% | 25.5% 2.82 4.7% 30.7% | 42.1% | 22.5%
>58.02% | 2.94 1.7% 28.5% | 44.0% | 25.7% 2.89 4.1% 29.5% | 40.1% | 26.3%
0% 2.92 1.8% 202% | 44.2% | 24.7% 2.85 3.8% 30.8% | 41.6% | 23.7%
<25% | 2.90 2.1% 31.3% | 41.3% | 25.3% 2.85 4.6% 28.3% | 44.9% | 22.2%
255% | 2.96 2.0% 24.6% | 48.3% | 25.1% 2.86 3.4% 32.6% | 39.0% | 25.0%
510% | 2.85 2.7% 32.0% | 42.6% | 22.7% 2.81 4.1% 328% | 41.5% | 21.6%
>10% | 2.97 1.7% 26.2% | 454% | 26.7% 2.85 4.6% 29.9% | 41.2% | 24.3%

2 Statistical significance of differences between categories of each school context variable reported in Tables 44-53

Table continues next page
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TABLE 8. (CONT'D)

How useful to teachers were professional development activities attended within the last

12 months with the following foci?

Reading instruction Student discipline and management in the
classroom
Avg.? Not_ us;eful Somevzhai U_sef;;l Ver}: Uieful Avg? Not_ us;aful Somevzhai U_sefgl Ver}: Uzeful
=9 useful = 2 =3 =4 =9 useful = 2 =3 =4
BRI E e AR
2.96 3.0% 25.4% 44.3% 27.4% 2.79 4.2% 31.8% 44.8% 19.2%
2.65 8.8% 35.8% 37.0% 18.4% 2.65 7.0% 36.6% 40.5% 15.9%
2.91 3.6% 28.2% 41.3% 26.8% 2.74 5.8% 32.8% 43.4% 18.0%
2.86 4.7% 28.5% 42.6% 24.2% 2.75 51% 33.5% 42.8% 18.6%
2.91 4.6% 25.7% 43.6% 26.1% 2.76 4.4% 33.2% 44.3% 18.1%
2.87 5.2% 26.8% 43.3% 24.7% 2.73 4.8% 33.8% 44.6% 16.8%
2.87 4.3% 28.0% 43.6% 24.0% 2.74 4.8% 33.6% 44.5% 17.1%
2.86 5.0% 28.3% 42.5% 24.2% 2.73 5.4% 33.7% 43.9% 17.0%
2.86 4.1% 29.4% 42.6% | 23.8% 2.75 5.5% 33.3% 42.2% 18.9%
2.94 3.7% 26.8% 41.2% | 28.3% 2.77 5.1% 32.5% 42.6% 19.9%
2.83 5.4% 29.5% 41.6% | 23.4% 2.71 5.7% 34.2% 43.2% 16.9%
2.85 4.6% 29.3% 421% | 23.9% 2.74 4.7% 34.6% 42.2% 18.4%
2.89 4.8% 26.3% 44.1% | 24.7% 2.75 4.6% 33.4% 44.7% 17.4%
2.95 3.1% 26.7% 42.4% | 27.8% 2.77 5.4% 31.8% 43.0% 19.8%
2.89 4.0% 27.2% 44.0% | 24.8% 2.75 4.8% 33.6% 43.2% 18.4%
2.65 7.4% 37.6% 37.9% 17.0% 2.68 5.9% 34.7% 45.1% 14.3%
2.81 5.2% 32.8% 37.4% | 24.7% 2.64 8.7% 34.2% 41.2% 16.0%
2.87 51% 28.2% 41.8% | 25.0% 2.69 5.3% 36.7% 41.3% 16.7%
2.94 3.8% 25.8% 42.6% | 27.7% 2.79 4.7% 31.6% 43.6% 20.1%
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TABLE 9: USEFULNESS OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
IN LAST 3 YEARS (BY STATE)

O = U ed = 2Ieé Proie U d o[ J[e]e = c < c = Qe C e c ed
= U U o U
Teaching students with disabilities Teaching limited English proficient students
Avg Not _useful Somewfat Ufeful Vely_UsefuI Avg Not_useful Somewfat Ufeful Vely_UsefuI
=1 useful = 2 =3 =4 =1 useful = 2 =3 =4
[Nat | 270 [ 43% [ 326w [ 420% [ 203% [ 270 | 70w [ 3e6% [ sran | 202% |

AL 2.75 5.3% 33.5% 42.2% 18.9% 2.55 14.2% 35.6% 31.5% 18.7%
AK 2.76 3.6% 35.0% 43.8% 17.7% 2.74 6.1% 34.1% 39.9% 20.0%
AZ 2.76 5.4% 35.0% 38.1% 21.5% 2.68 7.0% 38.0% 35.1% 19.9%
AR 2.70 4.6% 37.4% 41.4% 16.6% 2.55 10.5% 39.9% 33.9% 15.7%
CA 2.74 4.0% 36.5% 40.8% 18.7% 2.77 5.8% 33.0% 40.0% 21.3%
(o) 275 2.3% 34.7% 48.2% 14.8% 2.70 6.3% 35.7% 40.1% 17.9%
CT 2.64 5.9% 40.3% 37.8% 16.0% 2.54 17.6% 29.9% 33.8% 18.7%
DE 2.73 6.1% 38.5% 32.1% 23.3% 2.69 14.5% 24.8% 38.0% 22.7%
DC 2.94 6.4% 28.1% 30.1% 35.4% 2.81 5.9% 38.8% 24.0% 31.3%
FL 2.83 4.5% 36.0% 32.1% 27.5% 2.74 10.8% 28.1% 37.2% 23.9%
GA 2.86 3.9% 30.0% 42.9% 23.2% 2.62 11.0% 30.8% 43.4% 14.9%
HI 2.91 2.0% 29.7% 44.0% 24.4% 2.64 7.1% 35.9% 42.4% 14.6%
ID 2.86 5.5% 28.9% 40.2% 25.4% 2.76 4.9% 38.3% 32.8% 24.1%
IL 2.81 5.3% 28.9% 44.8% 20.9% 2.65 8.6% 37.8% 33.8% 19.7%
IN 2.71 3.8% 36.7% 44.6% 14.9% 2.38 14.2% 45.8% 27.7% 12.3%
1A 2.74 2.1% 35.2% 49.4% 13.3% 2.61 6.9% 46.1% 26.4% 20.6%
KS 2.70 4.8% 36.0% 43.9% 16.3% 2.67 8.9% 34.0% 38.6% 18.5%
KY 2.85 3.2% 28.0% 48.9% 19.9% 2.23 24.1% 34.0% 36.5% 5.5%
LA 2.95 6.4% 24.1% 37.5% 32.0% 2.48 14.0% 45.9% 17.8% 22.3%
ME 2.83 3.0% 32.2% 43.5% 21.4% 2.75 12.9% 21.6% 42.8% 22.7%
MD 2.87 8.2% 27.8% 32.6% 31.4% 2.45 20.4% 33.0% 27.7% 18.9%
MA 2.70 7.7% 35.9% 34.7% 21.6% 2.67 6.1% 37.1% 40.1% 16.6%
Mi 2.75 7.8% 29.3% 43.4% 19.5% 2.50 13.0% 37.7% 35.2% 14.1%
MN 2.82 2.9% 29.4% 50.6% 17.1% 2.74 3.6% 37.3% 40.5% 18.6%
MS 2.83 5.6% 32.0% 36.1% 26.2% 2.74 9.0% 35.0% 28.6% 27.3%
MO 2.88 3.1% 26.2% 50.9% 19.9% 2.60 13.5% 32.1% 35.4% 19.0%
MT 2.75 4.2% 32.6% 47.5% 15.7% 2.58 12.4% 34.5% 36.2% 16.9%
NE 2.82 4.4% 28.9% 47.5% 19.2% 2.60 11.1% 35.3% 36.2% 17.5%
NV 2.73 4.8% 36.6% 39.0% 19.6% 2.75 6.3% 35.4% 35.4% 22.9%
NH 2.86 3.2% 31.2% 42.0% 23.6% 2.73 0.0% 41.2% 44.2% 14.6%
NJ 2.81 2.1% 31.3% 50.1% 16.5% 2.55 9.1% 39.9% 38.2% 12.8%
NM 2.76 5.6% 38.5% 30.4% 25.5% 2.75 5.9% 34.8% 38.1% 21.2%
NY 2.82 2.6% 32.4% 45.6% 19.5% 2.70 3.9% 41.8% 34.8% 19.5%
NC 2.71 5.4% 38.4% 35.8% 20.4% 2.70 10.0% 32.2% 35.2% 22.6%
ND 2.98 1.8% 25.2% 46.2% 26.7% 2.57 16.4% 34.9% 26.9% 22.8%
OH 2.86 3.8% 28.4% 45.7% 22.1% 2.41 11.1% 48.2% 29.7% 11.1%
OK 2.69 6.7% 33.1% 44.8% 15.5% 242 15.4% 40.0% 32.2% 12.4%
OR 2.93 1.3% 27.3% 48.4% 23.0% 2.85 3.9% 31.3% 40.6% 24.2%
PA 2.79 4.1% 35.2% 38.2% 22.6% 2.65 10.5% 31.5% 41.0% 17.0%
RI 2.83 3.6% 33.8% 38.7% 23.9% 2.82 7.8% 21.2% 52.5% 18.4%
SC 2.88 2.4% 30.1% 44.8% 22.7% 2.58 10.2% 33.2% 44.8% 11.8%
SD 2.77 3.2% 30.5% 52.2% 14.1% 2.45 12.3% 37.7% 42.9% 7.1%
TN 2.69 7.2% 31.2% 46.7% 14.9% 2.48 14.5% 36.1% 36.8% 12.6%
X 2.77 3.4% 33.5% 46.2% 16.9% 2.80 5.0% 34.0% 37.5% 23.6%
ut 2.92 3.3% 23.9% 50.1% 22.7% 2.72 8.0% 33.0% 38.1% 20.9%
vT 2.85 3.9% 29.1% 45.6% 21.4% 2.80 3.9% 38.7% 31.2% 26.2%
VA 2.80 4.9% 28.6% 47.9% 18.6% 2.68 11.8% 32.1% 32.0% 24.0%
WA 2.89 4.4% 30.8% 36.3% 28.5% 2.68 8.6% 33.5% 39.2% 18.8%
wv 2.88 3.5% 26.4% 49.2% 20.9% 2.23 17.1% 46.7% 32.3% 3.9%
wi 2.87 3.0% 33.3% 37.8% 26.0% 2.68 7.4% 35.6% 38.4% 18.6%
WYy 2.83 4.7% 26.8% 49.2% 19.3% 2.73 7.1% 36.4% 33.3% 23.2%

I3y P rofessional Development in the United States




TABLE 10: USEFULNESS OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT IN LAST 3 YEARS
(BY SCHOOL CONTEXT VARIABLES)

How useful to teachers were professional development activities attended within the last 3

years with the following foci?

Teaching students with disabilities Teaching limited-English proficiency students
Ava.2 Not useful Somewhat Useful Very Useful Ava? Not useful Somewhat Useful Very Useful
Vg =12 useful = 22 =32 =42 Vo =12 useful=22 | =32 =42
Elem. 2.83 3.6% 31.5% 43.8% 21.1% 2.75 6.5% 33.6% 38.6% 21.3%
Sec 2.71 5.8% 35.5% 41.1% 17.6% 2.59 10.9% 37.2% 34.3% 17.6%
City 2.78 4.8% 33.0% 41.5% 20.8% 2.73 7.3% 34.3% 36.7% 21.8%
Urban
Fringe 2.80 4.2% 31.8% 43.4% 20.6% 2.69 8.1% 34.5% 37.9% 19.5%
Small
Town/ 2.77 3.8% 34.2% 43.5% 18.5% 2.64 9.2% 35.6% 37.3% 17.9%
Rural
<5.6% 2.80 3.3% 33.4% 42.7% 20.5% 2.58 12.9% 33.4% 36.6% 17.2%
?66-2 o 2.79 4.2% 33.1% 42.2% 20.4% 2.57 10.9% 38.3% 33.9% 16.9%
o ()
:13323/ 2.78 4.3% 32.4% 43.8% 19.5% 2.62 8.5% 36.5% 39.1% 15.9%
o 0
37.6-
78.0% 2.77 3.9% 34.1% 43.0% 19.0% 2.67 8.1% 34.2% 40.1% 17.7%
o (]
>78.0% 2.81 5.1% 30.5% 42.5% 21.9% 2.80 6.2% 33.1% 35.2% 25.4%
<20.0% 2.77 3.9% 33.9% 43.2% 19.1% 2.61 9.8% 36.4% 36.6% 17.2%
20'0- 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
37 96% 2.80 4.4% 32.5% 42.2% 20.9% 2.62 8.7% 37.2% 37.6% 16.5%
37.96- 0 o ) 0 0 0 0 o
58.02% 2.79 4.0% 33.4% 42.1% 20.4% 2.67 8.9% 34.1% 38.8% 18.3%
>58.02% 2.80 4.7% 31.1% 43.6% 20.6% 2.79 6.3% 32.2% 37.3% 24.2%
0% 2.74 5.3% 33.9% 42.2% 18.6% 2.55 11.0% 39.6% 32.4% 16.9%
<2.5% 2.66 5.7% 38.0% 41.1% 15.2% 2.55 11.8% 39.5% 30.5% 18.3%
2.5-5% 2.71 6.5% 32.8% 43.4% 17.3% 2.65 8.7% 36.0% 37.1% 18.2%
5-10% 2.74 4.0% 33.6% 46.6% 15.8% 2.52 10.3% 40.4% 36.3% 12.9%
>10% 2.90 2.6% 29.7% 43.3% 24.5% 2.83 5.2% 30.0% 41.1% 23.8%

2 Statistical significance of differences between categories of each school context variable reported in Tables 44-53
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TABLE 11: TEACHER ATTITUDES AND SCHOOL CLIMATE (BY STATE)

B ra B agreed e ongly Agree ome at Agree ome at Disagree, 4 ongly Disagree
There is a great deal of cooperative effort among staff They are given the supports they need to teach students
members with special needs
Avg. Strongly Somew_hat somewhft _Strongl;i Avg. Strong_ly Somew_hat $omewhft _Strongl;i
Agree =1 Agree =2 Disagree = 3 Disagree = 4 Agree =1 Agree =2 Disagree = 3 Disagree = 4
[Nacl [ 321 [ sow [ woo% [ asow | awow | 278 [ 8% | 206% | ase% | o208% |

AL 3.22 3.5% 12.5% 42.4% 41.6% 2.90 7.4% 21.0% 45.7% 26.0%
AK 3.24 2.9% 12.2% 43.3% 41.6% 2.69 13.2% 23.4% 44.4% 19.0%
AZ 3.18 3.4% 16.1% 39.7% 40.8% 2.65 14.3% 24.2% 43.4% 18.2%
AR 3.32 1.8% 10.2% 42.4% 45.6% 2.90 5.9% 22.2% 47.9% 24.0%
CA 3.20 3.3% 15.7% 39.2% 41.9% 2.69 11.8% 25.5% 44.6% 18.1%
Cco 3.26 3.6% 10.7% 41.9% 43.9% 272 10.3% 25.6% 45.7% 18.4%
CT 3.23 2.0% 13.8% 43.5% 40.6% 2.72 9.6% 27.3% 44.3% 18.8%
DE 3.19 3.1% 12.1% 48.0% 36.9% 14.2% 31.3% 40.4% 14.0%
DC 3.00 9.2% 15.9% 40.1% 34.8% 22.4% 32.3% 18.4%
FL 3.20 3.2% 13.5% 43.7% 39.6% 2.80 10.2% 21.6% 45.8% 22.4%
GA 3.34 1.8% 9.8% 40.6% 47.8% 2.91 9.2% 17.4% 46.3% 27.0%
HI 3.01 6.7% 16.0% 47.0% 30.3% 2.65 12.6% 27.6% 42.1% 17.6%
ID 3.27 2.6% 12.1% 41.3% 44.0% 2.79 6.9% 24.9% 50.2% 18.1%
IL 3.22 3.7% 10.5% 46.4% 39.4% 275 9.6% 25.9% 44.7% 19.9%
IN 3.23 2.9% 13.1% 42.5% 41.6% 2.70 11.9% 22.7% 48.7% 16.7%
IA 3.22 2.5% 10.6% 49.3% 37.6% 2.84 6.1% 23.4% 50.4% 20.0%
KS 3.18 4.0% 14.4% 40.9% 40.7% 2.87 5.9% 23.3% 49.1% 21.7%
KY 3.25 1.9% 12.0% 45.6% 40.5% 2.92 71% 20.7% 45.6% 26.6%
LA 3.25 46% 10.4% 39.9% 451% 2.87 9.0% 18.8% 48.0% 24.2%
ME 3.15 2.3% 16.0% 46.3% 35.4% 278 8.2% 25.3% 46.5% 19.9%
MD 3.15 3.4% 15.3% 44.5% 36.9% 2.68 13.3% 25.1% 41.6% 19.9%
MA 3.7 3.3% 14.5% 43.7% 386% | NSBINN  14.6% 31.2% 36.6% 17.6%
MI 3.24 3.2% 12.8% 40.8% 43.2% 2.71 11.2% 27.1% 41.3% 20.3%
MN 3.18 3.6% 13.6% 43.5% 39.2% 275 8.3% 25.3% 49.5% 16.9%
MS 3.19 3.9% 13.6% 41.8% 40.7% 2.91 8.5% 19.6% 44.4% 27.5%
MO 3.34 2.2% 9.3% 41.0% 47.6% 2.87 6.1% 21.5% 51.4% 21.0%
MT 3.21 2.8% 13.2% 44.4% 39.6% 2.83 6.3% 26.5% 45.2% 22.0%
NE 3.17 2.5% 15.6% 44.4% 37.5% 2.92 5.1% 19.0% 55.0% 20.9%
NV 3.16 4.6% 1.1% 47.9% 36.4% 2.71 8.7% 29.2% 44.7% 17.4%
NH 3.10 3.6% 14.0% 51.3% 31.1% 278 8.8% 23.9% 47.6% 19.7%
NJ 3.28 1.1% 10.0% 48.2% 40.7% 2.68 1.7% 25.3% 46.6% 16.4%
E- 4.4% 18.5% 45.7% 31.4% 2.64 12.9% 27.0% 43.3% 16.9%
NY 313 2.5% 15.4% 48.8% 33.3% 2.70 12.2% 25.1% 43.1% 19.6%
NC 3.08 5.2% 16.8% 42.5% 35.5% 274 7.5% 27.5% 48.7% 16.4%
ND 3.26 2.9% 11.4% 42.3% 43.5% 3.00 2.9% 18.8% 53.3% 25.0%
OH 313 4.4% 13.6% 46.6% 35.4% 274 10.7% 23.6% 46.7% 19.0%
OK 3.28 2.9% 9.9% 43.4% 43.8% 2.86 8.4% 21.6% 45.4% 24.6%
OR 3.16 4.4% 14.4% 41.4% 39.8% 2.58 13.0% 29.6% 43.2% 14.1%
PA 3.31 1.9% 10.4% 42.4% 45.3% 2.92 9.2% 17.2% 46.3% 27.3%
RI 3.06 4.5% 18.0% 44.5% 33.0% 2.53 14.1% 31.8% 40.8% 13.3%
SC 3.30 1.6% 10.5% 44.2% 43.7% 2.88 6.5% 22.9% 46.7% 23.9%
SD 3.21 1.8% 14.8% 44.3% 39.1% 2.92 3.8% 22.9% 50.8% 22.5%
TN 3.29 2.2% 11.9% 40.6% 45.4% 278 9.6% 22.5% 48.2% 19.6%
TX 3.21 3.2% 1.7% 45.9% 39.2% 2.92 7.3% 19.5% 46.8% 26.4%
uT 3.37 2.3% 7.6% 41.3% 48.9% 2.71 11.5% 23.0% 48.0% 17.5%
VT 3.12 3.1% 13.1% 52.8% 31.1% 2.79 7.3% 26.2% 46.6% 19.9%
VA 3.17 2.7% 15.0% 451% 37.2% 2.80 9.2% 23.5% 45.4% 21.9%
WA 3.29 1.4% 9.7% 47.6% 41.3% 45.6% 7.7%
WV 3.23 2.1% 10.9% 48.7% 38.3% 2.82 9.8% 22.3% 44.0% 23.9%
WI 3.1 2.8% 15.2% 50.3% 31.6% 2.77 8.0% 24.2% 50.3% 17.5%
WY 3.16 3.3% 14.7% 44.8% 37.1% 3.00 4.4% 17.3% 51.7% 26.6%
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TABLE 12: TEACHER ATTITUDES AND SCHOOL CLIMATE
(BY SCHOOL CONTEXT VARIABLES)

Extent teachers agreed that: (1=Strongly Agree, 2=Somewhat Agree, 3=Somewhat Disagree,
4=Strongly Disagree)
There is a great deal of cooperative effort They are given the supports they need to
among staff members teach students with special needs
Somewhat Strongly Somewhat Strongly
Avg.2 Strongly Somewhat Disagree Disagree Avg.? Strongly Somewhat Disagree Disagree

Agree =12 | Agree = 22 e — g Agree =12 | Agree =22 P =42

Elem. 3.27 2.6% 1.5% | 421% | 43.9% | 85.9% | 2.76 10.6% | 23.9% | 44.7%

Sec 3.10 3.6% | 15.6% | 48.1% | 32.7% | 80.8% | 2.80 8.6% 23.3% | 47.6%

City 3.15 3.9% | 14.3% | 44.6% | 37.2% | 81.8% | 2.67 12.7% | 25.9% | 43.0%

gban 395 | 25% | 11.9% | 43.8% | 41.7% | 85.5% | 2.81 8.8% | 22.9% | 46.8%

Fringe

Small

Town/ 3.19 31% | 13.9% | 44.0% | 39.1% | 83.0% | 2.83 8.7% 221% | 47.0%

Rural

<5.6% 3.24 25% | 127% | 43.7% | 41.2% | 84.9% | 2.86 8.3% 20.8% | 47.3%

s | 325 | 27% | 11.4% | 44.0% | 42.0% [86.0% | 2.84 | 81% | 22.4% | 47.0%

aer | 330 | 24% | 10.3% | 42.3% | 44.9% |87.3% | 284 | 7.7% | 22.8% | 47.7%

e | 320 | 3.3% | 13.0% | 44.4% | 39.3% [83.7% | 276 | 9.9% | 24.8% | 44.9%

>78.0% | 3.12 3.7% | 16.0% | 45.3% | 35.0% | 80.3% | 2.66 13.3% | 25.2% | 43.6%

<200% | 3.25 28% | 11.4% | 43.6% | 42.3% | 85.8% | 2.85 7.7% 22.0% | 47.9%

soon | 322 | 23% | 13.4% | 44.2% | 40.1% | 84.3% | 2.83 | 8.1% | 23.4% | 46.0%

oo | 319 | 34% | 135% | 43.7% | 39.3% |83.1% | 2.76 | 10.5% | 22.9% | 46.6%

>58.02% | 3.18 33% | 13.7% | 44.7% | 38.2% |82.9% | 2.68 12.3% | 25.8% | 43.3%

0% 3.24 3.0% | 121% | 43.3% | 41.7% | 85.0% | 2.80 9.2% 22.7% | 46.9%

<2.5% 3.16 3.8% | 12.3% | 48.5% | 35.4% | 83.9% | 2.73 10.1% | 24.6% | 47.5%

255% | 3.18 32% | 13.0% | 46.1% | 37.7% | 83.7% | 2.72 9.6% 254% | 48.4%

5-10% 3.19 28% | 14.6% | 43.6% | 39.1% | 82.7% | 2.70 10.3% | 26.4% | 46.7%

>10% 3.20 28% | 13.9% | 43.5% | 39.8% |83.3% | 2.79 10.5% | 23.3% | 43.3%

2 Statistical significance of differences between categories of each school context variable reported in Tables 54-58
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TABLE 13. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN HOURS OF PARTICIPATION
AND USEFULNESS RATINGS — CONTENT OF THE SUBJECT(S) TAUGHT
(Crosstabulation — Proportion of teachers rating professional development
by the number of hours of participation reported)

Somewhat

Not useful useful Useful Very Useful
8 hours or less 0.0443 0.4279 0.4128 0.1151
9-16 hours 0.0156 0.3391 0.4650 0.1803
17-32 hours 0.0115 0.2398 0.4887 0.2600
33 hours or more 0.0085 0.1494 0.4109 0.4313
Total 0.0187 0.2826 0.4450 0.2537

Pearson:
Uncorrected chi2(9) = 3143.0794
Design-based F(7.85,682.74)= 101.3199 P = 0.0000

TABLE 14. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN HOURS OF PARTICIPATION
AND USEFULNESS RATINGS — USES OF COMPUTERS FOR INSTRUCTION
(Crosstabulation — Proportion of teachers rating professional development by the
number of hours of participation reported)

Not useful ﬁ:gfﬁrvhat Useful Very Useful
8 hours or less 0.0599 0.3837 0.4016 0.1549
9-16 hours 0.0118 0.2259 0.4698 0.2926
17-32 hours 0.0143 0.1589 0.4746 0.3523
33 hours or more 0.0150 0.0787 0.2934 0.6129
Total 0.0414 0.3052 0.4165 0.2369

Pearson:
Uncorrected chi2(9) = 2821.0705
Design-based F(7.54, 656.23) = 90.6208 P = 0.0000

TABLE 15. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN HOURS OF PARTICIPATION
AND USEFULNESS RATINGS — READING INSTRUCTION
(Crosstabulation — Proportion of teachers rating professional development
by the number of hours of participation reported)

Not useful ﬁts):;ltjrvhat Useful Very Useful
8 hours or less 0.0702 0.3912 0.3999 0.1387
9-16 hours 0.0326 0.2305 0.4992 0.2377
17-32 hours 0.0137 0.1674 0.4457 0.3732
33 hours or more 0.0084 0.1179 0.3174 0.5563
Total 0.0436 0.2790 0.4245 0.2530

Pearson:
Uncorrected chi2(9) = 2759.5702
Design-based F(7.49, 651.99) = 93.9647 P =0.0000
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TABLE 16. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN HOURS OF
PARTICIPATION AND USEFULNESS RATINGS - STUDENT
DISCIPLINE AND CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT
(Crosstabulation — Proportion of teachers rating professional development by the
number of hours of participation reported)

Not useful ﬁggfljlwhat Useful Very Useful
8 hours or less 0.0642 0.3819 0.4249 0.1290
9-16 hours 0.0275 0.2693 0.4841 0.2191
17-32 hours 0.0148 0.1503 0.4354 0.3995
33 hours or more 0.0123 0.1040 0.3348 0.5489
Total 0.0517 0.3327 0.4328 0.1828

Pearson:
Uncorrected chi2(9) = 1511.9794
Design-based F(7.55, 656.80) = 56.1388 P = 0.0000

TABLE 17. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN HOURS OF
PARTICIPATION AND USEFULNESS RATINGS - TEACHING
DISABLED STUDENTS
(Crosstabulation — Proportion of teachers rating professional development by
the number of hours of participation reported)

Somewhat

Not useful useful Useful Very Useful
8 hours or less 0.0617 0.3996 0.4207 0.1180
9-16 hours 0.0176 0.2765 0.4691 0.2367
17-32 hours 0.0061 0.1997 0.4569 0.3373
33 hours or more 0.0121 0.0977 0.3717 0.5185
Total 0.0427 0.3258 0.4289 0.2027

Pearson:
Uncorrected chi2(9) = 1845.4369
Design-based F(7.68, 667.73) = 65.3673 P =0.0000

TABLE 18. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN HOURS OF
PARTICIPATION AND USEFULNESS RATINGS - TEACHING
LIMITED-ENGLISH PROFICIENT (LEP) STUDENTS
(Crosstabulation — Proportion of teachers rating professional
development by the number of hours of participation reported)

Not useful ﬁgg;:jelwhat Useful Very Useful
8 hours or less 0.1037 0.4421 0.3367 0.1175
9-16 hours 0.0520 0.2575 0.4752 0.2153
17-32 hours 0.0365 0.2090 0.4144 0.3402
33 hours or more 0.0530 0.2074 0.3638 0.3759
Total 0.0791 0.3458 0.3736 0.2015
Pearson:
Uncorrected chi2(9) = 833.5232

Design-based F(7.54, 655.62) = 23.9762 P =0.0000
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TABLE 19. DIFFERENCES IN PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT FOR TEACHERS
IN FIRST YEAR OF TEACHING BY SCHOOL LEVEL (ELEMENTARY VS. SECONDARY)

Mean Diff
(Elem - Sec)

Types of support for professional development

Std Error

participation

1) Percent of.teacfhers who partlclpated in induction 0.007 0.0178 0.37 0.711
program during first year of teaching

a) Worked clc_>sely with master or mentor teacher in first 0.009 0.0163 056 0576
year of teaching

b) Common Planning Time with teachers in their subject | 0.210*** 0.0207 10.11 0.000
¢) Seminars or classes for beginning teachers 0.046* 0.0182 2.53 0.013
d) Regular_ s_upportlve communication w_|th principal, 0.006 0.0142 0.41 0.680
other administrators, or department chair

e) Reduc_ed teaching schedule or number of -0.059%** 0.0137 432 0.000
preparations

f) Extra classroom assistance (e.g., teacher aide) 0.090*** 0.0161 5.61 0.000

*Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01) ***Difference is significant (p<.001)

TABLE 20. DIFFERENCES IN PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT FOR TEACHERS

IN FIRST YEAR OF TEACHING BY SCHOOL URBANICITY
1-LARGE TOWN/CENTRAL “URBAN", 2-URBAN FRINGE “SUBURBAN", 3-SMALL TOWN/RURAL)

Types of formal
professional development
activities

Urbanicity (A)

Urbanicity (B)

Mean Diff
(A-B)

Std Error

1) Percent of teachers 1) Urban 2) Suburban -0.059** | 0.0188 | -3.14 | 0.002
Wwho participated in 1) Urban 3) Rural 0.005 00237 | 022 | 0829
induction program during
first year of teaching 2) Suburban 3) Rural 0.064** 0.0208 3.09 0.003
a) Worked closely with 1) Urban 2) Suburban -0.003 0.0201 -0.14 0.891
master or mentor teacher 17, -, 3) Rural 0005 | 00231 | 020 | 0843
in first year of teaching

2) Suburban  |3) Rural -0.002 0.0193 -0.09 0.925
b) Common Planning Time 1) Urban 2) Suburban 0.007 0.0280 0.25 0.803
with teachers in 1) Urban 3) Rural 0.102* | 0.0344 | 298 | 0.004
their subject

2) Suburban  |3) Rural 0.095** 0.0294 3.24 0.002
c) Seminars or classes 1) Urban 2) Suburban -0.005 0.0236 -0.20 0.842
for beginning teachers 1) Urban 3) Rural 0.080* | 00298 | 270 | o0.008

2) Suburban  |3) Rural 0.085** 0.0241 3.53 0.001
d) Regular supportive 1) Urban 2) Suburban -0.012 0.0211 -0.55 | 0.582
communication 1) Urban 3) Rural -0.022 0.0241 089 | 0375
with principal, other
administrators, or 2) Suburban  [3) Rural -0.010 0.0190 | -0.52 0.606
department chair
e) Reduced teaching 1) Urban 2) Suburban 0.023 0.0161 1.40 0.166
schedule or number of 1) Urban 3) Rural 0.030 00160 | 191 | 0060
preparations

2) Suburban  |3) Rural 0.008 0.0124 0.64 0.526
f) Extra classroom 1) Urban 2) Suburban 0.015 0.0235 0.65 0.517
:f;jta“ce (e.g., teacher oy on 3) Rural 0009 | 00331 | 027 | 0786

2) Suburban  |3) Rural -0.024 0.0263 -0.92 0.359

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)

Professional Development in the United States

***Difference is significant (p<.001)




TABLE 21. DIFFERENCES IN PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT FOR TEACHERS
IN FIRST YEAR OF TEACHING BY SCHOOL MINORITY ENROLLMENT

Topic of professi_or)?I Percent Minority ﬂf;gfi':; Mean Diff Std
development activities Enrollment (A) Enrollment (B) (A-B) Error

1) Percent of teachers 1) <5.6% 2)5.6-16.2% -0.022 0.0290 -0.74 0.459

who participated in 1) <5.6% 3) 16.2-37.6% -0.036 | 00293 | -1.22 | 0.226

induction program during

first year of teaching 1) <5.6% 4) 37.6-78.0% -0.017 0.0276 -0.62 0.539
1) <5.6% 5) >78.0% 0.065* 0.0270 2.41 0.018
2) 5.6-16.2% 3) 16.2-37.6% -0.014 0.0291 -0.49 0.628
2)5.6-16.2% 4) 37.6-78.0% 0.005 0.0265 0.17 0.865
2)5.6-16.2% 5) >78.0% 0.087** 0.0271 3.20 0.002
3) 16.2-37.6% 4)44.6-77.0% 0.019 0.0231 0.81 0.422
3) 16.2-37.6% 5) >78.0% 0.101*** 0.0271 3.72 0.000
4) 37.6-78.0% 5) >78.0% 0.082** 0.0288 2.86 0.005

a) Worked closely with 1) <5.6% 2) 5.6-16.2% 0.056 0.0314 1.78 0.079

master or mentor teacher | 1) .5 go, 3) 16.2-37.6% 0.061 0.0311 | 1.97 | 0.052

in first year of teaching
1) <5.6% 4) 37.6-78.0% 0.075* 0.0291 2.58 0.012
1) <5.6% 5) >78.0% 0.118*** 0.0285 412 0.000
2)5.6-16.2% 3) 16.2-37.6% 0.006 0.0224 0.25 0.805
2)5.6-16.2% 4) 37.6-78.0% 0.019 0.0275 0.70 0.485
2)5.6-16.2% 5) >78.0% 0.062* 0.0263 2.35 0.021
3) 16.2-37.6% 4)44.6-77.0% 0.014 0.0263 0.52 0.603
3) 16.2-37.6% 5) >78.0% 0.056* 0.0244 2.30 0.024
4) 37.6-78.0% 5) >78.0% 0.042 0.0270 1.57 0.119

b) Common Planning 1) <5.6% 2) 5.6-16.2% -0.022 0.0359 -0.60 0.550

tTr:r:.(: x;‘j_‘;:fc"e’s in 1) <5.6% 3)16.2-37.6% | -0.102** | 0.0370 | -2.75 | 0.007
1) <5.6% 4) 37.6-78.0% -0.122** 0.0362 -3.36 0.001
1) <5.6% 5) >78.0% -0.125** 0.0363 -3.45 0.001
2)5.6-16.2% 3) 16.2-37.6% -0.080* 0.0314 -2.56 0.012
2)5.6-16.2% 4) 37.6-78.0% -0.100** 0.0302 -3.31 0.001
2)5.6-16.2% 5) >78.0% -0.104** 0.0316 -3.28 0.001
3) 16.2-37.6% 4)44.6-77.0% -0.020 0.0301 -0.65 0.515
3) 16.2-37.6% 5) >78.0% -0.023 0.0324 -0.72 0.473
4) 37.6-78.0% 5) >78.0% -0.004 0.0285 -0.13 0.898

c) Seminars or classes for | 1) <5.6% 2) 5.6-16.2% -0.032 0.0295 -1.07 0.287

beginning teachers 1) <5.6% 3)16.2-37.6% | -0.102** | 0.0258 | -3.94 | 0.000
1) <5.6% 4) 37.6-78.0% -0.104*** | 0.0242 -4.30 0.000
1) <5.6% 5) >78.0% -0.026 0.0293 -0.89 0.378
2)5.6-16.2% 3) 16.2-37.6% -0.070* 0.0286 -2.45 0.016
2)5.6-16.2% 4) 37.6-78.0% -0.072** 0.0265 -2.73 0.008
2)5.6-16.2% 5) >78.0% 0.006 0.0302 0.19 0.853
3) 16.2-37.6% 4)44.6-77.0% -0.002 0.0193 -0.11 0.911
3) 16.2-37.6% 5) >78.0% 0.076** 0.0281 2.70 0.008
4) 37.6-78.0% 5) >78.0% 0.078** 0.0261 2.99 0.004
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TABLE 21 (CONTINUED). DIFFERENCES IN PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT FOR
TEACHERS IN FIRST YEAR OF TEACHING BY SCHOOL MINORITY ENROLLMENT

Topic of professional Percent Minority Pt.erce.nt Mean Diff Std
development activities Enroliment (A) il (A-B) Error
Enroliment (B)

d) Regular supportive 1) <5.6% 2) 5.6-16.2% 0.003 0.0246 [0.12 0.903

communication 1) <5.6% 3) 16.2-37.6% | 0.002 0.0246 |0.09 0.925

with principal, other

administrators, or 1) <5.6% 4) 37.6-78.0% | 0.020 0.0258 |0.77 0.446

department chair 1) <5.6% 5) >78.0% 0.072** 0.0243 |2.96 0.004
2) 5.6-16.2% 3) 16.2-37.6% | -0.001 0.0223 |-0.03 |0.976
2) 5.6-16.2% 4)37.6-78.0% |0.017 0.0241 [0.69 0.489
2) 5.6-16.2% 5) >78.0% 0.069* 0.0263 |[2.62 0.010
3)16.2-37.6%  |4)44.6-77.0% |0.017 0.0242 |0.72 0.474
3)16.2-37.6%  |5)>78.0% 0.070** 0.0212 [3.29 0.001
4)37.6-78.0% |5)>78.0% 0.052 0.0265 [1.97 0.052

e) Reduced teaching 1) <5.6% 2) 5.6-16.2% 0.005 0.0180 |[0.27 0.788

schedule or number of 1) <5.6% 3) 16.2-37.6% |-0.019 00223 |-085 [0.397

preparations
1) <5.6% 4)37.6-78.0% |-0.019 0.0186 |[-1.03 |0.307
1) <5.6% 5) >78.0% -0.026 0.0223 [-1.16 |0.251
2)5.6-16.2% 3)16.2-37.6% |-0.024 0.0204 [-1.17 |0.247
2) 5.6-16.2% 4)37.6-78.0% |-0.024 0.0166 [-1.44 |0.153
2) 5.6-16.2% 5) >78.0% -0.031 0.0196 [-156 |0.122
3)16.2-37.6%  |4)44.6-77.0% |0.000 0.0217 |-0.01 |0.995
3)16.2-37.6% |5)>78.0% -0.007 0.0217 |-0.31 |0.756
4)37.6-78.0% |5)>78.0% -0.007 0.0192 [-0.34 |0.731

f) Extra classroom 1) <5.6% 2)5.6-16.2% -0.028 0.0277 |[-1.00 |0.320

:f:sta"‘:e (e.g., teacher 1) <5.6% 3) 16.2-37.6% |-0.050 0.0295 |-1.68 |0.096
1) <5.6% 4)37.6-78.0% |-0.038 0.0293 |[-1.31 |0.194
1) <5.6% 5) >78.0% -0.058* 0.0277 |[-2.11 0.038
2) 5.6-16.2% 3) 16.2-37.6% | -0.022 0.0331 |[-066 |0.511
2) 5.6-16.2% 4) 37.6-78.0% |-0.011 0.0314 [-0.34 |0.738
2) 5.6-16.2% 5) >78.0% -0.031 0.0293 [-1.05 |0.298
3)16.2-37.6%  |4)44.6-77.0% |0.011 0.0357 |0.32 0.752
3)16.2-37.6%  |5)>78.0% -0.009 0.0337 |-026 |0.793
4)37.6-78.0% |5)>78.0% -0.020 0.0344 |[-059 |0.559

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)

Professional Development in the United States

***Difference is significant (p<.001)




TABLE 22. DIFFERENCES IN PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT FOR TEACHERS

IN FIRST YEAR OF TEACHING BY SCHOOL POVERTY
(Percent of Students Enrolled in the Free and Reduced Lunch Program)

Types of support for

professional development
participation

Percent FRL
Enroliment (A)

Percent FRL
Enroliment (B)

Mean Diff
(A-B)

Std
Error

1) Percent of teachers who | 1) <20.0% 2) 20.0-37.96% 0.039 0.0252 1.57 0.121
participated in induction [ 4y .59 o, 3)37.96-58.02% | 0.072** | 00238 | 3.03 | 0.003
program during first year of
teaching 1) <20.0% 4) >58.02% 0.108** | 00247 | 437 | 0.000
2)20.0-37.96% | 3) 37.96-58.02% 0033 | 00254 | 129 | 0.200
2)20.0-37.96% | 4) >58.02% 0.069* | 00270 | 2554 | 0.013
3) 37.96-58.02% | 4) >58.02% 0036 | 00286 | 125 | 0213
a) Worked closely with 1) <20.0% 2) 20.0-37.96% 0026 | 00265 | 098 | 0329
master or mentor teacher in | 1) .5 o, 3) 37.96-58.02% 0.020 | 00214 | 092 | 0.361
first year of teaching
1) <20.0% 4) >58.02% 0048 | 00276 | 174 | o0.085
2)20.0-37.96% | 3)37.96-58.02% | -0.006 | 0.0221 | -029 | 0.774
2)20.0-37.96% | 4) >58.02% 0022 | 00241 | 091 | 0364
3) 37.96-58.02% | 4) >58.02% 0028 | 00235 | 121 | 0230
b) Common Planning 1) <20.0% 2) 20.0-37.96% 0.034 | 00203 | -1.17 | 0.245
IL"I;fe‘é"t"h teachers in their | 1y .5 g9, 3) 37.96-58.02% 0.006 | 00245 | -025 | 0.802
1) <20.0% 4) >58.02% 0119~ | 0.0322 | -3.69 | 0.000
2)20.0-37.96% | 3) 37.96-58.02% 0028 | 0.0286 | 098 | 0328
2)20.0-37.96% | 4) >58.02% 0.085* | 00319 | -265 | 0.009
3) 37.96-58.02% | 4) >58.02% -0.113** | 0.0204 | -3.83 | 0.000
¢) Seminars or classes for | 1) <20.0% 2) 20.0-37.96% -0.011 0.0256 -0.44 0.661
beginning teachers 1) <20.0% 3) 37.96-58.02% 0028 | 00272 | 102 | 0310
1) <20.0% 4) >58.02% 0024 | 00244 | 100 | 0322
2)20.0-37.96% | 3) 37.96-58.02% 0039 | 00240 | 163 | 0.108
2)20.0-37.96% | 4) >58.02% 0036 | 00218 | 163 | 0.106
3) 37.96-58.02% | 4) >58.02% 0.003 | 00269 | -0.13 | 0.899
d) Regular supportive 1) <20.0% 2) 20.0-37.96% 0.018 0.0227 0.77 0.443
“:v‘l’tr:r:::;‘::g:":)ther 1) <20.0% 3) 37.96-58.02% 0016 | 00222 | 074 | 0.464
administrators, or 1) <20.0% 4) >58.02% 0.049* | 00204 | 239 | 0.019
department chair 2)20.0-37.96% |3)37.96-58.02% | -0.001 | 0.0226 | -0.05 | 0.957
2)20.0-37.96% | 4) >58.02% 0.031 00227 | 1.38 | 0.170
3) 37.96-58.02% | 4) >58.02% 0033 | 00212 | 154 | 0.128
e) Reduced teaching 1) <20.0% 2) 20.0-37.96% 0038 | 00201 | 1.91 | 0.060
:‘r’:::r“a't‘::n’s"“mber of 1) <20.0% 3) 37.96-58.02% 0013 | 0.0206 | 065 | 0517
1) <20.0% 4) >58.02% 0012 | 00188 | 066 | 0513
2)20.0-37.96% |3)37.96-58.02% | -0.025 | 0.0186 | -1.34 | 0.183
2)20.0-37.96% | 4) >58.02% 0.026 | 00178 | -1.46 | 0.148
3) 37.96-58.02% | 4) >58.02% 0.001 | 00183 | -0.06 | 0.954
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TABLE 22 (CONTINUED). DIFFERENCES IN PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
FOR TEACHERS IN FIRST YEAR OF TEACHING BY SCHOOL POVERTY (PERCENT OF STUDENTS
ENROLLED IN THE FREE AND REDUCED LUNCH PROGRAM)

Types of support for

professional development Percent FRL Percent FRL Mean Diff Std
participation Enroliment (A) Enroliment (B) (A-B) Error
f) Extra classroom 1) <20.0% 2) 20.0-37.96% |-0.020 0.0296 -0.68 0.496
assistance (e.g., teacher 3) 37.96-
aide) 1) <20.0% 58 02'0/ -0.047 0.0296 -1.60 0.114
. (o]
1) <20.0% 4) >58.02% -0.090** 0.0278 -3.24 0.002
3) 37.96-
- 0 - -
2) 20.0-37.96% 58.02% 0.027 0.0277 0.98 0.332
2)20.0-37.96% | 4) >58.02% -0.070* 0.0282 -2.48 0.015
3) 37.96-58.02% | 4) >58.02% -0.043 0.0303 -1.41 0.161

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)

Professional Development in the United States

***Difference is significant (p<.001)




TABLE 23. DIFFERENCES IN PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT FOR TEACHERS
IN FIRST YEAR OF TEACHING BY SCHOOL LEP (LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT) ENROLLMENT

Percent LEP
Enroliment (A)

Percent LEP
Enroliment (B)

Mean Diff Std
(A-B) Error

Topic of professional

development activities

1) Percent of teachers who (1) 0% 2) 0.0-2.5% -0.006 0.0270 -0.24 0.813
participated in induction | 1) gy 3) 2.5-5% -0.030 [ 0.0294 | -1.02 | 0.309
f;:f;?n'g during first year of 750 4) 5-10% 0.027 | 00399 | 068 | 0498
1) 0% 5) >10% 0.006 0.0221 | 0.27 0.786
2) 0.0-2.5% 3) 2.5-5% -0.024 0.0344 | -069 | 0.493
2) 0.0-2.5% 4) 5-10% 0.034 0.0478 | 0.70 0.484
2) 0.0-2.5% 5) >10% 0.012 0.0300 | 0.41 0.680
3) 2.5-5% 4) 5-10% 0.057 0.0464 | 1.23 0.220
3) 2.5-5% 5) >10% 0.036 0.0332 | 1.09 0.280
4) 5-10% 5) >10% -0.021 0.0424 | -050 | 0.619
a) Worked closely with 1) 0% 2) 0.0-2.5% 0.038 0.0277 | 1.37 0.175
master or mentor teacher in | 1) oo, 3) 2.5-5% -0.002 0.0318 | -0.06 | 0.950
first year of teaching 1) 0% 4) 5-10% 0.056 | 0.0404 | 138 | 04171
1) 0% 5) >10% 0.022 0.0219 | 1.00 0.322
2) 0.0-2.5% 3) 2.5-5% -0.040 0.0407 | -0.98 | 0.330
2) 0.0-2.5% 4) 5-10% 0.018 0.0469 | 0.38 0.704
2) 0.0-2.5% 5) >10% -0.016 0.0315 | -0.51 0.612
3) 2.5-5% 4) 5-10% 0.058 0.0471 1.23 0.223
3) 2.5-5% 5) >10% 0.024 0.0361 | 0.66 0.510
4) 5-10% 5) >10% -0.034 0.0405 | -0.84 | 0.405
b) Common Planning 1) 0% 2) 0.0-2.5% 0.024 0.0354 | 0.68 0.498
Time with teachers in their | 1) gy, 3) 2.5-5% 0.004 0.0408 | 0.10 0.923
subject 1) 0% 4) 5-10% -0.028 | 0.0444 | -062 | 0536
1) 0% 5) >10% -0.053* | 0.0231 | -2.31 0.023
2) 0.0-2.5% 3) 2.5-5% -0.020 0.0518 | -0.39 | 0.699
2) 0.0-2.5% 4) 5-10% -0.052 0.0498 | -1.04 | 0.303
2) 0.0-2.5% 5) >10% -0.077* | 0.0353 | -2.19 | 0.031
3) 2.5-5% 4) 5-10% -0.032 0.0548 | -0.58 | 0.566
3) 2.5-5% 5) >10% -0.057 0.0460 | -1.25 | 0.216
4) 5-10% 5) >10% -0.026 0.0487 | -0.53 | 0.599
¢) Seminars or classes for | 1) 0% 2) 0.0-2.5% -0.031 0.0272 -1.15 0.254
beginning teachers 1) 0% 3) 2.5-5% -0.013 0.0284 | -0.46 0.647
1) 0% 4) 5-10% -0.024 0.0407 | -059 | 0.554
1) 0% 5) >10% -0.043* | 0.0185 | -2.34 | 0.022
2) 0.0-2.5% 3) 2.5-5% 0.018 0.0337 | 0.54 0.591
2) 0.0-2.5% 4) 5-10% 0.007 0.0425 | 0.17 0.869
2) 0.0-2.5% 5) >10% -0.012 0.0325 | -0.37 | 0.712
3) 2.5-5% 4) 5-10% -0.011 0.0444 | -025 | 0.803
3) 2.5-5% 5) >10% -0.030 0.0314 | -0.96 | 0.339
4) 5-10% 5) >10% -0.019 0.0419 | -045 | 0.650
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TABLE 23 (CONTINUED). DIFFERENCES IN PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
FOR TEACHERS IN FIRST YEAR OF TEACHING BY SCHOOL LEP (LIMITED ENGLISH
PROFICIENT) ENROLLMENT

Topic of professional

development activities

Percent LEP
Enroliment (A)

Percent LEP
Enroliment (B)

Mean Diff
(A-B)

Std
Error

d) Regular supportive 1) 0% 2)0.0-2.5% 0.000 0.0277 0.01 0.994
communication 1) 0% 3) 2.5-5% 0.026 0.0297 |0.89 |0.377
:;mlﬁ:;’:f;tp;r's°$e’ 1) 0% 4)5-10% 0.061 0039 |153 |0.130
department chair 1) 0% 5) >10% 0.042* 0.0185 |[227 |0.026
2) 0.0-2.5% 3) 2.5-5% 0.026 0.0337 [0.78 | 0.440
2) 0.0-2.5% 4)5-10% 0.060 0.0464 [130 |0.197
2) 0.0-2.5% 5) >10% 0.042 0.0298 |[1.40 |0.164
3) 2.5-5% 4) 5-10% 0.034 0.0407 |0.84 |0.403
3) 2.5-5% 5) >10% 0.016 0.0312 [0.50 |0.618
4)5-10% 5) >10% -0.019 0.0368 |-0.50 |0.615
e) Reduced teaching 1) 0% 2) 0.0-2.5% -0.056* 0.0242 |-2.31 |0.023
schedule or number of 1) 0% 3) 2.5-5% -0.067 0.0312 |-2.13 [0.036
preparations 1) 0% 4) 5-10% -0.022 00269 |-0.81 |0.421
1) 0% 5) >10% -0.026 0.0141 |-1.87 |0.065
2) 0.0-2.5% 3) 2.5-5% -0.011 0.0360 |-0.29 |0.769
2) 0.0-2.5% 4) 5-10% 0.034 0.0385 [0.89 |0.378
2) 0.0-2.5% 5) >10% 0.030 0.0267 |1.11 0.270
3) 2.5-5% 4) 5-10% 0.045 0.0378 [1.18 |0.239
3) 2.5-5% 5) >10% 0.040 0.0373 |[1.08 |0.283
4)5-10% 5) >10% -0.004 0.0331 |[-0.13 |0.894
f) Extra classroom 1) 0% 2) 0.0-2.5% 0.100** |0.0238 |4.19  [0.000
assistance (e.g., teacher 1) 0% 3)2.5-5% 0.059 0.0308 |[1.92 0.058
aide) 1) 0% 4) 5-10% 0.066 00391 [169 |0.095
1) 0% 5) >10% -0.052* 0.0206 |-2.53 |0.013
2) 0.0-2.5% 3) 2.5-5% -0.041 0.0341 |-1.20 |0.235
2) 0.0-2.5% 4) 5-10% -0.034 0.0413 |-0.82 |0.417
2) 0.0-2.5% 5)>10% -0.152** |0.0251 |-6.05 |0.000
3) 2.5-5% 4) 5-10% 0.007 0.0439 |[0.16 |0.874
3) 2.5-5% 5) >10% 0111 [0.0348 |[-320 |[0.002
4) 5-10% 5)>10% -0.118* |0.0402 |[-2.94 |0.004

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)

ﬂl’rofessional Development in the United States

***Difference is significant (p<.001)




TABLE 24. DIFFERENCES IN PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ON 4 TOPICS IN
THE LAST 12 MONTHS BY SCHOOL GRADE LEVEL (ELEMENTARY VS. SECONDARY)

Mean Diff
Topic of professional development activities (Elem - Sec) Std Error
1) the content of the subject(s) they teach 0.097*** 0.0064 15.12 0.000
2) uses of computers for instruction 0.002 0.0108 0.15 0.884
3) reading instruction 0.277*** 0.0115 24.06 0.000
4) student discipline and management in the classroom | 0.024* 0.0114 2.1 0.038
*Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01) ***Difference is significant (p<.001)

TABLE 25. DIFFERENCES IN PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT IN THE LAST 3
YEARS ON 2 TOPICS BY SCHOOL LEVEL (ELEMENTARY VS. SECONDARY)

Mean Diff
Types of formal professional development activities (Elem - Sec) Std Error
1) teaching students with disabilities 0.020 0.0105 1.92 0.058
2) teaching limited-English proficient students 0.043*** 0.0113 3.83 0.000
*Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01) ***Difference is significant (p<.001)

TABLE 26. DIFFERENCES IN PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ON 4 TOPICS IN

THE LAST 12 MONTHS BY SCHOOL URBANICITY
(1-LARGE TOWN/CENTRAL “URBAN", 2-URBAN FRINGE “SUBURBAN", 3-SMALL TOWN/RURAL)

Topic of professional Mean Diff
development activities Urbanicity (A) Urbanicity (B) (A-B) Std Error t
1) the content of the 1) Urban 2) Suburban 0.026** 0.0081 3.25 0.002
subject(s) they teach 1) Urban 3) Rural 0.063*** 0.0092 |6.91 0.000
2) Suburban 3) Rural 0.037*** 0.0078 4.75 0.000
2) uses of computers for 1) Urban 2) Suburban -0.021 0.0147 -1.45 0.151
instruction 1) Urban 3) Rural 0.003 0.0135 |0.24 0.814
2) Suburban 3) Rural 0.025 0.0130 1.89 0.062
3) reading instruction 1) Urban 2) Suburban 0.043* 0.0164 2.63 0.010
1) Urban 3) Rural 0.056** 0.0182 3.09 0.003
2) Suburban 3) Rural 0.013 0.0151 0.87 0.387
4) student discipline 1) Urban 2) Suburban 0.061*** 0.0148 4.14 0.000
and management in the 1) Urban 3) Rural 0.038* 0.0169 [2.26 0.026
classroom
2) Suburban 3) Rural -0.023 0.0161 -1.44 0.154

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01) ***Difference is significant (p<.001)
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TABLE 27. DIFFERENCES IN PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
ON 2 TOPICS IN THE LAST 3 YEARS BY SCHOOL URBANICITY
(1-LARGE TOWN/CENTRAL “URBAN", 2-URBAN FRINGE “SUBURBAN", 3-SMALL TOWN/RURAL)

Topic of professional Mean Diff
development activities Urbanicity (A) Urbanicity (B) (A-B) Std Error
1) teaching students with | ;) ;). 2)Suburban  |-0.003 00146 |-0.19  |0.852
disabilities
1) Urban 3) Rural 0.003 0.0171 0.20 0.846
2) Suburban 3) Rural 0.006 0.0131 0.47 0.642
2) teaching limited-English | 4y 5, 2)Suburban  |0.126™*  |0.0155 |8.17 0.000
proficient students
1) Urban 3) Rural 0.213*** 0.0170 12.55 0.000
2) Suburban 3) Rural 0.087*** 0.0144 6.07 0.000

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)

Professional Development in the United States

***Difference is significant (p<.001)




TABLE 28. DIFFERENCES IN PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ON 4 TOPICS
IN THE LAST 12 MONTHS BY SCHOOL MINORITY ENROLLMENT

Topic of professional
development activities

Percent Minority
Enrollment (A)

Percent
Minority
Enrollment (B)

Mean Diff

(A-B)

Std

Error

P>| t]|

1) the content of the 1) <5.6% 2)5.6-16.2%  |-0.011 0.0120 [-0.89 [0.376
subject(s) they teach 1) <5.6% 3) 16.2-37.6% | 0.028* 0.0115 |-2.42 |0.018
1) <5.6% 4)37.6-78.0% |[-0.028** |0.0098 |-2.84 |0.006
1) <5.6% 5) >78.0% -0.035** [0.0119 [-2.92 |0.004
2) 5.6-16.2% 3) 16.2-37.6% |-0.017 0.0108 |[-1.61 |0.112
2) 5.6-16.2% 4)37.6-78.0% |-0.017 0.0103 |-1.68 |[0.097
2) 5.6-16.2% 5) >78.0% -0.024* 0.0102 |-2.37 |0.020
3)16.2-37.6%  |4)44.6-77.0% |0.000 0.0098 [0.01 0.992
3)16.2-37.6% | 5)>78.0% -0.007 0.0104 |[-066 [0.514
4)37.6-78.0% | 5)>78.0% -0.007 0.0095 [-0.73 [0.468
2) uses of computers for 1) <5.6% 2)5.6-16.2% -0.008 0.0178 -0.44 0.659
instruction 1) <5.6% 3)16.2-37.6% |-0.036* 0.0178 |-2.04 |0.045
1) <5.6% 4)37.6-78.0% |-0.004 0.0168 |-026 |[0.799
1) <5.6% 5) >78.0% 0.032* 0.0158 |2.04 0.045
2) 5.6-16.2% 3) 16.2-37.6% |-0.028 0.0158 [-1.80 [0.076
2) 5.6-16.2% 4) 37.6-78.0% |0.004 0.0165 [0.22 0.828
2) 5.6-16.2% 5) >78.0% 0.040* 0.0170 [2.36 0.020
3)16.2-37.6%  |4)44.6-77.0% |0.032 0.0169 [1.90 0.061
3)16.2-37.6%  |5)>78.0% 0.068*** |0.0174 |3.94 0.000
4)37.6-78.0% |5)>78.0% 0.036* 0.0176 |2.07 0.041
3) reading instruction 1) <5.6% 2) 5.6-16.2% -0.016 0.0201 -0.78 0.437
1) <5.6% 3)16.2-37.6% |-0.058* 0.0218 |-2.65 [0.010
1) <5.6% 4)37.6-78.0% |-0.068** |0.0218 |-3.14 [0.002
1) <5.6% 5) >78.0% -0.091*** 10.0227 |-3.99 |0.000
2)5.6-16.2% 3) 16.2-37.6% |-0.042 0.0215 [-1.96 [0.053
2)5.6-16.2% 4)37.6-78.0% [-0.053** |0.0183 |-2.88 |0.005
2) 5.6-16.2% 5) >78.0% -0.075*** |0.0206 |-3.65 |0.000
3)16.2-37.6%  |4)44.6-77.0% |-0.011 0.0204 |-052 |0.608
3)16.2-37.6% |5)>78.0% -0.033 0.0215 |-153 [0.129
4)37.6-78.0% |5)>78.0% -0.022 0.0184 |-122 [0.227
4) student discipline 1) <5.6% 2) 5.6-16.2% 0.032 0.0178 |1.77 0.080
and management in the 1) <5.6% 3) 16.2-37.6% |-0.006 0.0169 [-0.36 [0.722
classroom 1) <5.6% 4)37.6-78.0% |-0.087* |[0.0183 [-4.73 |0.000
1) <5.6% 5) >78.0% -0.047* 0.0198 [-2.35 [0.021
2)5.6-16.2% 3) 16.2-37.6% |-0.038* 0.0182 [-2.07 [0.042
2) 5.6-16.2% 4)37.6-78.0% |-0.118** ]0.0169 |[-7.01 [0.000
2) 5.6-16.2% 5) >78.0% -0.078** [0.0198 [-3.96 |0.000
3)16.2-37.6%  |4)44.6-77.0% |-0.081*** |0.0173 |-4.65 [0.000
3)16.2-37.6% |5)>78.0% -0.041* 0.0192 [-2.12 |0.037
4)37.6-78.0% | 5)>78.0% 0.040* 0.0179 [2.24 0.028

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)

***Difference is significant (p<.001)
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TABLE 29. DIFFERENCES IN PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT IN THE LAST 3

YEARS ON 2 TOPICS BY SCHOOL MINORITY ENROLLMENT

Types of support for
professional development
participation

Percent Minority
Enrollment (A)

Percent
Minority
Enrollment (B)

Mean Diff
(A-B)

Std

Error

P>| t|

1) teaching students with | 1) <5.6% 2)5.6-16.2% | 0.001 0.0189 [0.03 0.978
disabilities 1) <5.6% 3) 16.2-37.6% | -0.033 0.0180 |[-1.85 |0.068
1) <5.6% 4)37.6-78.0% |-0.022 0.0180 [-1.22 [0.226
1) <5.6% 5) >78.0% 0.015 0.0185 [0.80 0.426
2) 5.6-16.2% 3)16.2-37.6% | -0.034* 0.0161 [-2.10 [0.038
2) 5.6-16.2% 4)37.6-78.0% |-0.022 0.0156 |[-1.44 [0.152
2) 5.6-16.2% 5) >78.0% 0.014 0.0185 [0.77 0.442
3)16.2-37.6% | 4)44.6-77.0% |0.011 0.0157 [0.72 0.472
3)16.2-37.6% | 5)>78.0% 0.048** 0.0175 |[2.74 0.007
4)37.6-78.0% |5)>78.0% 0.037* 0.0172 |[2.14 0.036
2) teaching limited-English | 1) <5.6% 2)5.6-16.2% -0.087*** 10.0132 -6.62 0.000
proficient students 1) <5.6% 3)16.2-37.6% |-0.213*** |0.0151 [-14.12 |0.000
1) <5.6% 4)37.6-78.0% |-0.298** |0.0184 |-16.23 |0.000
1) <5.6% 5) >78.0% -0.330* [0.0163 |-20.26 |0.000
2) 5.6-16.2% 3)16.2-37.6% |-0.126** |0.0152 [-8.24 |0.000
2) 5.6-16.2% 4)37.6-78.0% |-0.211*** |0.0157 |-13.41 [0.000
2) 5.6-16.2% 5) >78.0% -0.243** [0.0153 |-15.85 |0.000
3)16.2-37.6% | 4)44.6-77.0% |[-0.085** [0.0181 [-4.73  |0.000
3)16.2-37.6% | 5)>78.0% -0.117** |0.0208 |[-5.63 |0.000
4)37.6-78.0% |5)>78.0% -0.032 0.0216 |[-1.47 |[0.146

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)

Professional Development in the United States

***Difference is significant (p<.001)



TABLE 30. DIFFERENCES IN PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ON 4 TOPICS
IN THE LAST 12 MONTHS BY SCHOOL POVERTY (PERCENT OF STUDENTS ENROLLED IN
THE FREE AND REDUCED LUNCH PROGRAM-FRL)

Topic of professional Percent FRL Percent FRL Mean Diff

development activities Enrollment (A) Enroliment (B) (A-B)

1) the content of the 1) <20.0% 2) 20.0-37.96% | -0.011 0.0097 -1.17 0.246

subject(s) they teach 3) 37.96-
1) <20.0% 58.02% -0.002 0.0091 -0.23 0.820
1) <20.0% 4) >58.02% -0.031** 0.0088 -3.56 0.001
2) 20.0-37.96% 223%7209/06 0.009 0.0088 1.05 0.296
2)20.0-37.96% |4)>58.02% -0.020* 0.0095 -2.08 0.040
3) 37.96-58.02% | 4) >58.02% -0.029** 0.0091 -3.20 0.002

2) uses of computers for 1) <20.0% 2) 20.0-37.96% | 0.006 0.0129 0.47 0.641

instruction 3) 37.96-
1) <20.0% 58 02% 0.021 0.0134 1.56 0.123
1) <20.0% 4) >58.02% 0.046** 0.0148 3.13 0.002
2) 20.0-37.96% 233%72306 0.015 0.0146 1.02 0.310
2)20.0-37.96% |4)>58.02% 0.040* 0.0172 2.34 0.021
3) 37.96-58.02% | 4) >58.02% 0.025 0.0159 1.60 0.113

3) reading instruction 1) <20.0% 2) 20.0-37.96% | -0.057** 0.0172 -3.30 0.001
1) <20.0% 223?(’)72;6 -0.067*** 0.0157 -4.23 0.000
1) <20.0% 4) >58.02% -0.150*** 0.0171 -8.76 0.000
2) 20.0-37.96% 2)8?672;)6 -0.010 0.0177 -0.56 0.577
2)20.0-37.96% |4)>58.02% -0.093*** 0.0185 -5.03 0.000
3) 37.96-58.02% | 4) >58.02% -0.083*** 0.0175 -4.76 0.000

4) student discipline 1) <20.0% 2) 20.0-37.96% | -0.066*** 0.0172 -3.81 0.000

and management in the 3) 37.96- e

classroom 1) <20.0% 58 02% -0.091 0.0176 -5.19 0.000
1) <20.0% 4) >58.02% -0.141** 0.0180 -7.82 0.000
2) 20.0-37.96% 2;%72%6 -0.026 0.0190 -1.35 0.181
2)20.0-37.96% |4) >58.02% -0.075*** 0.0176 -4.28 0.000
3) 37.96-58.02% | 4) >58.02% -0.050** 0.0160 -3.09 0.003

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)

***Difference is significant (p<.001)
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TABLE 31. DIFFERENCES IN PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT IN THE LAST 3
YEARS ON 2 TOPICS BY SCHOOL POVERTY (PERCENT OF STUDENTS ENROLLED IN
THE FREE AND REDUCED LUNCH PROGRAM - FRL)

Topic of professional Percent FRL Percent FRL Mean Diff Std
development activities Enrollment (A) Enrollment (B) (A-B) Error
1) teaching students with 1) <20.0% 2)20.0-37.96% |0.016 0.0144 1.12 0.266
disabilities . 3) 37.96-
1) <20.0% 58.02% -0.003 0.0156 -0.18 0.854
1) <20.0% 4) >58.02% 0.016 0.0155 1.02 0.309
2) 20.0-37.96% 2)8%72?/06' -0.019 0.0131 -1.45 0.151
2)20.0-37.96% |4)>58.02% 0.000 0.0155 -0.01 0.989
3) 37.96-58.02% | 4) >58.02% 0.019 0.0142 1.32 0.191
2) teaching limited-English | 1) <20.0% 2)20.0-37.96% [ -0.047** 0.0171 -2.76 0.007
proficient students 1) <20.0% 3) 37.96- -0.062*** 0.0154 -4.04 0.000
' 58.02% ) ' ) '
1) <20.0% 4) >58.02% -0.185** 0.0165 -11.22 [ 0.000
2) 20.0-37.96% 2)8%72;6_ -0.015 0.0181 -0.82 0.414
2)20.0-37.96% |4) >58.02% -0.138*** 0.0195 -7.09 0.000
3) 37.96-58.02% | 4) >58.02% -0.123*** 0.0168 -7.35 0.000

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)

Professional Development in the United States

***Difference is significant (p<.001)




TABLE 32. DIFFERENCES IN PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ON 4 TOPICS IN

THE LAST 12 MONTHS BY SCHOOL LEP (LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT) ENROLLMENT

Topic of professional

Percent LEP

Percent LEP

Mean Diff

development activities

Enrollment (A)

Enrollment (B)

(A-B)

1) the content of the 1) 0% 2) 0.0-2.5% 0.024* 0.0099 2.43 0.017
subject(s) they teach 1) 0% 3) 2.5-5% 0.004 0.0105 [0.34 0.736
1) 0% 4) 5-10% -0.006 0.0123 |-049 [0.622
1) 0% 5) >10% -0.041** [0.0073 |-568 |0.000
2) 0.0-2.5% 3) 2.5-5% -0.021 0.0140 |-1.47 [0.146
2) 0.0-2.5% 4) 5-10% -0.030* 0.0141 [-2.15 [0.034
2) 0.0-2.5% 5) >10% -0.065* [0.0105 |-6.21 | 0.000
3) 2.5-5% 4) 5-10% -0.010 0.0174 |-0.55 [0.581
3) 2.5-5% 5) >10% -0.045* 0.0140 [-321 [0.002
4) 5-10% 5) >10% -0.035* [0.0121 [-2.91 |0.005
2) uses of computers for 1) 0% 2) 0.0-2.5% -0.025 0.0150 -1.63 0.106
instruction 1) 0% 3) 2.5-5% -0.023 0.0204 [-1.13  |0.263
1) 0% 4) 5-10% 0.006 0.0170 |0.37 0.712
1) 0% 5) >10% 0.020 0.0125 |1.64 0.105
2) 0.0-2.5% 3) 2.5-5% 0.002 0.0231 [0.07 0.946
2) 0.0-2.5% 4) 5-10% 0.031 0.0215 [1.43 0.155
2) 0.0-2.5% 5) >10% 0.045** 0.0152 [2.95 0.004
3) 2.5-5% 4) 5-10% 0.029 0.0252 [1.16 0.250
3) 2.5-5% 5) >10% 0.043* 0.0205 |2.11 0.038
4) 5-10% 5) >10% 0.014 0.0199 |0.71 0.480
3) reading instruction 1) 0% 2) 0.0-2.5% 0.120** [0.0168 [7.12 0.000
1) 0% 3) 2.5-5% 0.004 0.0233 |[0.19 0.849
1) 0% 4) 5-10% -0.040 0.0202 |-1.96 [0.053
1) 0% 5) >10% -0.081** [0.0117 [-6.91 |0.000
2) 0.0-2.5% 3) 2.5-5% -0.115* [0.0271 |-4.25 |0.000
2) 0.0-2.5% 4) 5-10% -0.159** [0.0263 |-6.05 |0.000
2) 0.0-2.5% 5) >10% -0.201** [0.0187 |-10.72 |0.000
3) 2.5-5% 4) 5-10% -0.044 0.0307 |-1.44 [0.153
3) 2.5-5% 5) >10% -0.086** [0.0233 |-3.67 |0.000
4) 5-10% 5) >10% -0.041 0.0234 |-1.77 |0.081
4) student discipline 1) 0% 2) 0.0-2.5% -0.020 0.0197 [-1.02 [0.313
and management in the 1) 0% 3) 2.5-5% -0.008 0.0227 [-0.37 |0.709
classroom 1) 0% 4)5-10% -0.027 00196 |[-1.37 [0.175
1) 0% 5) >10% -0.021 0.0142 [-1.49 [0.139
2) 0.0-2.5% 3) 2.5-5% 0.012 0.0263 |0.44 0.662
2) 0.0-2.5% 4) 5-10% -0.007 0.0280 [-0.24 |0.809
2) 0.0-2.5% 5) >10% -0.001 0.0232 [-0.05 [0.959
3) 2.5-5% 4) 5-10% -0.018 0.0253 |-0.72 [0.473
3) 2.5-5% 5) >10% -0.013 0.0253 [-050 [0.616
4) 5-10% 5) >10% 0.006 0.0210 |0.26 0.792

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)

***Difference is significant (p<.001)
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TABLE 33. DIFFERENCES IN PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT IN THE LAST 3

YEARS ON 2 TOPICS BY SCHOOL LEP (LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT) ENROLLMENT

Types of support for

professional development Percent LEP Percent LEP Mean Diff Std

participation Enrollment (A) Enroliment (B) (A-B) Error

1) teaching students with 1) 0% 2) 0.0-2.5% -0.020 0.0177 -1.14 0.255

disabilities 1) 0% 3) 2.5-5% 0.021 0.0212 |0.98 0.329
1) 0% 4) 5-10% 0.006 0.0208 0.28 0.776
1) 0% 5) >10% -0.082*** 0.0122 -6.72 0.000
2) 0.0-2.5% 3) 2.5-5% 0.041 0.0256 1.60 0.113
2) 0.0-2.5% 4) 5-10% 0.026 0.0248 1.06 0.294
2) 0.0-2.5% 5) >10% -0.061*** 0.0165 -3.74 0.000
3)2.5-5% 4) 5-10% -0.015 0.0269 -0.55 0.582
3)2.5-5% 5)>10% -0.103*** 1 0.0207 -4.96 0.000
4) 5-10% 5) >10% -0.088*** 0.0219 -4.01 0.000

2) teaching limited-English | 1) 0% 2) 0.0-2.5% -0.110*** 0.0179 -6.15 0.000

proficient students 1) 0% 3) 2.5-5% -0.198** [0.0209 [-9.48 [0.000
1) 0% 4) 5-10% -0.243*** 0.0215 -11.34 [ 0.000
1) 0% 5) >10% -0.260*** [ 0.0119 -21.88 [0.000
2) 0.0-2.5% 3) 2.5-5% -0.088** 0.0272 -3.23 0.002
2) 0.0-2.5% 4) 5-10% -0.133 0.0269 -4.96 0.000
2) 0.0-2.5% 5) >10% -0.150 0.0198 -7.56 0.000
3)2.5-5% 4) 5-10% -0.045 0.0261 -1.73 0.087
3) 2.5-5% 5) >10% -0.062** 0.0219 -2.81 0.006
4) 5-10% 5) >10% -0.016 0.0211 -0.78 0.437

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)

Professional Development in the United States

***Difference is significant (p<.001)




TABLE 34. DIFFERENCES IN 33+ HOURS OF PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
ON 4 TOPICS IN THE LAST 12 MONTHS BY SCHOOL GRADE LEVEL
(ELEMENTARY VS. SECONDARY)

Mean Diff
Topic of professional development activities (Elem - Sec)  Std Error
1) the content of the subject(s) they teach -0.015 0.0085 1.81 0.073
2) uses of computers for instruction -0.010* 0.0039 -2.54 0.013
3) reading instruction 0.022*** 0.0048 4.66 0.000
4) student discipline and management in the classroom | -0.001 0.0026 -0.27 0.785

*Difference is significant (p<.05)

**Difference is significant (p<.01)

***Difference is significant (p<.001)

TABLE 35. DIFFERENCES IN 33+ HOURS OF PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
IN THE LAST 3 YEARS ON 2 TOPICS BY SCHOOL LEVEL (ELEMENTARY VS. SECONDARY)

Mean Diff
Types of formal professional development activities (Elem - Sec)  Std Error t P>|t|
1) teaching students with disabilities -0.005 0.0042 -1.16 0.248
2) teaching limited-English proficient students -0.014 0.0082 -1.69 0.094

TABLE 36. DIFFERENCES IN 33+ HOURS OF PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

ON 4 TOPICS IN THE LAST 12 MONTHS BY SCHOOL URBANICITY
(1-LARGE TOWN/CENTRAL “"URBAN", 2-URBAN FRINGE “SUBURBAN", 3-SMALL TOWN/RURAL)

Topic of professional
development activities

Urbanicity (A)

Urbanicity (B)

Mean Diff

(A-B)

Std Error

t

1) the content of the 1) Urban 2) Suburban 0.008 0.0096 0.81 0.423
subject(s) they teach 1) Urban 3) Rural 0.010 0.0110 |0.87 0.384
2) Suburban 3) Rural 0.002 0.0104 0.18 0.860
2) uses of computers for 1) Urban 2) Suburban -0.005 0.0057 -0.90 0.373
instruction 1) Urban 3) Rural -0.007 0.0081 [-0.84 0.402
2) Suburban 3) Rural -0.002 0.0059 -0.29 0.770
3) reading instruction 1) Urban 2) Suburban 0.009 0.0067 1.32 1.320
1) Urban 3) Rural -0.004 0.0083 -0.49 0.624
2) Suburban 3) Rural -0.013 0.0084 -1.54 0.127
4) student discipline 1) Urban 2) Suburban 0.006 0.0035 1.61 0.111
and management in the 1) Urban 3) Rural 0.002 0.0045 [0.36 0.723
classroom
2) Suburban 3) Rural -0.004 0.0030 -1.32 0.190
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TABLE 37. DIFFERENCES IN 33+ HOURS OF PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
ON 2 TOPICS IN THE LAST 3 YEARS BY SCHOOL URBANICITY
(1-LARGE TOWN/CENTRAL “URBAN", 2-URBAN FRINGE “SUBURBAN", 3-SMALL TOWN/RURAL)

Topic of professional Mean Diff

development activities Urbanicity (A) Urbanicity (B) (A-B) Std Error t

1) teaching students with 1) Urban 2) Suburban 0.006 0.0065 0.92 0.363

disabilities 1) Urban 3) Rural 0.003 0.0067  |0.40 0.691
2) Suburban 3) Rural -0.003 0.0043 -0.75 0.456

2) teaching limited-English | 1) Urban 2) Suburban 0.010 0.0094 1.02 0.312

proficient students 1) Urban 3) Rural 0.026 0.0148 [1.77 0.080
2) Suburban 3) Rural 0.017 0.0122 1.37 0.176
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TABLE 38. DIFFERENCES IN PARTICIPATION IN 33+ HOURS OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
ON 4 TOPICS IN THE LAST 12 MONTHS BY SCHOOL MINORITY ENROLLMENT

Percent
Topic of professional Percent Minority Minority Mean Diff Std
development activities Enrollment (A) Enroliment (B) (A-B) Error
1) the content of the 1) <5.6% 2)5.6-16.2%  |-0.023 0.0119 |-1.91 |0.059
subject(s) they teach 1) <5.6% 3)16.2-37.6% | -0.027* 0.0131 |-2.09 |0.040
1) <5.6% 4)37.6-78.0% |-0.024 0.0132 |-1.80 |0.076
1) <5.6% 5) >78.0% -0.022 0.0124 |-1.77 |0.080
2) 5.6-16.2% 3) 16.2-37.6% |-0.005 0.0132 |[-0.34 |0.732
2) 5.6-16.2% 4) 37.6-78.0% |-0.001 0.0134 |-0.08 |0.940
2) 5.6-16.2% 5) >78.0% 0.001 0.0131 |0.06 0.953
3)16.2-37.6%  |4)44.6-77.0% |0.004 0.0142 [0.25 0.805
3)16.2-37.6% | 5)>78.0% 0.005 0.0146 |0.36 0.719
4)37.6-78.0% |5)>78.0% 0.002 0.0141 |0.13 0.900
2) uses of computers for 1) <5.6% 2)5.6-16.2% 0.003 0.0057 0.56 0.580
instruction 1) <5.6% 3) 16.2-37.6% | -0.002 0.0074 |-029 |0.775
1) <5.6% 4)37.6-78.0% |-0.008 0.0062 |-1.25 |0.215
1) <5.6% 5) >78.0% -0.005 0.0075 |[-0.72 |0.470
2) 5.6-16.2% 3) 16.2-37.6% | -0.005 0.0064 |-0.82 |0.412
2) 5.6-16.2% 4)37.6-78.0% |-0.011 0.0056 |-1.96 |0.054
2) 5.6-16.2% 5) >78.0% -0.009 0.0068 |[-1.27 |0.208
3)16.2-37.6% | 4)44.6-77.0% |-0.006 0.0072 |-0.78 |0.436
3)16.2-37.6% | 5)>78.0% -0.003 0.0090 |-0.37 |0.713
4)37.6-78.0% |5)>78.0% 0.002 0.0078 [0.29 0.769
3) reading instruction 1) <5.6% 2)5.6-16.2%  |-0.003 0.0088 |-0.29 |0.773
1) <5.6% 3)16.2-37.6% | -0.005 0.0081 |-0.67 |0.503
1) <5.6% 4)37.6-78.0% |-0.011 0.0090 |[-1.20 |0.234
1) <5.6% 5) >78.0% -0.023**  [0.0086 |-2.68 |0.009
2) 5.6-16.2% 3)16.2-37.6% | -0.003 0.0089 |-0.33 |0.746
2) 5.6-16.2% 4)37.6-78.0% |-0.008 0.0086 |-0.95 |0.344
2) 5.6-16.2% 5) >78.0% -0.020* 0.0086 |-2.37 |0.020
3)16.2-37.6% | 4)44.6-77.0% |-0.005 0.0088 |-0.60 |0.547
3)16.2-37.6% |5)>78.0% -0.018 0.0091 |[-1.91 |0.059
4)37.6-78.0% |5)>78.0% -0.012 0.0082 |-1.48 |0.143
4) student discipline 1) <5.6% 2)5.6-16.2%  |-0.008 0.0045 |-1.85 |0.068
and management in the 1) <5.6% 3) 16.2-37.6% | -0.002 0.0029 |[-064 |0.526
classroom 1) <5.6% 4)37.6-78.0% |-0.003 0.0041 |-061 |0.545
1) <5.6% 5) >78.0% -0.007 0.0039 |-1.90 [0.061
2) 5.6-16.2% 3) 16.2-37.6% | 0.007 0.0045 |[1.46 0.149
2) 5.6-16.2% 4)37.6-78.0% | 0.006 0.0049 |1.20 0.232
2) 5.6-16.2% 5) >78.0% 0.001 0.0051 |0.21 0.834
3)16.2-37.6%  |4)44.6-77.0% |-0.001 0.0042 |-0.16 |0.877
3)16.2-37.6% | 5)>78.0% -0.006 0.0039 |-1.40 |0.165
4)37.6-78.0% |5)>78.0% -0.005 0.0039 |0.214 |-1.25

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)

***Difference is significant (p<.001)
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TABLE 39. DIFFERENCES IN PARTICIPATION IN 33+ HOURS OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
IN THE LAST 3 YEARS ON 2 TOPICS BY SCHOOL MINORITY ENROLLMENT

Types of support for Percent

professional development Percent Minority Minority Mean Diff Std

participation Enrollment (A)  Enrollment (B) (A-B) Error

1) teaching students with | 1) <5.6% 2)5.6-16.2% | 0.000 0.0060 [0.05 0.961

disabilities 1) <5.6% 3) 16.2-37.6% | 0.003 0.0052 [0.52 0.603
1) <5.6% 4)37.6-78.0% | 0.000 0.0065 [-0.04 |0.971
1) <5.6% 5) >78.0% -0.007 0.0064 |[-1.01 |0.315
2) 5.6-16.2% 3) 16.2-37.6% | 0.002 0.0066 |[0.37 0.714
2) 5.6-16.2% 4)37.6-78.0% |-0.001 0.0071 [-0.07 |0.940
2)5.6-16.2% 5) >78.0% -0.007 0.0076 |-0.89 |0.377
3)16.2-37.6%  |4)44.6-77.0% |-0.003 0.0064 |-0.46 |0.646
3)16.2-37.6% |5)>78.0% -0.009 0.0067 |[-1.38 |0.172
4)37.6-78.0% |5)>78.0% -0.006 0.0071 |-0.88 |0.379

2) teaching limited-English | 1) <5.6% 2)5.6-16.2% | -0.009 0.0230 |[-0.41 |0.685

proficient students 1) <5.6% 3) 16.2-37.6% | -0.050* 0.0246 |[-2.04 |0.045
1) <5.6% 4)37.6-78.0% |-0.041 0.0224 |[-1.84 |0.069
1) <5.6% 5) >78.0% -0.050* 0.0231 |[-2.16 |0.033
2) 5.6-16.2% 3)16.2-37.6% | -0.041* 0.0163 |[-2.49 |0.014
2)5.6-16.2% 4)37.6-78.0% |-0.032* 0.0157 |[-2.03 |0.046
2) 5.6-16.2% 5) >78.0% -0.041** |0.0142 |-2.85 |0.005
3)16.2-37.6%  |4)44.6-77.0% |0.009 0.0152 [0.58 0.565
3)16.2-37.6% |5)>78.0% 0.000 0.0132 [0.02 0.986
4)37.6-78.0% |5)>78.0% -0.009 0.0113 |[-0.75 |0.453

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)
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TABLE 40. DIFFERENCES IN 33+ HOURS OF PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
ON 4 TOPICS IN THE LAST 12 MONTHS BY SCHOOL POVERTY (PERCENT OF STUDENTS
ENROLLED IN THE FREE AND REDUCED LUNCH PROGRAM - FRL)

Topic of professional

Percent FRL

Percent FRL

Mean Diff Std

development activities Enrollment (A) Enroliment (B) (A-B) Error t P>| t]|
1) the content of the 1) <20.0% 2)20.0-37.96% |0.008 0.0140 0.58 0.565
subject(s) they teach . 3) 37.96-
1) <20.0% 58.02% 0.008 0.0129 0.59 0.557
1) <20.0% 4) >58.02% 0.004 0.0117 0.30 0.767
2) 20.0-37.96% gé%ggf 0.000 0.0136 |-0.03 0.974
2)20.0-37.96% |4)>58.02% -0.005 0.0127 |-0.36 0.717
3) 37.96-58.02% | 4) >58.02% -0.004 0.0132 -0.31 0.754
2) uses of computers for 1) <20.0% 2) 20.0-37.96% | 0.001 0.0054 0.21 0.834
instruction 3) 37.96-
1) <20.0% 58.02% -0.004 0.0057 |-0.62 0.537
1) <20.0% 4) >58.02% -0.002 0.0065 |-0.26 0.799
2) 20.0-37.96% 233?672;)6 -0.005 0.0069 |-0.68 0.500
2)20.0-37.96% | 4)>58.02% -0.003 0.0068 |-0.42 0.678
3) 37.96-58.02% | 4) >58.02% 0.002 0.0075 0.25 0.805
3) reading instruction 1) <20.0% 2) 20.0-37.96% |-0.017~* 0.0083 |-2.09 0.040
1) <20.0% 22)3?(’)72306 -0.019* 0.0083 |-2.24 0.027
1) <20.0% 4) >58.02% -0.024** 0.0081 -2.98 0.004
2) 20.0-37.96% 22)3%72;6 -0.001 0.0079 |-0.18 0.859
2)20.0-37.96% | 4) >58.02% -0.007 0.0082 -0.84 0.402
3) 37.96-58.02% | 4) >58.02% -0.006 0.0078 |-0.71 0.480
4) student discipline 1) <20.0% 2)20.0-37.96% |0.003 0.0055 0.51 0.612
and management in the 3) 37.96-
classroom 1) <20.0% 58.02% 0.002 0.0052 0.32 0.753
1) <20.0% 4) >58.02% 0.003 0.0048 0.66 0.508
2) 20.0-37.96% gg%g;}s -0.001 0.0044 -0.26 0.799
2)20.0-37.96% | 4)>58.02% 0.000 0.0036 0.10 0.917
3) 37.96-58.02% | 4) >58.02% 0.002 0.0039 0.39 0.696

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)

***Difference is significant (p<.001)
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TABLE 41. DIFFERENCES IN 33+ HOURS OF PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

IN THE LAST 3 YEARS ON 2 TOPICS BY SCHOOL POVERTY (PERCENT
OF STUDENTS ENROLLED IN THE FREE AND REDUCED LUNCH PROGRAM - FRL)

Topic of professional

Percent FRL

Percent FRL

Mean Diff Std

Error

development activities

Enroliment (A)

Enroliment (B)

(A-B)

1) teaching students with 1) <20.0% 2) 20.0-37.96% | -0.003 0.0055 [-0.50 0.617
disabilities 3) 37.96-
1) <20.0% 58.02% -0.009 0.0057 [-1.60 0.114
1) <20.0% 4) >58.02% -0.004 0.0058 [-0.71 0.481
2) 20.0-37.96% gé:gz;s -0.006 0.0062 [-1.03 0.305
2)20.0-37.96% | 4)>58.02% -0.001 0.0058 [-0.23 0.816
3) 37.96-58.02% | 4) >58.02% 0.005 0.0063 [0.80 0.425
2) teaching limited-English | 1) <20.0% 2) 20.0-37.96% [ -0.004 0.0156 [-0.28 0.779
proficient students 3) 37.96-
1) <20.0% 58 02% -0.002 0.0170 [-0.11 0.915
1) <20.0% 4) >58.02% 0.001 0.0140 |(0.10 0.920
2) 20.0-37.96% 25)3:2)72%6 0.003 0.0160 [0.16 0.872
2) 20.0-37.96% |4) >58.02% 0.006 0.0148 [0.39 0.696
3) 37.96-58.02% | 4) >58.02% 0.003 0.0129 [0.25 0.803
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TABLE 42. DIFFERENCES IN 33+ HOURS OF PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL

DEVELOPMENT ON 4 TOPICS IN THE LAST 12 MONTHS BY SCHOOL LEP (LIMITED ENGLISH
PROFICIENT) ENROLLMENT

Topic of professional

development activities

Percent LEP
Enrollment (A)

Percent LEP
Enrollment (B)

Mean Diff

(A-B)

1) the content of the 1) 0% 2) 0.0-2.5% -0.013 0.0145 [-0.87 [0.388
subject(s) they teach 1) 0% 3) 2.5-5% -0.001 0.0183 |-0.03 |0.976
1) 0% 4) 5-10% -0.020 0.0194 |-1.02 |0.313
1) 0% 5) >10% -0.026* 0.0125 |-2.10 |0.039
2) 0.0-2.5% 3) 2.5-5% 0.012 0.0203 |0.59 0.556
2) 0.0-2.5% 4) 5-10% -0.007 0.0209 |-0.34 [0.734
2) 0.0-2.5% 5) >10% -0.014 0.0160 |-0.86 |0.393
3) 2.5-5% 4) 5-10% -0.019 0.0224 |-0.85 [0.397
3) 2.5-5% 5) >10% -0.026 0.0191 |-1.35 [0.181
4) 5-10% 5) >10% -0.007 0.0210 [-0.32 [0.752
2) uses of computers for 1) 0% 2) 0.0-2.5% -0.011 0.0087 -1.24 0.219
instruction 1) 0% 3) 2.5-5% -0.002 0.0084 |-025 [0.804
1) 0% 4) 5-10% -0.010 0.0112 |-090 [0.372
1) 0% 5) >10% -0.003 0.0058 |-0.49 |0.624
2) 0.0-2.5% 3) 2.5-5% 0.009 0.0113 |[0.77 0.446
2) 0.0-2.5% 4) 5-10% 0.001 0.0128 |[0.06 0.955
2) 0.0-2.5% 5) >10% 0.008 0.0093 |0.85 0.397
3) 2.5-5% 4) 5-10% -0.008 0.0118 |-0.67 |0.503
3) 2.5-5% 5) >10% -0.001 0.0093 |-0.08 |0.937
4) 5-10% 5) >10% 0.007 0.0117 | 0.61 0.542
3) reading instruction 1) 0% 2)0.0-2.5% 0.019* 0.0083 2.28 0.025
1) 0% 3) 2.5-5% 0.014 0.0100 [1.38 0.170
1) 0% 4) 5-10% -0.006 0.0087 |-064 [0.526
1) 0% 5) >10% -0.020~  [0.0071 [-2.89 |0.005
2) 0.0-2.5% 3) 2.5-5% -0.005 0.0117 |-0.44 [0.662
2) 0.0-2.5% 4) 5-10% -0.025* 0.0112 |-2.18 [0.032
2) 0.0-2.5% 5) >10% -0.039** [0.0096 [-4.10 |0.000
3) 2.5-5% 4) 5-10% -0.019 0.0125 |-1.55 [0.124
3) 2.5-5% 5) >10% -0.034* [0.0114 [-2.99 |0.004
4) 5-10% 5) >10% -0.015 0.0095 |-157 [0.119
4) student discipline 1) 0% 2) 0.0-2.5% -0.002 0.0061 [-0.34 [0.735
and management in the 1) 0% 3) 2.5-5% 0.006 0.0042 [1.30 0.197
classroom 1) 0% 4) 5-10% 0.002 00057 |037 [0.712
1) 0% 5) >10% 0.002 0.0030 |0.68 0.501
2) 0.0-2.5% 3) 2.5-5% 0.008 0.0072 [1.05 0.296
2) 0.0-2.5% 4) 5-10% 0.004 0.0081 |0.52 0.607
2) 0.0-2.5% 5) >10% 0.004 0.0067 |0.61 0.542
3) 2.5-5% 4) 5-10% -0.003 0.0061 |-0.56 [0.577
3) 2.5-5% 5) >10% -0.004 0.0044 |-0.79 |0.433
4) 5-10% 5) >10% 0.000 0.0050 |-0.01  [0.990

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)

***Difference is significant (p<.001)
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TABLE 43. DIFFERENCES IN 33+ HOURS OF PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

IN THE LAST 3 YEARS ON 2 TOPICS BY SCHOOL LEP (LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT)
ENROLLMENT (CONTINUED)

Types of support for

professional development
participation

Percent LEP
Enroliment (A)

Percent LEP
Enrollment (B)

Mean Diff

(A-B)

1) teaching students with | 1) 0% 2) 0.0-2.5% 0.007 0.0077 |0.94 0.350
disabilities 1) 0% 3) 2.5-5% 0.016** 0.0048 |3.42 0.001
1) 0% 4)5-10% 0.007 0.0063 |[1.08 0.283
1) 0% 5) >10% -0.020"* [0.0046 |[-4.24 |0.000
2) 0.0-2.5% 3) 2.5-5% 0.009 0.0080 |[1.14 0.258
2) 0.0-2.5% 4)5-10% 0.000 0.0090 |-0.04 [0.964
2) 0.0-2.5% 5) >10% -0.027** |0.0081 [-3.28 |0.001
3) 2.5-5% 4) 5-10% -0.010 0.0071 [-1.34 |0.183
3) 2.5-5% 5) >10% -0.036*** [0.0058 [-6.17 |0.000
4) 5-10% 5) >10% -0.026"* [0.0070 |[-3.77 |0.000
2) teaching limited-English | 1) 0% 2) 0.0-2.5% 0.022 0.0173 [1.26 0.210
proficient students 1) 0% 3) 2.5-5% 0.017 0.0168 [1.00 0.318
1) 0% 4) 5-10% 0.025 0.0129 [1.92 0.059
1) 0% 5) >10% 0.000 0.0127 [0.02 0.981
2) 0.0-2.5% 3) 2.5-5% -0.005 0.0173 |-028 [0.777
2) 0.0-2.5% 4) 5-10% 0.003 0.0172 |0.17 0.866
2) 0.0-2.5% 5) >10% -0.022 0.0132 [-163 [0.107
3) 2.5-5% 4)5-10% 0.008 0.0177 |0.44 0.659
3) 2.5-5% 5) >10% -0.017 0.0147 |-1.13  |0.260
4) 5-10% 5) >10% -0.024 0.0137 [-1.78 [o0.079

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)
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TABLE 44. DIFFERENCES IN AVERAGE RATING OF “VALUE OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT"
ON 4 TOPICS IN THE LAST 12 MONTHS BY SCHOOL GRADE LEVEL
(ELEMENTARY VS. SECONDARY)

Mean Diff
Topic of professional development activities (Elem - Sec)  Std Error t
1) the content of the subject(s) they teach 0.042* 0.0163 2.59 0.011
2) uses of computers for instruction 0.033 0.0191 1.71 0.091
3) reading instruction 0.311** 0.0218 14.25 0.000
4) student discipline and management in the classroom | 0.138*** 0.0194 7.1 0.000

*Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01) ***Difference is significant (p<.001)

TABLE 45. DIFFERENCES IN AVERAGE RATING OF “VALUE OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT"
IN THE LAST 3 YEARS ON 2 TOPICS BY SCHOOL LEVEL (ELEMENTARY VS. SECONDARY)

Mean Diff
Types of formal professional development activities (Elem - Sec)  Std Error t P>|t|
1) teaching students with disabilities 0.120*** 0.0195 6.15 0.000
2) teaching limited-English proficient students 0.162*** 0.0351 4.61 0.000

*Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01) ***Difference is significant (p<.001)
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TABLE 46. DIFFERENCES IN AVERAGE RATING OF “VALUE OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT"
ON 4 TOPICS IN THE LAST 12 MONTHS BY SCHOOL URBANICITY
(1-LARGE TOWN/CENTRAL “URBAN", 2-URBAN FRINGE “SUBURBAN", 3-SMALL TOWN/RURAL)

Topic of professional Mean Diff
development activities Urbanicity (A) Urbanicity (B) (A-B) Std Error t
1) the content of the 1) Urban 2) Suburban -0.036 0.0247 -1.47 0.145
subject(s) they teach 1) Urban 3) Rural -0.086** 0.0256 |-3.38 | 0.001
2) Suburban 3) Rural -0.050* 0.0248 -2.02 0.047
2) uses of computers for 1) Urban 2) Suburban -0.047 0.0288 -1.65 0.103
instruction 1) Urban 3) Rural -0.025 0.0323 |[-0.77 0.442
2) Suburban 3) Rural 0.022 0.0271 0.83 0.410
3) reading instruction 1) Urban 2) Suburban 0.049 0.0314 1.57 0.120
1) Urban 3) Rural 0.001 0.0377 0.02 0.985
2) Suburban 3) Rural -0.049 0.0357 -1.36 0.177
4) student discipline 1) Urban 2) Suburban -0.013 0.0291 -0.44 0.658
and management in the 1) Urban 3) Rural 0.025 0.0283 |-0.87 0.389
classroom
2) Suburban 3) Rural -0.012 0.0276 -0.42 0.674

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)

TABLE 47. DIFFERENCES IN AVERAGE RATING OF “VALUE OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT"

***Difference is significant (p<.001)

ON 2 TOPICS IN THE LAST 3 YEARS BY SCHOOL URBANICITY
(1-LARGE TOWN/CENTRAL “URBAN", 2-URBAN FRINGE “SUBURBAN", 3-SMALL TOWN/RURAL)

Topic of professional

development activities

Urbanicity (A)

Urbanicity (B)

Mean Diff
(A-B)

Std Error

t

1) teaching students with | 1) Urban 2) Suburban | -0.022 0.0320 |-0.69  |0.495
disabilities 1) Urban 3) Rural 0.016 0.0374 |0.44 0.661
2) Suburban | 3) Rural 0.038 0.0326 |1.18 0.243
2) teaching limited-English | 1) Urban 2) Suburban 0.041 0.0398 1.02 0.309
proficient students 1) Urban 3) Rural 0.090 0.0683 [1.32 0.192
2) Suburban | 3) Rural 0.049 0.0755 |0.65 0.516

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)

Professional Development in the United States

***Difference is significant (p<.001)




TABLE 48. DIFFERENCES IN AVERAGE RATING OF “VALUE OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT"

ON 4 TOPICS IN THE LAST 12 MONTHS BY SCHOOL MINORITY ENROLLMENT

Topic of professional

Percent Minority

Percent
Minority

Mean Diff

Std
Error

development activities

Enrollment (A)

Enrollment (B)

(A-B)

1) the content of the 1) <5.6% 2)5.6-16.2% | 0.020 0.0283 [0.69 0.490
subject(s) they teach 1) <5.6% 3) 16.2-37.6% | 0.027 0.0295 [0.91 0.366
1) <5.6% 4)37.6-78.0% | 0.053 0.0291 [1.82 0.073
1) <5.6% 5) >78.0% 0.034 0.0305 [1.10 0.275
2) 5.6-16.2% 3) 16.2-37.6% | 0.007 0.0252 [0.28 0.778
2) 5.6-16.2% 4)37.6-78.0% | 0.033 0.0263 |[1.26 0.211
2) 5.6-16.2% 5) >78.0% 0.014 0.0306 |[0.45 0.651
3)16.2-37.6% | 4)44.6-77.0% |0.026 0.0262 |[1.00 0.322
3)16.2-37.6% | 5)>78.0% 0.007 0.0302 [0.22 0.823
4)37.6-78.0%  |5)>78.0% -0.019 0.0307 |[-063 [0.532
2) uses of computers for 1) <5.6% 2)5.6-16.2% -0.003 0.0331 -0.08 0.940
instruction 1) <5.6% 3) 16.2-37.6% | -0.006 0.0347 |[-0.18 |0.857
1) <5.6% 4)37.6-78.0% |0.012 0.0313 [0.37 0.711
1) <5.6% 5) >78.0% -0.069 0.0420 |[-1.64 [0.105
2) 5.6-16.2% 3) 16.2-37.6% | -0.004 0.0305 [-0.12 [0.902
2) 5.6-16.2% 4)37.6-78.0% |0.014 0.0325 [0.43 0.666
2) 5.6-16.2% 5) >78.0% -0.066 0.0397 |[-1.67 [0.099
3)16.2-37.6% | 4)44.6-77.0% |0.018 0.0360 [ 0.50 0.621
3)16.2-37.6% | 5)>78.0% -0.063 0.0381 [-1.64 [0.105
4)37.6-78.0% |5)>78.0% -0.080* 0.0400 [-2.01 [0.047
3) reading instruction 1) <5.6% 2)5.6-16.2% | 0.001 0.0412 |0.01 0.988
1) <5.6% 3) 16.2-37.6% | 0.015 0.0485 |[0.31 0.758
1) <5.6% 4)37.6-78.0% | 0.012 0.0382 [0.33 0.745
1) <5.6% 5) >78.0% -0.067 0.0402 [-1.66 [0.101
2) 5.6-16.2% 3)16.2-37.6% | 0.014 0.0418 [0.34 0.732
2) 5.6-16.2% 4)37.6-78.0% | 0.012 0.0389 [0.30 0.762
2) 5.6-16.2% 5) >78.0% -0.067 0.0405 [-1.66 [0.100
3)16.2-37.6% | 4)44.6-77.0% |-0.003 0.0405 [-0.06 [0.950
3)16.2-37.6% | 5)>78.0% -0.082 0.0438 |[-1.86 [0.066
4)37.6-78.0% |5)>78.0% -0.079* 0.0382 [-2.07 [0.041
4) student discipline 1) <5.6% 2)5.6-16.2% | -0.004 0.0410 [-0.10 [0.923
and management in the 1) <5.6% 3) 16.2-37.6% | 0.009 0.0410 [0.21 0.832
classroom 1) <5.6% 4)37.6-780% |-0.012 00403 |-030 |0.764
1) <5.6% 5) >78.0% -0.038 0.0428 |[-0.89 [0.374
2) 5.6-16.2% 3)16.2-37.6% |0.013 0.0388 [0.33 0.744
2) 5.6-16.2% 4) 37.6-78.0% |-0.008 0.0377 |[-022 [0.829
2) 5.6-16.2% 5) >78.0% -0.034 0.0421 |[-081 [0.418
3)16.2-37.6% | 4)44.6-77.0% |-0.021 0.0337 |[-062 [0.537
3)16.2-37.6% | 5)>78.0% -0.047 0.0389 [-1.21 [0.230
4)37.6-78.0%  |5)>78.0% -0.026 0.0411 |[-064 [0.526

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)

***Difference is significant (p<.001)
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TABLE 49. DIFFERENCES IN AVERAGE RATING OF “VALUE OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT"
IN THE LAST 3 YEARS ON 2 TOPICS BY SCHOOL MINORITY ENROLLMENT

Types of support for Percent

professional development Percent Minority Minority Mean Diff Std

participation Enrollment (A) Enrollment (B) (A-B) Error

1) teaching students with 1) <5.6% 2)5.6-16.2% 0.015 0.0402 0.38 0.704

disabilities 1) <5.6% 3) 16.2-37.6% | 0.020 0.0389 [0.51 0.612
1) <5.6% 4)37.6-78.0% |[0.034 0.0349 0.96 0.338
1) <5.6% 5) >78.0% -0.009 0.0391 -0.23 0.818
2)5.6-16.2% 3) 16.2-37.6% | 0.004 0.0445 0.10 0.921
2)5.6-16.2% 4)37.6-78.0% |[0.018 0.0428 0.43 0.670
2)5.6-16.2% 5) >78.0% -0.024 0.0481 -0.51 0.614
3) 16.2-37.6% 4)44.6-77.0% |[0.014 0.0403 0.34 0.732
3) 16.2-37.6% 5)>78.0% -0.029 0.0388 -0.74 0.461
4) 37.6-78.0% 5)>78.0% -0.043 0.0429 -0.99 0.323

2) teaching limited-English | 1) <5.6% 2)5.6-16.2% 0.012 0.0803 0.15 0.879

proficient students 1) <5.6% 3) 16.2-37.6% | -0.043 0.0840 |-0.52 |0.607
1) <5.6% 4)37.6-78.0% |-0.093 0.0717 -1.30 0.197
1) <56.6% 5)>78.0% -0.218* 0.0827 -2.64 0.010
2)5.6-16.2% 3) 16.2-37.6% |-0.056 0.0595 -0.93 0.353
2)5.6-16.2% 4)37.6-78.0% |[-0.105 0.0596 -1.77 0.080
2)5.6-16.2% 5)>78.0% -0.231*** [ 0.0605 -3.81 0.000
3) 16.2-37.6% 4)44.6-77.0% |-0.050 0.0582 -0.86 0.394
3) 16.2-37.6% 5) >78.0% -0.175** 0.0523 -3.35 0.001
4) 37.6-78.0% 5)>78.0% -0.125* 0.0560 -2.23 0.028

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)

Professional Development in the United States

***Difference is significant (p<.001)




TABLE 50. DIFFERENCES IN AVERAGE RATING OF “VALUE OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT"
ON 4 TOPICS IN THE LAST 12 MONTHS BY SCHOOL POVERTY (PERCENT OF STUDENTS
ENROLLED IN THE FREE AND REDUCED LUNCH PROGRAM - FRL)

Topic of professional Percent FRL Percent FRL Mean Diff Std

development activities Enrollment (A) Enroliment (B) (A-B) Error

1) the content of the 1) <20.0% 2) 20.0-37.96% |-0.033 0.0221 -1.49 0.139

subject(s) they teach . 3) 37.96-
1) <20.0% 58.02% -0.019 0.0229 -0.85 0.398
1) <20.0% 4) >58.02% -0.024 0.0241 -1.00 0.319
2) 20.0-37.96% 2)8?672;)6 0.014 0.0240 0.57 0.572
2) 20.0-37.96% | 4) >58.02% 0.009 0.0281 0.32 0.753
3) 37.96-58.02% | 4) >58.02% -0.005 0.0252 -0.19 0.852

2) uses of computers for 1) <20.0% 2) 20.0-37.96% | -0.004 0.0302 -0.15 0.882

instruction 3) 37.96-
1) <20.0% 58.02% 0.011 0.0269 0.41 0.686
1) <20.0% 4) >58.02% -0.050 0.0347 -1.44 0.153
2) 20.0-37.96% 2)8%72%6 0.015 0.0310 0.50 0.621
2) 20.0-37.96% | 4) >58.02% -0.046 0.0363 -1.26 0.213
3) 37.96-58.02% | 4) >58.02% -0.061* 0.0302 -2.02 0.046

3) reading instruction 1) <20.0% 2) 20.0-37.96% |-0.022 0.0428 -0.52 0.602
1) <20.0% 223:?)72306 -0.056 0.0355 -1.59 0.116
1) <20.0% 4) >58.02% -0.117** 0.0364 -3.23 0.002
2) 20.0-37.96% 2)83;)72?/? -0.034 0.0342 -0.99 0.323
2) 20.0-37.96% | 4) >58.02% -0.095** 0.0348 -2.73 0.008
3) 37.96-58.02% | 4) >58.02% -0.061* 0.0304 -2.01 0.048

4) student discipline 1) <20.0% 2) 20.0-37.96% |-0.031 0.0475 -0.65 0.515

and management in the 3) 37.96-

classroom 1) <20.0% 58.02% -0.035 0.0359 -0.97 0.335
1) <20.0% 4) >58.02% -0.059* 0.0270 -2.19 0.031
2) 20.0-37.96% 223%72;)6 -0.004 0.0464 -0.08 0.937
2) 20.0-37.96% | 4) >58.02% -0.028 0.0483 -0.58 0.563
3) 37.96-58.02% | 4) >58.02% -0.024 0.0337 -0.72 0.472

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)

***Difference is significant (p<.001)
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TABLE 51. DIFFERENCES IN AVERAGE RATING OF “VALUE OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT"
IN THE LAST 3 YEARS ON 2 TOPICS BY SCHOOL POVERTY (PERCENT OF STUDENTS ENROLLED
IN THE FREE AND REDUCED LUNCH PROGRAM - FRL)

Topic of professional Percent FRL Percent FRL Mean Diff Std
development activities Enrollment (A) Enroliment (B) (A-B) Error
1) teaching students with 1) <20.0% 2) 20.0-37.96% |-0.022 0.0341 -0.64 0.526
disabilities . 3) 37.96-
1) <20.0% 58.02% -0.016 0.0300 -0.55 0.587
1) <20.0% 4) >58.02% -0.027 0.0376 -0.72 0.475
2)20.0-37.96% 223%72;6- 0.005 0.0331 0.16 0.871
2) 20.0-37.96% | 4) >58.02% -0.005 0.0388 -0.13 0.893
3) 37.96-58.02% | 4) >58.02% -0.011 0.0368 -0.29 0.774
2) teaching limited-English | 1) <20.0% 2) 20.0-37.96% |-0.006 0.0580 -0.10 0.923
proficient students 3) 37.96-
1) <20.0% 58.02% -0.053 0.0552 -0.96 0.338
1) <20.0% 4) >58.02% -0.182* 0.0513 -3.55 0.001
2) 20.0-37.96% 22%72306- -0.048 0.0531 -0.90 0.371
2) 20.0-37.96% | 4) >58.02% -0.176** [ 0.0442 -4.00 0.000
3) 37.96-58.02% | 4) >58.02% -0.129* 0.0514 -2.50 0.014

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)

Professional Development in the United States

***Difference is significant (p<.001)




TABLE 52. DIFFERENCES IN AVERAGE RATING OF “VALUE OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT"
ON 4 TOPICS IN THE LAST 12 MONTHS BY SCHOOL LEP
(LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT) ENROLLMENT

Topic of professional

development activities

Percent LEP
Enroliment (A)

Percent LEP
Enroliment (B)

Mean Diff

(A-B)

Std
Error

1) the content of the 1) 0% 2) 0.0-2.5% 0.020 0.0276 [0.73 0.465
subject(s) they teach 1) 0% 3)2.5-5% -0.046 0.0295 |-1.54 |0.126
1) 0% 4) 5-10% 0.065 0.0362 [1.79 0.076
1) 0% 5)>10% -0.053* 0.0241 |[-2.18 [0.032
2) 0.0-2.5% 3) 2.5-5% -0.066 0.0353 |[-1.86 [0.066
2) 0.0-2.5% 4) 5-10% 0.045 0.0432 [1.03 0.304
2) 0.0-2.5% 5) >10% -0.073* 0.0284 |[-257 [0.012
3) 2.5-5% 4) 5-10% 0.111* 0.0461 |[2.40 0.019
3) 2.5-5% 5) >10% -0.007 0.0327 |-0.22 |0.830
4) 5-10% 5) >10% -0.118*  [0.0442 |[-2.66 |0.009
2) uses of computers for 1) 0% 2) 0.0-2.5% 0.006 0.0374 0.16 0.872
instruction 1) 0% 3) 2.5-5% -0.005 0.0414 [-0.13  |0.900
1) 0% 4) 5-10% 0.046 0.0500 |0.93 0.355
1) 0% 5) >10% 0.000 0.0294 [0.00 0.997
2) 0.0-2.5% 3) 2.5-5% -0.011 0.0504 [-0.22 [0.823
2) 0.0-2.5% 4) 5-10% 0.040 0.0573 [0.70 0.483
2) 0.0-2.5% 5) >10% -0.006 0.0432 [-0.14 [0.891
3) 2.5-5% 4) 5-10% 0.052 0.0617 |[0.84 0.405
3) 2.5-5% 5)>10% 0.005 0.0470 [ 0.11 0.910
4) 5-10% 5) >10% -0.046 0.0582 |-0.80 |0.428
3) reading instruction 1) 0% 2) 0.0-2.5% 0.249*** 0.0424 5.88 0.000
1) 0% 3) 2.5-5% 0.081 0.0555 |[1.45 0.150
1) 0% 4) 5-10% 0.029 0.0490 [0.58 0.561
1) 0% 5) >10% -0.048 0.0278 |-1.72  |0.090
2) 0.0-2.5% 3) 2.5-5% -0.169* 0.0707 [-2.39 [0.019
2) 0.0-2.5% 4) 5-10% -0.221*  |0.0613 [-3.60 |0.001
2) 0.0-2.5% 5) >10% -0.297** [0.0481 [-6.17 |0.000
3) 2.5-5% 4) 5-10% -0.052 0.0796 |-0.65 |0.515
3) 2.5-5% 5) >10% -0.128 0.0655 |-1.96 |0.053
4) 5-10% 5) >10% -0.076 0.0495 |-1.54 |0.126
4) student discipline 1) 0% 2) 0.0-2.5% 0.074 0.0419 1.77 0.080
and management in the 1) 0% 3)2.5-5% 0.108 0.0662 |1.63 0.107
classroom 1) 0% 4) 5-10% 0.057 00517 [110 [0.273
1) 0% 5)>10% -0.039 0.02905 [-1.33 [0.186
2) 0.0-2.5% 3) 2.5-5% 0.034 0.0646 |[0.52 0.605
2) 0.0-2.5% 4) 5-10% -0.017 0.0597 [-029 [0.773
2) 0.0-2.5% 5) >10% -0.114* 0.0465 |[-2.44 [0.017
3) 2.5-5% 4) 5-10% -0.051 0.0838 |-0.61 |0.546
3) 2.5-5% 5) >10% -0.147* 0.0693 |-2.13 |0.036
4)5-10% 5)>10% -0.096 0.0604 [-159 [0.115

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)

***Difference is significant (p<.001)
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TABLE 53. DIFFERENCES IN AVERAGE RATING OF “VALUE OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT"

IN THE LAST 3 YEARS ON 2 TOPICS BY SCHOOL LEP
(LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT) ENROLLMENT

Types of support for

professional development
participation

Percent LEP
Enrollment (A)

Percent LEP
Enrollment (B)

Mean Diff

(A-B)

Std
Error

1) teaching students with | 1) 0% 2) 0.0-2.5% 0.083* 0.0407 |2.05 0.044
disabilities 1) 0% 3) 2.5-5% 0.027 0.0587 |0.46 0.648
1) 0% 4) 5-10% 0.001 0.0519 |0.01 0.989
1) 0% 5) >10% -0.155** 10.0258 |-6.01 0.000
2) 0.0-2.5% 3) 2.5-5% -0.056 0.0629 [-090 |0.372
2) 0.0-2.5% 4) 5-10% -0.083 0.0519 [-1.59 |0.115
2) 0.0-2.5% 5)>10% -0.238** 10.0389 |-6.12 |0.000
3) 2.5-5% 4) 5-10% -0.026 0.0698 [-0.37 |0.709
3) 2.5-5% 5)>10% -0.182**  10.0590 |-3.08 |0.003
4) 5-10% 5)>10% -0.156**  |0.0510 |-3.05 |0.003
2) teaching limited-English | 1) 0% 2) 0.0-2.5% -0.001 0.0662 |-0.01 0.991
proficient students 1) 0% 3) 2.5-5% -0.097 0.0651 |[-1.50 |0.138
1) 0% 4) 5-10% 0.034 0.0576 |0.58 0.561
1) 0% 5) >10% -0.283*** 0.0547 |-5.18 |0.000
2) 0.0-2.5% 3) 2.5-5% -0.097 0.0805 [-1.20 |0.233
2) 0.0-2.5% 4) 5-10% 0.034 0.0642 |0.54 0.594
2) 0.0-2.5% 5) >10% -0.282*** 10.0603 |-4.68 |0.000
3) 2.5-5% 4) 5-10% 0.131 0.0759 [1.73 0.088
3) 2.5-5% 5)>10% -0.186** |0.0684 |-2.71 0.008
4) 5-10% 5) >10% -0.317*** 10.0557 |-5.69 |0.000

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)

Professional Development in the United States

***Difference is significant (p<.001)




TABLE 54. DIFFERENCES IN TEACHER ATTITUDES AND SCHOOL CLIMATE
BY SCHOOL LEVEL (ELEMENTARY VS. SECONDARY)

Mean Diff
Types of formal professional development activities (Elem - Sec)  Std Error
1) There is a great deal of cooperative effort among staff -0.010%** 0.0033 208 0.004
members
2. They are_glven tITe supports they need to teach 0.019* 0.0045 4.20 0.000
students with special needs
*Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01) ***Difference is significant (p<.001)

TABLE 55. DIFFERENCES IN TEACHER ATTITUDES AND SCHOOL CLIMATE BY SCHOOL
URBANICITY (1-LARGE TOWN/CENTRAL “URBAN", 2-URBAN FRINGE “SUBURBAN", 3-SMALL TOWN/RURAL)

Topic of professional Mean Diff
development activities Urbanicity (A) Urbanicity (B) (A-B) Std Error t
1) There is a great deal of 1) Urban 2) Suburban -0.097*** 0.0226 -4.31 0.000
cooperative effort among | 1) yrpan 3) Rural -0.040 0.0254 |-1.57 0.121
staff members

2) Suburban 3) Rural 0.057* 0.0228 2.52 0.014
2. They are given the 1) Urban 2) Suburban -0.140*** 0.0256 -5.46 0.000
supports they needto | 4) yrpan 3) Rural -0.155**  [0.0277  |-5.60 0.000
teach students with special
needs 2) Suburban 3) Rural -0.015 0.0219 -0.70 0.485

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01) ***Difference is significant (p<.001)

NOTE: REMEMBER THAT HIGHER NUMBERS INDICATE LOWER LEVELS OF AGREEMENT. 1=Strongly Agree,
4=Strongly Disagree
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TABLE 56. DIFFERENCES IN TEACHER ATTITUDES AND SCHOOL CLIMATE BY
SCHOOL MINORITY ENROLLMENT

Types of support for Percent

professional development Percent Minority Minority Mean Diff Std

participation Enrolilment (A)  Enroliment (B) (A-B) Error

1) There is a great deal of | 1) <5.6% 2)5.6-16.2%  |-0.017 0.0261 |[-0.64 |0.521

cooperative effort among | 1) <5 69 3) 16.2-37.6% | -0.062* 0.0264 |[-2.36 |0.021

staff members 1) <5.6% 4)37.6-78.0% |0.038 00280 |135 |0.181
1) <5.6% 5) >78.0% 0.121** |0.0248 |4.87 0.000
2) 5.6-16.2% 3) 16.2-37.6% | -0.045 0.0288 |[-1.58 |0.119
2) 5.6-16.2% 4)37.6-78.0% | 0.055 0.0326 |[1.68 0.097
2) 5.6-16.2% 5) >78.0% 0.138** |0.0272 |5.06 0.000
3)16.2-37.6%  |4)44.6-77.0% |0.100** 0.0286 |3.49 0.001
3)16.2-37.6% |5)>78.0% 0.183** 10.0272 |6.73 0.000
4)37.6-78.0% |5)>78.0% 0.083** 0.0304 [2.73 0.008

2. They are given the 1) <5.6% 2)5.6-16.2% | 0.025 0.0329 [0.76 0.449

supports they need to 1) <5.6% 3) 16.2-37.6% | 0.027 0.0295 |0.93 0.354

;:aecc'? aslt:::g;s with 1) <5.6% 4)37.6-78.0% |0.108**  |0.0341 |3.19  [0.002
1) <5.6% 5) >78.0% 0.203*** |0.0337 |6.04 0.000
2) 5.6-16.2% 3) 16.2-37.6% | 0.002 0.0299 |[0.08 0.934
2) 5.6-16.2% 4)37.6-78.0% | 0.083** 0.0310 [2.69 0.009
2) 5.6-16.2% 5) >78.0% 0.178** |0.0358 | 4.99 0.000
3)16.2-37.6%  |4)44.6-77.0% |0.081** 0.0267 |[3.04 0.003
3)16.2-37.6%  |5)>78.0% 0.176** |0.0341 |5.16 0.000
4)37.6-78.0% |5)>78.0% 0.095** 0.0343 [2.76 0.007

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01) ***Difference is significant (p<.001)

TABLE 57. DIFFERENCES IN TEACHER ATTITUDES AND SCHOOL CLIMATE BY SCHOOL POVERTY
(PERCENT OF STUDENTS ENROLLED IN THE FREE AND REDUCED LUNCH PROGRAM - FRL)

Percent FRL Percent FRL Mean Diff Std

Topic of professional

development activities Enrollment (A) Enroliment (B) (A-B) Error
1) There is a great deal of 1) <20.0% 2) 20.0-37.96% |0.032 0.0261 1.22 0.224
cooperative effort among 3) 37.96-
staff members 1) <20.0% 58 02'0/ 0.063* 0.0250 2.54 0.013
. (o]
1) <20.0% 4) >58.02% 0.075** 0.0261 2.86 0.005
3) 37.96-
_ 0,
2) 20.0-37.96% 58.02% 0.032 0.0262 1.20 0.233
2)20.0-37.96% |4)>58.02% 0.043 0.0240 1.79 0.078
3) 37.96-58.02% | 4) >58.02% 0.011 0.0261 0.43 0.665
2. They are given the 1) <20.0% 2) 20.0-37.96% |0.024 0.0297 0.80 0.429
supports they need to 3) 37.96-
teach students with special 1) <20.0% 58.02% 0.092** 0.0304 3.02 0.003
needs
1) <20.0% 4) >58.02% 0171 0.0302 5.67 0.000
3) 37.96-
_ 0, *%
2) 20.0-37.96% 58.02% 0.068 0.0252 2.69 0.008
2)20.0-37.96% |4)>58.02% 0.148*** 0.0301 4.91 0.000
3) 37.96-58.02% | 4) >58.02% 0.080** 0.0284 2.81 0.006

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01) ***Difference is significant (p<.001)

Professional Development in the United States




TABLE 58. DIFFERENCES IN TEACHER ATTITUDES AND SCHOOL CLIMATE BY SCHOOL LEP
(LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT) ENROLLMENT

Types of support for

professional development Percent LEP Percent LEP Mean Diff Std

participation Enroliment (A) Enroliment (B) (A-B) Error

1) There is a great deal of | 1) 0% 2) 0.0-2.5% 0.081** 0.0262 [3.10 0.003

cooperative effort among | 1) g, 3)2.5-5% 0.055 0.0385 |1.44 0.154

staff members 1) 0% 4) 5-10% 0.047 00367 [129 |o0.202
1) 0% 5) >10% 0.033 0.0207 | 1.61 0.110
2) 0.0-2.5% 3) 2.5-5% -0.026 0.0473 |-0.55 |0.585
2) 0.0-2.5% 4)5-10% -0.034 0.0394 |-0.87 |0.389
2) 0.0-2.5% 5) >10% -0.048 0.0290 [-1.65 [0.102
3) 2.5-5% 4)5-10% -0.008 0.0475 |-0.17 |0.863
3) 2.5-5% 5) >10% -0.022 0.0377 |-0.58 [0.561
4) 5-10% 5) >10% -0.014 0.0380 [-0.36 [0.718

2. They are given the 1) 0% 2) 0.0-2.5% 0.073* 0.0292 |2.49 0.015

supports they needto | 1) o, 3) 2.5-5% 0.085* 0.0322 |[2.64 0.010

:leeaecdhssmde"ts with special =00 4) 5-10% 0.105*  |0.02905 |[3.57 |0.001
1) 0% 5) >10% 0.017 0.0238 |0.73 0.467
2) 0.0-2.5% 3) 2.5-5% 0.012 0.0378 |0.32 0.746
2) 0.0-2.5% 4) 5-10% 0.033 0.0371 [0.88 0.381
2) 0.0-2.5% 5) >10% -0.055 0.0346 |-1.60 [0.113
3) 2.5-5% 4) 5-10% 0.020 0.0424 |0.48 0.631
3) 2.5-5% 5) >10% -0.068 0.0360 |[-1.88 [0.064
4) 5-10% 5) >10% -0.088* 0.0332 |-265 |0.010

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)

***Difference is significant (p<.001)
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TABLE 59. AVERAGE CUMULATIVE HOURS OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ACROSS SIX
TOPICS BY SCHOOL LEVEL (ELEMENTARY VS. SECONDARY)

Average Total Hours of
Professional Development

46.329

Standard Error
0.5497

95% Confidence Interval
45.237 47.422

School Level
Elementary

Secondary 39.266 0.4458 38.380 40.152

Note: An explanation of how “average cumulative hours of professional development” is provided in Appendix A:
Dataset and Methodology

TABLE 60. DIFFERENCE IN AVERAGE CUMULATIVE HOURS OF PROFESSIONAL
DEVELOPMENT ACROSS SIX TOPICS BY SCHOOL LEVEL (ELEMENTARY VS. SECONDARY)

Mean Diff

(Elem - Sec)

Std Error t

Average Cumulative Hours of Professional

Development 7.063

.6966 10.14 0.000

*Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)  ***Difference is significant (p<.001)

TABLE 61. AVERAGE CUMULATIVE HOURS OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ACROSS SIX
TOPICS BY SCHOOL URBANICITY
(1-LARGE TOWN/CENTRAL “"URBAN", 2-URBAN FRINGE “SUBURBAN", 3-SMALL TOWN/RURAL)

Average Total Hours of

School Level Professional Development Standard Error 95% Confidence Interval
Urban 47.161 0.8376 45.496 48.825
Suburban 43.074 0.5493 41.982 44165
Rural 41.560 0.7179 40.133 42.986

TABLE 62. DIFFERENCE IN AVERAGE CUMULATIVE HOURS OF PROFESSIONAL
DEVELOPMENT ACROSS SIX TOPICS BY SCHOOL URBANICITY
(1-LARGE TOWN/CENTRAL "URBAN", 2-URBAN FRINGE “SUBURBAN", 3-SMALL TOWN/RURAL)

Mean Diff
Urbanicity (A) Urbanicity (B) (A-B) Std Error t
Average Cumulative 1) Urban 2) Suburban 4.087** 1.0076 4.06 0.000
Hours of Professional | 1) a0 3) Rural 5.601%** 11316 |4.95 0.000
Development
2) Suburban 3) Rural 1.514 0.9581 1.58 0.118

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)
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TABLE 63. AVERAGE CUMULATIVE HOURS OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ACROSS
SIX TOPICS BY SCHOOL MINORITY ENROLLMENT

Percent Minority Average Total Hours of

Enroliment Professional Development Standard Error 95% Confidence Interval

1) <5.6% 38.916 0.7873 37.351 40.481
2) 5.6-16.2% 40472 0.7366 39.008 41.936
3) 16.2-37.6% 44.244 0.8484 42.557 45.930
4) 37.6-78.0% 45.980 0.8110 44.368 47.592
5) >78.0% 46.656 0.9082 44.851 48.461

TABLE 64. DIFFERENCES IN AVERAGE CUMULATIVE HOURS OF PROFESSIONAL
DEVELOPMENT ACROSS SIX TOPICS BY SCHOOL MINORITY ENROLLMENT

Percent
Percent Minority Minority Mean Diff Std
Enrollment (A) Enroliment (B) (A-B) Error
Average Cumulative 1) <5.6% 2)5.6-16.2% -1.556 1.0395 [-1.50 0.138
Hours of Professional | 1) <5 g9, 3) 16.2-37.6% |-5.327** [1.1433 [-466 [0.000

Development 1) <5.6% 4

1) <5.6% 5
2) 5.6-16.2% 3
2) 5.6-16.2% 4

37.6-78.0% |-7.064*** 1.1499 [-6.14 0.000
>78.0% -7.740*** 1.2337 |[-6.27 0.000
16.2-37.6% |-3.772** 1.0838 [-3.48 0.001
37.6-78.0% |-5.508*** |0.9729 [-5.66 0.000

~— |~ |~ [~ |~ |~ [~ |~

2) 5.6-16.2% 5) >78.0% -6.184*** 1.2354 -5.01 0.000
3) 16.2-37.6% 4)44.6-77.0% |[-1.737 1.2715 |[-1.37 0.176
3) 16.2-37.6% 5)>78.0% -2.412 1.3446 |[-1.79 0.076
4) 37.6-78.0% 5) >78.0% -0.676 1.0733 |[-0.63 0.531

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01) ***Difference is significant (p<.001)

TABLE 65. AVERAGE CUMULATIVE HOURS OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ACROSS

SIX TOPICS BY SCHOOL POVERTY
(Percent of Students Enrolled in the Free and Reduced Lunch Program - FRL)

Percent FRL Average Total Hours of

Enrollment Professional Development Standard Error 95% Confidence Interval

1) <20.0% 40.617 0.6131 39.398 41.835
2) 20.0-37.96% 42.883 0.7499 41.393 44374
3) 37.96-58.02% 43.888 0.7678 42.362 45.414
4) >58.02% 47.588 0.7691 46.059 49.116
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TABLE 66. AVERAGE CUMULATIVE HOURS OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ACROSS
SIX TOPICS BY SCHOOL POVERTY (PERCENT OF STUDENTS ENROLLED IN THE FREE
AND REDUCED LUNCH PROGRAM - FRL)

Average Cumulative
Hours of Professional
Development

Percent FRL Percent FRL Mean Diff Std
Enroliment (A) Enroliment (B) (A-B) Error t P>|t|
1) <20.0% 2) 20.0-37.96% -2.267* 0.9674 -2.34 0.021
3) 37.96-
o] - % -
1) <20.0% 58.02% 3.272 0.9933 3.29 0.001
1) <20.0% 4) >58.02% -6.971** 0.9489 -7.35 0.000
3) 37.96-
- 0, - -
2) 20.0-37.96% 58.02% 1.005 1.0556 0.95 0.344
2)20.0-37.96% | 4) >58.02% -4.704*** 1.0818 -4.35 0.000
3) 37.96-58.02% | 4) >58.02% -3.699** 1.0289 -3.60 0.001

TABLE 67. AVERAGE CUMULATIVE HOURS OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ACROSS
SIX TOPICS BY SCHOOL LEP (LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT) ENROLLMENT

Percent LEP Average Total Hours of

Enroliment Professional Development  Standard Error 95% Confidence Interval

1) 0% 40.336 0.5051 39.332 41.340
2) 0.0-2.5% 39.049 0.9598 37.141 40.957
3) 2.5-5% 41.701 1.4429 38.834 44.570
4) 5-10% 44.821 1.1062 42.622 47.020
5) >10% 49.890 0.7920 48.316 51.464

TABLE 69. DIFFERENCES IN AVERAGE CUMULATIVE HOURS OF PROFESSIONAL
DEVELOPMENT ACROSS SIX TOPICS BY SCHOOL LEP

Average Cumulative
Hours of Professional
Development

(LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT) ENROLLMENT

Percent LEP Percent LEP Mean Diff Std

Enroliment (A) Enrollment (B) (A-B) Error t P>|t|
1) 0% 2) 0.0-2.5% 1.287 0.9922 11.30 0.198
1) 0% 3) 2.5-5% -1.366 1.6230 |-0.84 |0.402
1) 0% 4) 5-10% -4.485** 1.2600 |-3.56 |0.001
1) 0% 5) >10% -0.554*** 0.9374 |-10.19 |0.000
2)0.0-2.5% 3) 2.5-5% -2.653 1.6589 |-1.60 [0.113
2)0.0-2.5% 4) 5-10% -5.772*** 1.4076 |-4.10 |0.000
2) 0.0-2.5% 5) >10% -10.840*** 1.2203 |-8.88 [0.000
3) 2.5-5% 4) 5-10% -3.119 1.6523 |-1.89 [0.062
3) 2.5-5% 5)>10% -8.188*** 1.6695 |-4.90 |0.000
4) 5-10% 5) >10% -5.069*** 1.2780 |-3.97 [0.000
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TABLE 69. PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ON THE CONTENT OF
THE SUBJECT(S) TAUGHT BY CERTIFICATION AREA

Percentage of

Certification Area Teachers Standard Error1  95% Confidence Interval
Early Childhood or General Elem 93.7% 0.0049 0.927 0.946
Special Education 91.4% 0.0070 0.900 0.928
Arts and Music 82.5% 0.0152 0.794 0.855
English and Language Arts 89.1% 0.0083 0.874 0.907
ESL or Bilingual Education 93.4% 0.0337 0.867 1.001
Foreign Languages 73.6% 0.0255 0.685 0.787
Health or Physical Education 80.3% 0.0163 0.770 0.835
Mathematics 83.2% 0.0109 0.810 0.853
Natural Sciences 78.4% 0.0122 0.760 0.808
Social Sciences 79.2% 0.0138 0.764 0.819
Vocational, Career, or Technical 83.6% 0.0115 0.813 0.859
All Others 83.9% 0.0180 0.803 0.875

1 Standard errors have not been converted to percentages

TABLE 70. PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ON THE CONTENT
OF THE SUBJECT(S) TAUGHT BY SCHOOL LEVEL (ELEMENTARY VS. SECONDARY)
AND YEARS OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Percentage of

Certification Area Teachers Standard Error' 95% Confidence Interval
Elementary: 0-2 years 87.1% 0.0134 0.845 0.898
Elementary: 3-5 years 90.4% 0.0115 0.881 0.926
Elementary: 6-10 years 91.2% 0.0102 0.891 0.932
Elementary: 11-20 years 92.1% 0.0093 0.903 0.940
Elementary: 21+ years 92.4% 0.0086 0.907 0.941
Secondary: 0-2 years 77.0% 0.0153 0.740 0.801
Secondary: 3-5 years 81.1% 0.0097 0.791 0.830
Secondary: 6-10 years 83.2% 0.0088 0.815 0.850
Secondary: 11-20 years 81.4% 0.0091 0.796 0.832
Secondary: 21+ years 81.8% 0.0096 0.799 0.837

1Standard errors have not been converted to percentages

TABLE 71. TOP PRIORITIES FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT - TEACHING STUDENTS
WITH SPECIAL NEEDS, BY SCHOOL LEVEL (ELEMENTARY VS. SECONDARY)
(Percentage of teachers ranking Teaching Students with Special Needs as the top priority for further
professional development)

Percent ranking this topic

School Level the top priority Standard Error1 95% Confidence Interval
Elementary 16.7% 0.0059 0.155 0.179
Secondary 11.9% 0.0031 0.112 0.125

1Standard errors have not been converted to percentages
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TABLE 72. DIFFERENCES IN TOP PRIORITIES FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT - TEACHING
STUDENTS WITH SPECIAL NEEDS, BY SCHOOL LEVEL (ELEMENTARY VS. SECONDARY)

Mean Diff

(Elem - Sec) Std Error t

Teaching Students with Special Needs as a top

priority for further professional development 0.0485 -0068 7.10 0.000

*Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)  ***Difference is significant (p<.001)

TABLE 73. TOP PRIORITIES FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT - USE OF TECHNOLOGY
IN INSTRUCTION, BY SCHOOL LEVEL (ELEMENTARY VS. SECONDARY)
(Percentage of teachers ranking Use of Technology for Instruction as the top priority for

further professional development)

Percent ranking this topic

School Level the top priority Standard Error1 95% Confidence Interval
Elementary 11.3% 0.0053 0.102 0.123
Secondary 16.1% 0.0047 0.152 0.170

1 Standard errors have not been converted to percentages

TABLE 74. DIFFERENCES IN TOP PRIORITIES FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT - USE OF
TECHNOLOGY IN INSTRUCTION, BY SCHOOL LEVEL (ELEMENTARY VS. SECONDARY)

Mean Diff

(Elem - Sec)  Std Error t

Use of Technology in Instruction as a top priority for

further professional development -0.0484 0.0070 -6.93 0.000

*Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)  ***Difference is significant (p<.001)

TABLE 75. TOP PRIORITIES FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT — CONTENT, BY SCHOOL
LEVEL (ELEMENTARY VS. SECONDARY)
(Percentage of teachers ranking Content of the subject(s) | teach as the top priority for further
professional development)

Percent ranking this topic

School Level the top priority Standard Error’ 95% Confidence Interval
Elementary 20.3% 0.0061 191 215
Secondary 24.2% 0.0047 232 .251

1Standard errors have not been converted to percentages

TABLE 76. DIFFERENCES IN TOP PRIORITIES FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT — CONTENT,
BY SCHOOL LEVEL (ELEMENTARY VS. SECONDARY)

Mean Diff

(Elem - Sec)  Std Error t

Content of the subject(s) taught as a top priority for

further professional development -0.0386 0.0073 -5.31 0.000

*Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)  ***Difference is significant (p<.001)
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TABLE 77. TOP PRIORITIES FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT -
STUDENT DISCIPLINE AND CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT BY SCHOOL URBANICITY

(1-LARGE TOWN/CENTRAL “"URBAN", 2-URBAN FRINGE “SUBURBAN", 3-SMALL TOWN/RURAL)
(Percentage of teachers ranking Student discipline and classroom management as the top priority for further
professional development)

Percent ranking this topic the

School Level top priority Standard Error’ 95% Confidence Interval
Urban 21.6% 0.0095 0.197 0.235
Suburban 18.4% 0.0068 0.170 0.197
Rural 20.5% 0.0089 0.187 0.222

1 Standard errors have not been converted to percentages

TABLE 78. DIFFERENCE IN TOP PRIORITIES FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT -
STUDENT DISCIPLINE AND CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT BY SCHOOL URBANICITY
(1-LARGE TOWN/CENTRAL “URBAN", 2-URBAN FRINGE “SUBURBAN", 3-SMALL TOWN/RURAL)

Mean Diff

Student discipline/
classroom
management as

a top priority for
further professional
development

Urbanicity (A)

Urbanicity (B)

(A-B)

Std Error

t

1) Urban 2) Suburban 0.0325** 0.0114 2.86 0.005
1) Urban 3) Rural 0.0117 0.0136 0.86 0.393
2) Suburban 3) Rural -0.0207 0.0111 -1.87 0.066

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01) ***Difference is significant (p<.001)

TABLE 79. TOP PRIORITIES FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT -

TEACHING LEP STUDENTS BY SCHOOL URBANICITY
(1-LARGE TOWN/CENTRAL “URBAN", 2-URBAN FRINGE “SUBURBAN", 3-SMALL TOWN/RURAL
(Percentage of teachers ranking Teaching limited-English proficient students as the top priority for further
professional development)

Percent ranking this topic the

School Level top priority Standard Error’ 95% Confidence Interval
Urban 9.3% 0.0066 0.080 0.106
Suburban 4.9% 0.0047 0.039 0.058
Rural 3.2% 0.0062 0.020 0.044

1 Standard errors have not been converted to percentages

TABLE 80. DIFFERENCE IN TOP PRIORITIES FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT -
TEACHING LEP STUDENTS BY SCHOOL URBANICITY
(1-LARGE TOWN/CENTRAL “URBAN", 2-URBAN FRINGE “SUBURBAN", 3-SMALL TOWN/RURAL)

Mean Diff
(A-B)

Urbanicity (A)

Urbanicity (B) Std Error t

Teaching LEP students | 1) Urban 2) Suburban 0.0441*** 0.0080 5.49 0.000
as a top priority for 1) Urban 3) Rural 0.0610** | 0.0091 |6.69 0.000
further professional

development 2) Suburban 3) Rural 0.0169* 0.0079 2.13 0.036

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01) ***Difference is significant (p<.001)
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TABLE 81. TOP PRIORITIES FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT -
CONTENT BY SCHOOL URBANICITY

(1-LARGE TOWN/CENTRAL “URBAN", 2-URBAN FRINGE “SUBURBAN", 3-SMALL TOWN/RURAL)
(Percentage of teachers ranking Content of the subject(s) taught as the top priority for further
professional development)

Percent ranking this topic the

School Level top priority Standard Error’ 95% Confidence Interval
Urban 18.1% 0.0090 0.163 0.199
Suburban 22.3% 0.0060 0.212 0.235
Rural 24.5% 0.0077 0.229 0.260

1 Standard errors have not been converted to percentages

TABLE 82. DIFFERENCE IN TOP PRIORITIES FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT -
CONTENT BY SCHOOL URBANICITY
(1-LARGE TOWN/CENTRAL “"URBAN", 2-URBAN FRINGE “SUBURBAN", 3-SMALL TOWN/RURAL)

Mean Diff
Urbanicity (A) Urbanicity (B) (A-B) Std Error t
Content of the 1) Urban 2)Suburban | -0.0429**  [0.0107  |[-4.02 0.000
subject(s) taught 1) Urban 3) Rural 0.0610** |0.0114 |-5.62 0.000
as a top priority for
further professional | ) gupyrban | 3) Rural 0.0169* 0.0106  [-1.99 0.049
development

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01) ***Difference is significant (p<.001)

TABLE 83. TOP PRIORITIES FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT — STUDENT DISCIPLINE
AND CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT BY SCHOOL MINORITY ENROLLMENT

Percent Minority Percent ranking this topic

Enroliment the top priority Standard Error! 95% Confidence Interval
1) <5.6% 16.8% 0.0117 0.145 0.192
2) 5.6-16.2% 14.7% 0.0081 0.131 0.164
3) 16.2-37.6% 18.1% 0.0078 0.165 0.196
4) 37.6-78.0% 22.8% 0.0100 0.208 0.248
5) >78.0% 22.8% 0.0124 0.203 0.253

"Standard errors have not been converted to percentages
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TABLE 84. DIFFERENCES IN TOP PRIORITIES FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT -
STUDENT DISCIPLINE AND CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT BY SCHOOL MINORITY ENROLLMENT

Percent
Minority
Enroliment (B)

Mean Diff  Std
(A-B) Error

Percent Minority
Enroliment (A)

Student discipline 1) <5.6% 2)5.6-16.2% | 0.0209 00138 [151 |0.135
and classroom 1) <5.6% 3)16.2-37.6% |-0.0123 00149 |-082 [0412
;“f::gf::ﬁ:‘; fosr 1) <5.6% 4)37.6-78.0% |-0.0597** [0.0162 [-3.69 [0.000
further professional | 1) <5.6% 5) >78.0% -0.0597* |0.0167 |-3.58 |0.001
development 2) 5.6-16.2% 3)16.2-37.6% |-0.0331* |0.0122 [-272 |0.008
2) 5.6-16.2% 4)37.6-78.0% |-0.0806** |0.0133 |-6.04 |0.000
2) 5.6-16.2% 5) >78.0% -0.0806™* |0.0144 |-5.60 |0.000
3)16.2-37.6% | 4)44.6-77.0% |-0.0474** |0.0119 |-3.97 |0.000
3)16.2-37.6% | 5) >78.0% 0.0474* |0.0145 |-327 |0.002
4)37.6-78.0% | 5)>78.0% -0.0000 00161 |-0.00 [1.000

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)

***Difference is significant (p<.001)

TABLE 85. TOP PRIORITIES FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT — TEACHING LEP STUDENTS
BY SCHOOL MINORITY ENROLLMENT

Percent Minority

Percent ranking this topic

Enrollment the top priority Standard Error’ 95% Confidence Interval
1) <5.6% 1.1% 0.0055 -0.000 0.022
2) 5.6-16.2% 1.9% 0.0034 0.013 0.026
3) 16.2-37.6% 3.6% 0.0047 0.027 0.046
4) 37.6-78.0% 7.0% 0.0077 0.055 0.086
5) >78.0% 11.1% 0.0096 0.093 0.131

1 Standard errors have not been converted to percentages

TABLE 86. DIFFERENCES IN TOP PRIORITIES FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT -
TEACHING LEP STUDENTS BY SCHOOL MINORITY ENROLLMENT

Percent
Minority
Enroliment (B)

Mean Diff Std
(A-B) Error

Percent Minority
Enroliment (A)

Teaching LEP students | 1) <5.6% 2)5.6-162%  |-0.0086 0.0064 |[-1.36 [0.178
as a top priority for 1) <5.6% 3)16.2-37.6% |-0.0253* [0.0079 |-3.21 |0.002
L‘g:f;p‘:;‘::fs'°"a' 1) <5.6% 4)37.6-78.0% |-0.0594** [0.0093 [-6.41 |[0.000
1) <5.6% 5) >78.0% -0.1009*** [0.0106 |-9.56 [0.000
2) 5.6-16.2% 3)16.2-37.6% |-0.0167** [0.0060 |-2.78 [0.007
2) 5.6-16.2% 4)37.6-78.0% |-0.0507*** |0.0084 [-6.01 |0.000
2) 5.6-16.2% 5) >78.0% -0.0923** [0.0108 |-8.58 [0.000
3)16.2-37.6% | 4)44.6-77.0% [-0.0341* [0.0095 |-3.60 |0.001
3)16.2-37.6% | 5)>78.0% -0.0756** [0.0106 |-7.12 [0.000
4)37.6-78.0% | 5)>78.0% -0.0415** [0.0114 |-3.63 [0.000

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)

***Difference is significant (p<.001)
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TABLE 87. TOP PRIORITIES FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT — CONTENT OF THE
SUBJECT(S) TAUGHT BY SCHOOL MINORITY ENROLLMENT

Percent Minority Percent ranking this topic

Enroliment the top priority Standard Error' 95% Confidence Interval
1) <5.6% 27.2% 0.0096 0.253 0.291
2) 5.6-16.2% 25.4% 0.0100 0.234 0.273
3) 16.2-37.6% 23.3% 0.0091 0.214 0.251
4) 37.6-78.0% 20.0% 0.0097 0.180 0.219
5) >78.0% 16.3% 0.0077 0.148 0.179

1 Standard errors have not been converted to percentages

TABLE 88. DIFFERENCES IN TOP PRIORITIES FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT -
CONTENT OF THE SUBJECT(S) TAUGHT BY SCHOOL MINORITY ENROLLMENT

Percent
Percent Minority Minority Mean Diff
Enroliment (A) Enroliment (B) (A-B)
Content of the 1) <5.6% 2)5.6-162%  |0.0183 0.0143 |[1.28 0.202
subject(s) taught 1) <5.6% 3)16.2-37.6% [0.0395**  |0.0140 [2.82  |0.006
?:nah:"rppf;'f‘;:;’i’;:;l 1) <5.6% 4)37.6-78.0% |0.0722** |0.0140 [5.16  [0.000
development 1) <5.6% 5) >78.0% 0.1087** [0.0129 [8.40 0.000
2) 5.6-16.2% 3) 16.2-37.6% | 0.0212 0.0125 [1.70 0.093
2) 5.6-16.2% 4)37.6-78.0% |0.0539** [0.0141 |[3.83 0.000
2) 5.6-16.2% 5) >78.0% 0.0904** [0.0130 |[6.93 0.000
3)16.2-37.6% | 4)44.6-77.0% |0.0327* 0.0126 [2.59 0.011
3)16.2-37.6% | 5)>78.0% 0.0692*** |0.0114 |6.06 0.000
4)37.6-78.0%  |5)>78.0% 0.0365* |0.0117 |3.13 0.002

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01) ***Difference is significant (p<.001)

TABLE 89. TOP PRIORITIES FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT - STUDENT DISCIPLINE
AND CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT BY SCHOOL POVERTY (PERCENT OF STUDENTS
ENROLLED IN THE FREE AND REDUCED LUNCH PROGRAM - FRL)

Percent FRL Percent ranking this topic

Enroliment the top priority Standard Error’ 95% Confidence Interval
1) <20.0% 14.5% 0.0061 0.133 0.157
2) 20.0-37.96% 18.7% 0.0077 0.172 0.202
3) 37.96-58.02% 20.9% 0.0075 0.194 0.224
4) >58.02% 24.1% 0.0111 0.219 0.263

1 Standard errors have not been converted to percentages
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TABLE 90. DIFFERENCES IN TOP PRIORITIES FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT -
STUDENT DISCIPLINE AND CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT BY SCHOOL POVERTY (PERCENT
OF STUDENTS ENROLLED IN THE FREE AND REDUCED LUNCH PROGRAM - FRL)

Student Discipline and
Classroom Management
as a top priority for further
professional development

Percent FRL Percent FRL Mean Diff Std

Enroliment (A) Enrollment (B) (A-B) Error t P>|t|

1) <20.0% 2) 20.0-37.96% |-0.0423*** |0.0098 -4.32 0.000
3) 37.96-

0, | *kk |

1) <20.0% 58.02% 0.0640 0.0092 6.92 0.000

1) <20.0% 4) >58.02% -0.0961*** 10.0123 -7.81 0.000
3) 37.96-

- o - * -
2)20.0-37.96% 58.02% 0.0217 0.0108 2.02 0.047
2) 20.0-37.96% | 4) >58.02% -0.0538*** (0.0117 -4.62 0.000
3) 37.96-58.02% | 4) >58.02% -0.0321* 0.0137 -2.34 0.022

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01) ***Difference is significant (p<.001)

TABLE 91. TOP PRIORITIES FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT -
TEACHING LEP STUDENTS BY SCHOOL POVERTY (PERCENT OF STUDENTS ENROLLED
IN THE FREE AND REDUCED LUNCH PROGRAM - FRL)

Percent FRL

Percent ranking this topic

Enroliment the top priority Standard Error! 95% Confidence Interval
1) <20.0% 3.0% 0.0037 0.023 0.038
2) 20.0-37.96% 3.5% 0.0045 0.026 0.044
3) 37.96-58.02% 4.5% 0.0049 0.036 0.055
4) >58.02% 10.9% 0.0097 0.089 0.128

1 Standard errors have not been converted to percentages

TABLE 92. DIFFERENCES IN TOP PRIORITIES FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT -
TEACHING LEP STUDENTS BY SCHOOL POVERTY (PERCENT OF STUDENTS ENROLLED
IN THE FREE AND REDUCED LUNCH PROGRAM - FRL)

Percent FRL Percent FRL Mean Diff Std

Enroliment (A) Enroliment (B) (A-B) Error t P>|t]
Teaching LEP students | 1) <20.0% 2) 20.0-37.96% |-0.0050 0.0058 -0.86 0.394
as a top priority for 3) 37.96-
further professiona| 1) <20.0% 58.02% -0.0151* 0.0065 -2.33 0.022
development

1) <20.0% 4) >58.02% -0.0784*** 0.0102 -7.70 0.000

3) 37.96-
- o - -

2) 20.0-37.96% 58.02% 0.0101 0.0065 1.55 0.124

2) 20.0-37.96% | 4) >58.02% -0.0734*** 0.0111 -6.62 0.000

3) 37.96-58.02% | 4) >58.02% -0.0633*** 0.0106 -5.97 0.000

***Difference is significant (p<.001)
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TABLE 93. TOP PRIORITIES FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT -
USES OF TECHNOLOGY IN INSTRUCTION BY SCHOOL POVERTY (PERCENT OF STUDENTS
ENROLLED IN THE FREE AND REDUCED LUNCH PROGRAM - FRL)

Percent FRL Percent ranking this topic

Enrollment the top priority Standard Error! 95% Confidence Interval
1) <20.0% 14.5% 0.0070 0.131 0.159
2) 20.0-37.96% 13.6% 0.0063 0.123 0.148
3) 37.96-58.02% 12.9% 0.0063 0.117 0.142
4) >58.02% 11.0% 0.0062 0.098 0.122

1 Standard errors have not been converted to percentages

TABLE 94. DIFFERENCES IN TOP PRIORITIES FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT —
USES OF TECHNOLOGY IN INSTRUCTION BY SCHOOL POVERTY (PERCENT OF STUDENTS
ENROLLED IN THE FREE AND REDUCED LUNCH PROGRAM - FRL)

Percent FRL Percent FRL Mean Diff Std

Enroliment (A) Enroliment (B) (A-B) Error t P>| t]
Uses of technology 1) <20.0% 2) 20.0-37.96% |0.0095 0.0089 |1.06 0.290
in instruction as 1) <20.0% 3) 37.96-58.02% [ 0.0158 0.0087 |1.82 0.072
a top priority for
further professional 1) <20.0% 4) >58.02% 0.0352*** 0.0086 |4.08 0.000
development 2) 20.0-37.96% | 3)37.96-58.02% | 0.0063 0.0084 |0.75 0.453
2) 20.0-37.96% | 4) >58.02% 0.0257** 0.0089 |2.89 0.005
3) 37.96-58.02% |4) >58.02% 0.0194* 0.0083 |2.33 0.022

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01) ***Difference is significant (p<.001)

TABLE 95. TOP PRIORITIES FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT -
CONTENT OF THE SUBJECT(S) TAUGHT BY SCHOOL POVERTY (PERCENT OF STUDENTS
ENROLLED IN THE FREE AND REDUCED LUNCH PROGRAM - FRL)

Percent FRL Percent ranking this topic

Enrollment the top priority Standard Error! 95% Confidence Interval
1) <20.0% 26.5% 0.0095 0.246 0.284
2) 20.0-37.96% 23.3% 0.0096 0.214 0.252
3) 37.96-58.02% 21.2% 0.0073 0.197 0.226
4) >58.02% 16.3% 0.0085 0.146 0.180

1 Standard errors have not been converted to percentages

TABLE 96. DIFFERENCES IN TOP PRIORITIES FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT -
CONTENT OF THE SUBJECT(S) TAUGHT BY SCHOOL POVERTY (PERCENT OF STUDENTS
ENROLLED IN THE FREE AND REDUCED LUNCH PROGRAM - FRL)

Percent FRL Percent FRL Mean Diff Std

Enrollment (A) Enroliment (B) (A-B) Error t P>| t]
Content of the subject(s) | 1) <20.0% 2) 20.0-37.96% |0.0318* 00130 [244  |0.017
taught as a top priority  [4) .5 g, 3) 37.96-58.02% | 0.0531*** 0.0121 |4.38  [0.000
for further professional S 5 -
development 1) <20.0% 4) >58.02% 0.1022 00137 |7.44  [0.000
2)20.0-37.96% | 3)37.96-58.02% | 0.0213 00119 [1.80 [0.076
2)20.0-37.96% | 4)>58.02% 0.0704*** 00126 [557  |0.000
3) 37.96-58.02% |4) >58.02% 0.0491%** 00114 |4.32  [0.000

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01) ***Difference is significant (p<.001)
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TABLE 97. TOP PRIORITIES FOR FURTHER PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT -
STUDENT DISCIPLINE AND CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT BY SCHOOL LEP
(LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT) ENROLLMENT

Percent LEP Percent ranking this topic

Enrollment the top priority Standard Error'  95% Confidence Interval
1) 0% 21.0% 0.0062 0.197 0.222
2) 0.0-2.5% 21.8% 0.0112 0.196 0.241
3) 2.5-5% 20.6% 0.0165 0.173 0.239
4) 5-10% 19.9% 0.0152 0.169 0.230
5) >10% 17.1% 0.0078 0.156 0.187

1 Standard errors have not been converted to percentages

TABLE 98. DIFFERENCES IN TOP PRIORITIES FOR FURTHER PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT -

STUDENT DISCIPLINE AND CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT BY SCHOOL LEP

(LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT) ENROLLMENT

Percent LEP Percent LEP Mean Diff Std
Enroliment (A) Enroliment (B) (A-B) Error t P>| t|
Student discipline and 1) 0% 2) 0.0-2.5% -0.0086 0.0130 [-0.66 0.510
classroom_ma_magement 1) 0% 3) 2.5-5% 0.0035 0.0180 [0.19 0.846
:f:; ::;g;:rggvt’lgg‘:::{ 1) 0% 4) 5-10% 0.0103 00152 |0.68 |0.500
1) 0% 5)>10% 0.0384*** 10.0092 |4.16 0.000
2)0.0-2.5% 3) 2.5-5% 0.0121 0.0190 [0.64 0.525
2)0.0-2.5% 4) 5-10% 0.0190 0.0167 1.14 0.258
2)0.0-2.5% 5)>10% 0.0470** 0.0135 [3.49 0.001
3) 2.5-5% 4)5-10% 0.0068 0.0232 [0.29 0.769
3) 2.5-5% 5)>10% 0.0349 0.0176 1.98 0.050
4) 5-10% 5)>10% 0.0281 0.0162 1.73 0.087

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01) ***Difference is significant (p<.001)

TABLE 99. TOP PRIORITIES FOR FURTHER PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT -

TEACHING STUDENTS WITH SPECIAL NEEDS BY SCHOOL LEP
(LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT) ENROLLMENT

Percent LEP

Percent ranking this topic the

Enrollment top priority Standard Error'  95% Confidence Interval
1) 0% 12.9% 0.0055 0.118 0.140
2) 0.0-2.5% 7.6% 0.0084 0.060 0.093
3) 2.5-5% 9.6% 0.0106 0.075 0.117
4) 5-10% 12.3% 0.0131 0.097 0.149
5) >10% 21.9% 0.0087 0.202 0.236

1 Standard errors have not been converted to percentages
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TABLE 100. DIFFERENCES IN TOP PRIORITIES FOR FURTHER PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT -

TEACHING STUDENTS WITH SPECIAL NEEDS BY SCHOOL LEP
(LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT) ENROLLMENT

Teaching students

Percent LEP

Percent LEP

Mean Diff Std

with special needs

as a top priority for

further professional
development

Enroliment (A) Enroliment (B) (A-B) Error t P>|t]
1) 0% 2)0.0-2.5% 0.0528*** [0.0110 4.80 0.000
1) 0% 3) 2.5-5% 0.0335** 0.0125 2.68 0.009
1) 0% 4) 5-10% 0.0066 0.0139 0.47 0.639
1) 0% 5)>10% -0.0897*** | 0.0101 -8.84 0.000
2) 0.0-2.5% 3) 2.5-5% -0.0193 0.0134 -1.45 0.152
2) 0.0-2.5% 4) 5-10% -0.0463** | 0.0151 -3.06 0.003
2)0.0-2.5% 5)>10% -0.1426*** | 0.0133 -10.72 [ 0.000
3)2.5-5% 4) 5-10% -0.0270 0.0173 -1.56 0.123
3) 2.5-5% 5) >10% -0.1233** [0.0139 -8.86 0.000
4) 5-10% 5)>10% -0.0963*** |0.0158 -6.09 0.000

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)

TABLE 101. TOP PRIORITIES FOR FURTHER PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT - TEACHING LEP

***Difference is significant (p<.001)

STUDENTS BY SCHOOL LEP (LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT) ENROLLMENT

Percent LEP

Percent ranking this topic the

Enroliment top priority Standard Error’ 95% Confidence Interval
1) 0% 1.4% 0.0019 0.010 0.018
2) 0.0-2.5% 2.2% 0.0041 0.014 0.030
3) 2.5-5% 2.7% 0.0058 0.015 0.038
4) 5-10% 4.7% 0.0107 0.026 0.069
5) >10% 12.9% 0.0078 0.114 0.145

1 Standard errors have not been converted to percentages

TABLE 102. DIFFERENCES IN TOP PRIORITIES FOR FURTHER PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT -
TEACHING LEP STUDENTS BY SCHOOL LEP (LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT) ENROLLMENT

Teaching LEP students

as a top priority for

further professional

development

Percent LEP Percent LEP Mean Diff

Enroliment (A) Enroliment (B) (A-B)

1) 0% 2)0.0-2.5% -0.0080 0.0046 [-1.76 0.082
1) 0% 3) 2.5-5% -0.0123 0.0060 [-2.05 0.044
1) 0% 4) 5-10% -0.0331** 0.0109 [-3.04 0.003
1) 0% 5)>10% -0.1151** 0.0079 [-14.57 |[0.000
2) 0.0-2.5% 3) 2.5-5% -0.0043 0.0068 |[-0.63 0.528
2) 0.0-2.5% 4) 5-10% -0.0251* 0.0118 [-2.12 0.037
2) 0.0-2.5% 5)>10% -0.1070*** 0.0091 [-11.81 |[0.000
3) 2.5-5% 4) 5-10% -0.0208 0.0120 [-1.74 0.086
3) 2.5-5% 5) >10% -0.1028*** 0.0090 ([-11.47 |[0.000
4) 5-10% 5)>10% -0.0819*** 0.0117 |-7.01 0.000

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)
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TABLE 103. TOP PRIORITIES FOR FURTHER PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT - USE OF
TECHNOLOGY IN INSTRUCTION BY SCHOOL LEP (LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT) ENROLLMENT

Percent LEP Percent ranking this topic

Enrollment the top priority Standard Error’ 95% Confidence Interval
1) 0% 14.3% 0.0043 0.134 0.152
2) 0.0-2.5% 16.2% 0.0114 0.139 0.185
3) 2.5-5% 14.0% 0.0133 0.114 0.166
4) 5-10% 14.7% 0.0142 0.119 0.175
5) >10% 9.8% 0.0056 0.086 0.109

1 Standard errors have not been converted to percentages

TABLE 104. DIFFERENCES IN TOP PRIORITIES FOR FURTHER PROFESSIONAL
DEVELOPMENT - USE OF TECHNOLOGY IN INSTRUCTION BY SCHOOL LEP
(LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT) ENROLLMENT

Percent LEP Percent LEP Mean Diff Std
Enrollment (A) Enrollment (B) (A-B) Error t P>| t|
Use of technology 1) 0% 2) 0.0-2.5% -0.019 0.012 |-160 [0.114
in instruction as 1) 0% 3) 2.5-5% 0.003 0.014 0.21 0.831
futr‘t’l'f e':"::::;'sfs"i'; - 1) 0% 4)5-10% -0.004 0014 |-030 [0.763
development 1) 0% 5) >10% 0.045%** 0.006 |7.05 0.000
2) 0.0-2.5% 3) 2.5-5% 0.022 0.017 1.30 0.197
2) 0.0-2.5% 4)5-10% 0.015 0.018  |0.83 0.410
2) 0.0-2.5% 5)>10% 0.064*** 0.013  |4.91 0.000
3) 2.5-5% 4)5-10% -0.007 0.018  |-0.40 |0.687
3) 2.5-5% 5)>10% 0.042** 0.014 [2.96 0.004
4) 5-10% 5)>10% 0.050%** 0.014 |3.44 0.001

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)

***Difference is significant (p<.001)

TABLE 105. TOP PRIORITIES FOR FURTHER PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT — CONTENT OF
THE SUBJECT(S) TAUGHT BY SCHOOL LEP (LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT) ENROLLMENT

Percent LEP Percent ranking this topic the

Enroliment top priority Standard Error’ 95% Confidence Interval
1) 0% 24.0% 0.0056 0.229 0.251
2) 0.0-2.5% 26.2% 0.0117 0.238 0.285
3) 2.5-5% 24.4% 0.0166 0.211 0.277
4) 5-10% 20.6% 0.0125 0.181 0.231
5) >10% 17.0% 0.0082 0.154 0.187

1Standard errors have not been converted to percentages
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TABLE 106. DIFFERENCES IN TOP PRIORITIES FOR FURTHER PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT-
CONTENT OF THE SUBJECT(S) TAUGHT BY SCHOOL LEP
(LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT) ENROLLMENT

Percent LEP Percent LEP Mean Diff Std
Enrollment (A) Enrollment (B) (A-B) Error t P>|t|
Content of the subject(s) | 1) 0% 2)0.0-2.5% -0.0218 0.0132 |[-1.64 0.104
taught as a top priority | 1) g9, 3) 2.5-5% -0.0045 0.0174 |-026 |0.798
L‘:Vf:lgsrenref‘:°fess'°"a' 1) 0% 4) 5-10% 0.0340 00134 |254 |0.013
1) 0% 5)>10% 0.0695*** 0.0095 (7.29 0.000
2)0.0-2.5% 3) 2.5-5% 0.0173 0.0194 |0.89 0.376
2) 0.0-2.5% 4) 5-10% 0.0558** 0.0158 |3.53 0.001
2)0.0-2.5% 5)>10% 0.0913*** 0.0158 |[5.79 0.000
3) 2.5-5% 4) 5-10% 0.0385 0.0194 |1.98 0.051
3) 2.5-5% 5) >10% 0.0740*** 0.0171 ]4.32 0.000
4) 5-10% 5)>10% 0.0355* 0.0148 |2.40 0.019

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)

***Difference is significant (p<.001)

TABLE 107. TOP PRIORITIES FOR FURTHER PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT -
METHODS OF TEACHING BY SCHOOL LEP (LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT) ENROLLMENT

Percent LEP

Percent ranking this topic the

Enrollment top priority Standard Error'  95% Confidence Interval
1) 0% 11.0% 0.0044 0.101 0.119
2) 0.0-2.5% 12.3% 0.0094 0.104 0.141
3) 2.5-5% 11.8% 0.0113 0.095 0.140
4) 5-10% 12.2% 0.0116 0.099 0.145
5) >10% 8.1% 0.0051 0.071 0.091

1 Standard errors have not been converted to percentages

TABLE 108. DIFFERENCES IN TOP PRIORITIES FOR FURTHER PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT -
METHODS OF TEACHING TAUGHT BY SCHOOL LEP

Methods of teaching
as a top priority for
further professional
development

(LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT) ENROLLMENT

Percent LEP Percent LEP Mean Diff

Enroliment (A) Enroliment (B) (A-B) Std Error t P>| t]
1) 0% 2)0.0-2.5% -0.0122 0.0103 -1.19 0.239
1) 0% 3) 2.5-5% -0.0075 0.0125 -0.60 0.549
1) 0% 4) 5-10% -0.0115 0.0124 -0.92 0.358
1) 0% 5) >10% 0.0291*** 0.0059 |4.94 0.000
2)0.0-2.5% 3) 2.5-5% 0.0047 0.0160 0.29 0.769
2)0.0-2.5% 4) 5-10% 0.0008 0.0146 0.05 0.958
2)0.0-2.5% 5)>10% 0.0413*** 0.0104 3.96 0.000
3) 2.5-5% 4) 5-10% -0.0039 0.0161 -0.24 0.808
3) 2.5-5% 5)>10% 0.0366** 0.0130 2.82 0.006
4) 5-10% 5) >10% 0.0405** 0.0129 3.13 0.002

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)
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TABLE 109. TOP PRIORITIES FOR FURTHER PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT - STUDENT
DISCIPLINE AND CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT BY YEARS OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Years of Teaching Percent ranking this topic the

Experience top priority Standard Error! 95% Confidence Interval
1) 2 years or less 33.3% 0.0110 0.311 0.355
2) 3-5years 23.2% 0.0117 0.209 0.256
3) 6-10 years 17.2% 0.0086 0.155 0.189
4) 11-20 years 15.0% 0.0070 0.137 0.164
5) 21 years+ 16.4% 0.0084 0.147 0.180

1 Standard errors have not been converted to percentages

TABLE 110. DIFFERENCES IN TOP PRIORITIES FOR FURTHER PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT -
STUDENT DISCIPLINE AND CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT
BY YEARS OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Years Teaching Years Teaching Mean Diff Std

Experience (A) Experience (B) (A-B) Error

Student disciplineand | 1) 2yearsor |, 5 5 000 [0 1005 0.0156 [6.43 |0.000

classroom management | less

as a top priority for

further professional ﬂe)s 32 yearsor 13y 6-10years |0.1610%* 0.0136 |11.85 |0.000

development 1) 2 years or
less y 4) 11-20 years |0.1825*** 0.0137 [13.28 |0.000
|1 e)s 32 yearsor 124 years+ 0.1693*** 0.0124 |13.63 |0.000
2) 3-5years 3) 6-10 years 0.0605*** 0.0134 |4.53 0.000
2) 3-5years 4) 11-20 years |0.0820*** 0.0121 |6.78 0.000
2) 3-5years 5) 21 years+ 0.0688*** 0.0133 |[5.17 0.000
3) 6-10 years 4) 11-20 years |0.0215* 0.0103 |2.08 0.040
3) 6-10 years 5) 21 years+ 0.0084 0.0117 |[0.71 0.477
4) 11-20 years 5) 21 years+ -0.0131 0.0104 [-1.26 0.211

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01) ***Difference is significant (p<.001)

TABLE 111. TOP PRIORITIES FOR FURTHER PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT - STUDENT
DISCIPLINE AND CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT BY YEARS OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Years of Teaching Percent ranking this topic the

Experience top priority Standard Error'  95% Confidence Interval
1) 2 years or less 6.2% 0.0085 0.045 0.079
2) 3-5years 9.2% 0.0058 0.080 0.103
3) 6-10 years 12.3% 0.0083 0.107 0.140
4) 11-20 years 15.7% 0.0073 0.143 0.172
5) 21 years+ 17.3% 0.0094 0.155 0.192

1 Standard errors have not been converted to percentages
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TABLE 112. DIFFERENCES IN TOP PRIORITIES FOR FURTHER PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT -
STUDENT DISCIPLINE AND CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT BY YEARS OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Student discipline and
classroom management
as a top priority for
further professional
development

Years Teaching Years Teaching Mean Diff Std

Experience (A) Experience (B) (A-B) Error t P>|t|
ﬂe)s 32 yearsor 15y 3.5years  |-0.0294* 0.0108 |-2.71 |0.008
ﬂe)s 52 yearsor 13y 6-10years |-0.0611** 0.0117 |-521 |0.000
ﬂe)s 32 yearsor 14 1420 years |-0.0948"*  |0.0108 [-8.81 |0.000
ﬂe)s 52 yearsor 124 years+ -0.1109** 0.0128 |-8.66 |0.000
2) 3-5years 3) 6-10 years |-0.0317** 0.0099 [-3.20 [0.002
2) 3-5years 4) 11-20 years |-0.0655*** 0.0094 |[-6.96 [0.000
2) 3-5years 5) 21 years+ -0.0815*** 0.01M11 |[-7.34 0.000
3) 6-10years  |4) 11-20 years |-0.0338* 0.0109 [-3.11 [0.003
3) 6-10years  |5) 21years+ |-0.0498**  |0.0124 |[-4.03 [0.000
4) 11-20 years |5) 21years+ |-0.0161 00123 [-1.31 [0.193

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)

***Difference is significant (p<.001)

TABLE 113. TOP PRIORITIES FOR FURTHER PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT -
CONTENT OF THE SUBJECT(S) TAUGHT BY YEARS OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Years of Teaching

Percent ranking this topic the

Experience top priority Standard Error'  95% Confidence Interval
1) 2 years or less 15.3% 0.010 0.134 0.173
2) 3-5years 17.1% 0.009 0.152 0.190
3) 6-10 years 22.9% 0.010 0.209 0.249
4) 11-20 years 23.8% 0.009 0.221 0.256
5) 21 years+ 25.0% 0.009 0.232 0.269

1 Standard errors have not been converted to percentages

TABLE 114. DIFFERENCES IN TOP PRIORITIES FOR FURTHER PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT -
CONTENT OF THE SUBJECT(S) TAUGHT BY YEARS BY YEARS OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Content of the subject(s)
taught as a top priority
for further professional
development

Years Teaching Years Teaching Mean Diff Std

Experience (A) Experience (B) (A-B) Error t P>| t|
IL)SSZ yearsor 1oy 3.5years  |-0.0176 0.0132 |-1.33 |0.187
ﬂe)ssz yearsor 13y g.10years |-0.0754*** 0.0133 |-569 |0.000
IL)SSZ yearsor 14y 1120 years |-0.0849*** 0.0144 |-5.89 |0.000
ﬂe)s 82 yearsor 151 years+ -0.0969*** 0.0139 |-7.00 |0.000
2) 3-5 years 3) 6-10years |-0.0578"*  [0.0125 |-4.61 |0.000
2) 3-5 years 4) 1120 years |-0.0673**  [0.0122 |-5.54 {0.000
2) 3-5 years 5) 21years+ |-0.0793**  [0.0128 [-6.21 {0.000
3) 6-10 years  |4) 11-20 years |-0.0095 0.0133 [-0.72 [0.476
3) 6-10 years 5) 21 years+ -0.0215 0.0147 |-1.46 0.148
4) 11-20 years |5) 21years+ |-0.0120 0.0133 [-0.91 [0.368

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)
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***Difference is significant (p<.001)




TABLE 115. TOP PRIORITIES FOR FURTHER PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT - CONTENT
STANDARDS IN THE SUBJECT(S) TAUGHT BY YEARS OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Years of Teaching

Percent ranking this topic the

Experience top priority Standard Error’ 95% Confidence Interval
1) 2 years or less 4.7% 0.0047 0.037 0.056
2) 3-5years 6.4% 0.0058 0.052 0.075
3) 6-10 years 9.2% 0.0068 0.078 0.106
4) 11-20 years 9.7% 0.0057 0.086 0.109
5) 21 years+ 9.7% 0.0051 0.087 0.107

1 Standard errors have not been converted to percentages

TABLE 116. DIFFERENCES IN TOP PRIORITIES FOR FURTHER PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT-
CONTENT STANDARDS IN THE SUBJECT(S) TAUGHT BY YEARS
BY YEARS OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Content standards in
the subject(s) taught
as a top priority for
further professional
development

Years Teaching Years Teaching Mean Diff

Experience (A) Experience (B) (A-B)

ﬂe)s 32 yearsor 19y 3.5years  |-0.0170* 0.0067 |-2.55 |0.013
IL)S 32 years or 3) 6-10 years | -0.0454*** 0.0081 |-559 |0.000
ﬂe)s 82 yearsor 14y 1120 years |-0.0506™*  |0.0069 |-7.38 |0.000
ﬂe)s 32 yearsor 124 years+ -0.0504*** 0.0070 |-7.15 |0.000
2) 3-5 years 3) 6-10 years | -0.0284** 0.0084 |-3.39 |0.001
2) 3-5years 4) 11-20 years |-0.0337**  [0.0081 [-4.16 |0.000
2) 3-5 years 5) 21years+ |-0.0334**  [0.0083 |-4.04 |0.000
3) 6-10years | 4) 11-20 years |-0.0053 0.0091 |-0.58 |0.566
3) 6-10 years  |5) 21years+ |-0.0050 0.0083 |-0.60 |0.548
4) 11-20years |5) 21years+ |0.0003 0.0073 [0.04 |0.970

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01)

***Difference is significant (p<.001)

TABLE 117. TOP PRIORITIES FOR FURTHER PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT -

CONTENT STANDARDS IN THE SUBJECT(S) TAUGHT BY YEARS OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Years of Teaching

Percent ranking this topic the

Experience top priority Standard Error! 95% Confidence Interval
1) 2 years or less 12.1% 0.0082 0.105 0.137
2) 3-5years 12.6% 0.0074 0.112 0.141
3) 6-10 years 11.2% 0.0071 0.098 0.126
4) 11-20 years 9.6% 0.0064 0.083 0.109
5) 21 years+ 7.3% 0.0063 0.061 0.086

1 Standard errors have not been converted to percentages
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TABLE 118. DIFFERENCES IN TOP PRIORITIES FOR FURTHER PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT -
CONTENT STANDARDS IN THE SUBJECT(S) TAUGHT BY YEARS
BY YEARS OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Mean Diff Std

Years Teaching

Years Teaching

Experience (A) Experience (B) (A-B) Error

Content standards in 1) 2 years or ) ) )

the subject(s) taught less 2) 3-5years 0.0052 0.0108 (-0.48 ]0.629

as a top priority for

further professional IL)SSZ yearsor —13) 6-10 years |0.0094 0.0108 |0.87 |0.387

development 1) 2 years or
less y 4) 11-20 years |0.0251* 0.0114 [2.20 0.031
1) 2yearsor 121 years+ 0.0476™*  |0.0097 |4.91 |0.000
2) 3-5years 3) 6-10 years 0.0146 0.0104 |1.41 0.162
2) 3-5years 4) 11-20 years |0.0304** 0.0098 |3.11 0.003
2) 3-5years 5) 21 years+ 0.0529*** 0.0102 [5.18 0.000
3) 6-10 years 4) 11-20 years |0.0157 0.0088 [1.79 0.077
3) 6-10 years 5) 21 years+ 0.0382*** 0.0093 ([4.13 0.000
4) 11-20 years 5) 21 years+ 0.0225* 0.0097 |2.32 0.023

* Difference is significant (p<.05) **Difference is significant (p<.01) ***Difference is significant (p<.001)

TABLE 119. PARTICIPATION IN INDUCTION PROGRAMS BY CERTIFICATION CONTENT AREA
(Percent beginning teachers with five or fewer years of teaching experience reporting participation in an induction
program during the first year of teaching)

Percentage

Certification Area of Teachers Standard Error' 95% Confidence Interval

Early Childhood or General Elem 75.3% 0.0169 0.720 0.787
Special Education 69.3% 0.0329 0.628 0.758
Arts and Music 75.9% 0.0329 0.694 0.825
English and Language Arts 73.4% 0.0246 0.685 0.783
ESL or Bilingual Education 62.4% 0.0810 0.463 0.786
Foreign Languages 68.7% 0.0477 0.592 0.782
Health or Physical Education 75.5% 0.0447 0.667 0.844
Mathematics 75.1% 0.0271 0.697 0.805
Natural Sciences 72.8% 0.0356 0.658 0.799
Social Sciences 73.6% 0.0360 0.664 0.807
Vocational, Career, or Technical 75.0% 0.0330 0.690 0.810
All Others 74.1% 0.0446 0.650 0.832

1 Standard errors have not been converted to percentages
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TABLE 120. INDUCTION SUPPORT — MASTER OR MENTOR TEACHER BY
CERTIFICATION CONTENT AREA
(Percent beginning teachers with five or fewer years of teaching experience reporting ongoing guidance and
feedback from a master or mentor teacher during the first year of teaching)

Percentage of

Certification Area Teachers Standard Error' 95% Confidence Interval
Early Childhood or General Elem 78.5% 0.0206 0.744 0.826
Special Education 75.0% 0.0283 0.694 0.806
Arts and Music 80.1% 0.0227 0.756 0.846
English and Language Arts 79.1% 0.0238 0.744 0.839
ESL or Bilingual Education 80.4% 0.0508 0.703 0.905
Foreign Languages 82.4% 0.0348 0.755 0.894
Health or Physical Education 80.1% 0.0360 0.730 0.873
Mathematics 76.7% 0.0267 0.714 0.820
Natural Sciences 74.8% 0.0390 0.670 0.826
Social Sciences 80.4% 0.0222 0.760 0.848
Vocational, Career, or Technical 79.8% 0.0334 0.732 0.864
All Others 85.5% 0.0355 0.785 0.926

1 Standard errors have not been converted to percentages

TABLE 121. INDUCTION SUPPORT - REGULAR SUPPORTIVE COMMUNICATION WITH
PRINCIPAL BY CERTIFICATION CONTENT AREA

(Percent beginning teachers with five or fewer years of teaching experience reporting regular supportive

communication with a principal, other administrators, or department chair during the first year of teaching)

Percentage of

Certification Area Teachers Standard Error' 95% Confidence Interval
Early Childhood or General Elem 79.9% 0.0174 0.764 0.833
Special Education 77.7% 0.0301 0.717 0.836
Arts and Music 77.4% 0.0272 0.720 0.828
English and Language Arts 80.5% 0.0214 0.762 0.847
ESL or Bilingual Education 80.2% 0.0568 0.689 0.915
Foreign Languages 79.8% 0.0412 0.716 0.880
Health or Physical Education 85.3% 0.0310 0.792 0.915
Mathematics 79.7% 0.0267 0.744 0.850
Natural Sciences 76.9% 0.0268 0.716 0.822
Social Sciences 80.3% 0.0249 0.754 0.853
Vocational, Career, or Technical 81.7% 0.0271 0.763 0.870
All Others 86.6% 0.0401 0.786 0.945

1 Standard errors have not been converted to percentages
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TABLE 122. INDUCTION SUPPORT - SEMINARS OR CLASSES BY CERTIFICATION CONTENT AREA
(Percent beginning teachers with five or fewer years of teaching experience reporting participation in seminars
or classes during the first year of teaching)

Percentage of

Certification Area Teachers Standard Error' 95% Confidence Interval
Early Childhood or General Elem 77.5% 0.0164 0.742 0.807
Special Education 73.1% 0.0258 0.680 0.782
Arts and Music 68.4% 0.0335 0.618 0.751
English and Language Arts 71.7% 0.0247 0.668 0.766
ESL or Bilingual Education 70.9% 0.0656 0.579 0.839
Foreign Languages 67.3% 0.0437 0.586 0.760
Health or Physical Education 72.1% 0.0370 0.648 0.795
Mathematics 71.4% 0.0268 0.660 0.767
Natural Sciences 72.3% 0.0304 0.662 0.783
Social Sciences 69.6% 0.0332 0.630 0.762
Vocational, Career, or Technical 75.3% 0.0321 0.689 0.817
All Others 80.3% 0.0405 0.723 0.884

1 Standard errors have not been converted to percentages

TABLE 123. INDUCTION SUPPORT - COMMON PLANNING TIME BY
CERTIFICATION CONTENT AREA
(Percent beginning teachers with five or fewer years of teaching experience reporting participation in common
planning time with teachers in their subject during the first year of teaching)

Percentage of

Certification Area Teachers Standard Error' 95% Confidence Interval
Early Childhood or General Elem 74.4% 0.0180 0.708 0.780
Special Education 42.4% 0.0363 0.352 0.496
Arts and Music 30.8% 0.0445 0.220 0.396
English and Language Arts 54.4% 0.0255 0.493 0.595
ESL or Bilingual Education 52.1% 0.1009 0.320 0.722
Foreign Languages 42.4% 0.0500 0.324 0.523
Health or Physical Education 55.7% 0.0456 0.466 0.648
Mathematics 50.2% 0.0314 0.439 0.564
Natural Sciences 43.8% 0.0337 0.371 0.505
Social Sciences 48.3% 0.0334 0.417 0.549
Vocational, Career, or Technical 37.5% 0.0379 0.300 0.451
All Others 51.4% 0.0523 0.410 0.618

1 Standard errors have not been converted to percentages
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TABLE 124. INDUCTION SUPPORT - REDUCED TEACHING LOAD OR PREPARATIONS BY
CERTIFICATION CONTENT AREA
(Percent beginning teachers with five or fewer years of teaching experience reporting a reduced teaching load or

reduced number of preparations during the first year of teaching)

Percentage of

Certification Area Teachers Standard Error 95% Confidence Interval
Early Childhood or General Elem 7.2% 0.0115 0.049 0.095
Special Education 12.9% 0.0259 0.077 0.180
Arts and Music 11.4% 0.0282 0.058 0.170
English and Language Arts 13.2% 0.0173 0.097 0.166
ESL or Bilingual Education 11.4% 0.0606 -0.007 0.234
Foreign Languages 14.0% 0.0318 0.076 0.203
Health or Physical Education 15.4% 0.0464 0.062 0.246
Mathematics 14.0% 0.0239 0.093 0.188
Natural Sciences 11.9% 0.0202 0.078 0.159
Social Sciences 11.7% 0.0214 0.074 0.159
Vocational, Career, or Technical 16.7% 0.0240 0.119 0.214
All Others 21.9% 0.0412 0.137 0.301
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