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*Type: Type of document; theoretical (TH; contains new or established principles related but no original research or experimental
data), research (RE; results from one or more empirical studies, written by person(s) who conducted the research), summary
(SUM,; reviews results to identify trends or broader conclusions of research studies, referencing primary sources)

®Pub: Publication; conference paper (CF), book (BK), government report (GR), peer-reviewed (PR), professional publication (PP)

°Ed: Education; both general and special education teachers and/or students (M1X), general education teachers and/or students only
(GEN), special education teachers and/or students only (SE), not indicated (NI)



147

Appendix B: Q Deck

Card

Number Q Statement

1 Includes participants from the same school and/or who teach the same grade or
subject.

2 Includes positive relationships between the participants and PL provider(s).

3 Includes participants implementing the new practices in their own
school/classroom.

4 Includes school/district leaders aligning calendars, schedules, and structures to
support the PL program.

5 Includes active learning experiences with practice and feedback.

6 Includes opportunities for collaboration amongst the participants.

7 Includes adequate time to participate in the PL program.

8 Includes sustained follow-up and support (e.g., coaching, booster-sessions, etc.) to
help implement new practices in the school/classroom.

9 Includes school/district leaders providing the necessary resources (e.g., time, staff,
materials, etc.) for the PL program and implementation.

10 Includes modeling, demonstrations, and video of the new information and skills.

11 Includes teachers meeting regularly (e.g., weekly, bi-weekly, etc.).

12 Includes technology to deliver information, ease networking and communication,
and enhance classroom instruction.

13 Includes observing and providing constructive feedback to other participants.

14 Includes person(s) as PL provider(s) from outside the school district.

15 Includes working with participants' actual student data and lesson plans to practice
the new information and skills.

16 Includes participants problem-solving classroom issues in a structured format (e.g.,
data analysis, planning intervention, implementation, and evaluation).

17 Includes planning the PL program based on students' needs (e.g., grades, classwork,
discipline, standardized assessments, etc.).

18 Includes participants who listen and respectfully communicate with each other.

19 Includes person(s) as PL provider(s) from inside the school district.

20 Includes participants choosing whether they want to participate in the PL program
(i.e., without pressure or consequence for choice).

21 Includes promoting a culture of collective responsibility, where all participants are
responsible for the success of the PL program.

22 Includes planning the PL program based on teachers’ needs (e.g., needs assessment,
evaluations, goals, etc.).

23 Includes PL content that is consistent with school/district standards, goals and other
initiatives.

24 Includes all PL providers having a high level of expertise on the topic.

25 Includes occurring over an extended period of time.

26 Includes building a professional network among participants to help support and

sustain new practices.



148

Card

Number Q Statement

27 Includes being modified to meet the unique characteristics of the school/district
(e.g., procedures, leadership, resources, etc.).

28 Includes building on participants’ prior experiences, beliefs, and knowledge.

29 Includes all PL provider(s) having good communication and relationship skills.

30 Includes frequent sessions.

31 Includes opportunities and training for participants to serve in leadership roles (e.g.,
train the trainer).

32 Includes making ongoing adjustments throughout the PL program using a variety of
data (e.g., participants' reactions, learning, and implementation and student
outcomes).

33 Includes being aligned with teacher performance standards (e.g., licensing
standards, evaluations, etc.).

34 Includes learning how to align instruction and interventions with curriculum
standards and statewide assessments.

35 Includes learning how students learn that content.

36 Includes school leaders participating in the PL program with other staff members
(e.g., teachers, coaches, etc.).

37 Includes assessing the overall effectiveness of the PL program using a variety of
data (e.g., participants' reactions, learning, implementation, and student outcomes).

38 Includes being research-based with evidence linking practices to student learning.

39 Includes participants who are motivated to change instructional practices.

40 Includes learning specific interventions to use with struggling students.

41 Includes school leaders cultivating a positive culture and collaborative relationships
between general and special education teachers.

42 Includes opportunities for participants to reflect on their practice (e.g., through
group discussion, portfolios, etc.).

43 Includes learning how to identify students' needs and then monitor progress.

44 Includes learning subject-matter content.

45 Includes adequate time to implement the PL program.
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Table: C1

Demographics of School Systems in the Metropolitan Area as described by the SESS
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Students with
SESS State- People Per Square All Student Disabilities
School District Funded Agency County Population” Mile” Enrollment Enrollment
Kudo MetroEast 691893 2685.7 95481 8204
Crow City* MetroEast 2894 294
Leopard MetroEast 920581 1748.0 89920 9347
Lion City? MetroWest 48805 4333
Insect MetroEast 805321 1871.2 159814 17617
Ferret City® MetroEast 3195 349
Chipmuck MetroEast 85215 656.5 15582 1310
Advark MetroWest 259424 1832.5 49551 4779
Bear MetroWest 688078 2026.4 106619 12280
Rhino City? MetroWest 8010 808
Urchin MetroWest 132403 661.8 24452 2569
Rabbit MetroWest 175511 783.5 35650 4069
Toad MetroSouth 23655 128.3 3566 467
Yaffle MetroSouth 106567 548.3 21069 1744
Newt MetroSouth 203922 633.0 40695 5285
Mink MetroSouth 18317 99.8 2449 283
Weasel MetroSouth 99598 367.3 18834 2413
Kid MetroSouth 17869 82.7 3437 245
Ibex MetroSouth 64073 326.1 10242 1052
Octopus MetroSouth 27153 84.0 4495 466
Metro Total 3758426 639973 65959

# Independent school district

b Erom the 2010 Census
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Years of Experience

Novice or <5 recent years as SETs (min 3 SETS)

Experienced or >5 recent years as SETs (min 3 SETS)

1. Participant ID

1. Participant ID

2. Participant ID

2. Participant ID

3. Participant 1D

3. Participant 1D

Certification

Traditional (min 3 SETS)

Alternative (min 3 SETS)

1. Participant ID

1. Participant ID

2. Participant ID

2. Participant ID

3. Participant ID

3. Participant ID

Grade-level Elementary School (min 3 SETS) Secondary School (min 3 SETS)
1. Participant ID 1. Participant ID
2. Participant ID 2. Participant ID
3. Participant 1D 3. Participant 1D

Number of SETs from Metro East Metro South Metro West

districts within each
of the three Metro
SESS*

*Keep similar to number of

PLPs from each of the
three Metro SESS

(Kudo, Leopard, Insect, Ferret,
Chipmuck, Crow)

(Toad, Yaffle, Newt, Mink, Weasel,
Kid, Ibex, Octopus)

(Lion City, Advark, Bear, Rhino
City, Urchin, Rabbit)

~ _# SETs from Metro East
school districts
(ie., _# PLPs)

~ _# SETs from Metro South school
districts
(ie., _# PLPs)

=~ _#_SETs from Metro West school
districts
(i.e., _# PLPs)

Figure C1. Proposed Maximum Variation Sampling of SET Participants. The sampling cells were used to ensure maximum variation

of participants according to specified characteristics. Characteristics include: years of experience (i.e., “novice” or “experienced”),

certification (i.e., traditional or alternative), grade-level taught, and county currently working (i.e., associated Metro SESS agency).
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Sampling of Consumers (18 to 20 total)

Years of Experience

Novice or <5 recent years as SETs (min 3 SETS)

Experienced or >5 recent years as SETs (min 3 SETS)

1.2012BAR 1.1990MAZ
2.2006WIL 2.1979CHA
3.2012EDM 3.1978WAR
Certification Traditional (min 3 SETS) Alternative (min 3 SETS)
1.2001BRA 1. 1974NOL
2.2008RIV 2.1989LOY
3.1993THR 3.1996LEY
Grade-level Elementary School (min 3 SETS) Secondary School (min 3 SETS)
1.1999PER 1.2013THA
2.1994BRA 2.2009TAK
3.2001PHI 3.2010FIT
Number of SETs from Metro East Metro South Metro West

districts within each
of the three Metro
SESS*

*Keep similar to number of

PLPs from each of the
three Metro SESS

(Kudo, Leopard, Insect, Ferret,
Chipmuck, Crow)

(Toad, Yaffle, Newt, Mink, Weasel,
Kid, Ibex, Octopus)

(Lion City, Advark, Bear, Rhino
City, Urchin, Rabbit)

~_9 SETs from Metro East
school districts
(i.e., _8.5 PLPs)

=~ _2_ SETs from Metro South school
districts
(ie., 1.5 PLPs)

=~ _7_SETs from Metro West school
districts
(i.e., 7 PLPs)

Figure C2. Actual Maximum Variation Sampling of Consumer Participants. The sampling cells were used to ensure maximum

variation of participants according to specified characteristics. Characteristics include: years of experience (i.e., “novice” or

“experienced”), certification (i.e., traditional or alternative), grade-level taught, and county currently working (i.e., associated Metro

SESS agency). All SET participants (i.e., Consumers) fit into one box of the sampling chart.
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Appendix D: Study Materials

Recruitment for SETs

Handout given to SETs attending a PL program at one of the three metropolitan area regional
agencies

STUDY INVITATION

Study Description:

This is a study on the critical features of professional learning (PL; i.e., professional
development) for special education teachers. Seeking current special education teachers to rank-
order statements about PL from most important to least important. You will also be interviewed
about your ordering of certain statements. You will interact in a one-on-one setting with a
graduate student researcher in this study. All responses will be anonymous and kept confidential.
This study will take no more than one hour of your time at a date and location that is convenient
for you. You will be given $10 gift card to a national bookstore for your participation.

Criteria to participate: Currently practicing special education teachers who have been employed
as a special education teacher for more than one full school year and have participated in at least
one PL program as a special education teacher are eligible to participate in the study.

Contact: If interested, please contact Allison Schwartz, Ed.S. at aschwartzl @student.gsu.edu.
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Email to special education directors to recruit special education teachers

Dear ___ (Special Education Director)

| am a doctoral student in the school psychology program at Georgia State University. | am
doing my dissertation on the critical features of professional learning (PL; i.e., professional
development) for special education teachers. This study has been approved by the Georgia State
University Institutional Review Board (IRB) and | am writing to request that you forward the
study invitation below to the special education teachers in your county.

Your assistance would be greatly appreciated. Thank you in advance for your time and
consideration in the matter.

With gratitude,
Allison J. Schwartz, Ed.S.

STUDY INVITATION

Study Description:

This is a study on the critical features of professional learning (PL; i.e., professional
development) for special education teachers. Seeking current special education teachers to rank-
order statements about PL from most important to least important. You will also be interviewed
about your ordering of certain statements. You will interact in a one-on-one setting with a
graduate student researcher in this study. All responses will be anonymous and kept confidential.
This study will take no more than one hour of your time at a date and location that is convenient
for you. You will be given $10 gift card to a national bookstore for your participation.

Criteria to participate: Currently practicing special education teachers who have been employed
as a special education teacher for more than one full school year and have participated in at least
one PL program as a special education teacher are eligible to participate in the study.

Contact: If interested, please contact Allison Schwartz, Ed.S. at aschwartzl @student.gsu.edu.
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Recruitment Email for Special Education PL Providers

Special Education PL Providers:
Email to State Agency Directors to Recruit Special Education PL Providers

Dear ___ (State Agency Director)

| am a doctoral student in the school psychology program at Georgia State University. | am
doing my dissertation on the critical features of professional learning (PL; i.e., professional
development) for special education teachers. This study has been approved by the Georgia State
University Institutional Review Board (IRB) and | am writing to request that you forward the
study invitation below to your staff who provides PL to educators, including special education
teachers.

Your assistance would be greatly appreciated. Thank you in advance for your time and
consideration in the matter.

With gratitude,
Allison J. Schwartz, Ed.S.

STUDY INVITATION

Study Description:

This is a study on the critical features of professional learning (PL; i.e., professional
development) for special education teachers. | am seeking current PL providers to rank-order
statements about PL from most important to least important. You will also be interviewed about
your ordering of certain statements. You will interact in a one-on-one setting with a graduate
student researcher in this study. All responses will be anonymous and kept confidential. This
study will take no more than one hour of your time at a date and location that is convenient for
you. You will be given $10 gift card to a national bookstore for your participation.

Criteria to participate: Currently practicing PL providers who have been employed as PL
providers for more than one full school year and helped facilitate PL that included special
educators are eligible to participate in this study.

Contact: If interested, please contact Allison Schwartz, Ed.S. at aschwartzl @student.gsu.edu.
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Researcher Script
Study Overview:
This study is entitled “Special Education Teachers’ and Professional Learning Providers’
Perspectives of the Features of Effective Professional Learning: A Q Methodological Study”. It
is a research study about professional learning, PL or also called professional development, in
special education. We are investigating what special education teachers’ and special education
PL providers’ believe are the critical features of effective PL in special education. For this study,
effective PL is defined as PL that results in participants successfully using the content in their
school setting.

You will interact in a one-on-one setting with me, a graduate student researcher, and | will ask
you to rank-order many statements about PL from most to least important. After, | will interview
you about your ordering of certain statements. This interview will be tape recorded if you give
permission. After the interview, you will complete a demographic survey. Your participation in
this study is voluntary. All responses are confidential. A participant generated code will be used
on all study records rather than your name. Any findings will be summarized and reported in
group form, and your name and other facts that might point to you will not appear when we
present this study or publish its results.

This study will take no more than one hour of your time. You will be given $10 gift card to a
national bookstore for your participation regardless of if you complete the study. There are no
known risks to your participation in this study. The benefits to you may include some
satisfaction about contributing to the knowledge about PL for special education.

Do you have any questions or concerns?

Directions for Consent

Here are two copies of the consent form for this research study and a pen. Please read through
the consent form carefully and, if you decide to participate, sign both copies. One copy you will
give to me and the other is for you to keep.

Directions for Completing the Participant Generated Code Form:

To protect the confidentiality of participants, you will create a personal code that will be used on
all data collection instruments in place of any identifying information. Here is the Participant
Generated Code Form; please complete this form to create your unique seven-digit identification
code. You will keep the completed form and write your seven-digit identification code on all
subsequent data collected.

Directions for Sorting

Please take the materials out of the large manila envelope and account for the following items:
white envelope with a deck of 45 laminated cards, each with a statement printed on it pertaining
to PL; a Form Board; a Demographic Questionnaire; a Record Sheet with a figure printed on it
that looks like the Form Board in miniature; a pencil; a permanent marker; and, a cassette. Now
| am going to give you step-by-step instructions on how to sort the laminated cards. *Remember
PL means professional learning (i.e., professional development). PL provider refers to the
facilitator of the PL program and participants refer to the people participating in the PL program.
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Step 1. Pick up the deck of cards and read through them to familiarize yourself with the
statements. All cards contain a statement about PL.

Step 2. Read each card again, and sort them into three (3) piles:

(1) A pile on the right for statements that you think are MOST IMPORTANT to special
education teachers successfully using the content from their PL experiences in the school setting.

(2) A pile on the left for statements that you think are LEAST IMPORTANT to special education
teachers successfully using the content from their PL experiences in the school setting.

(3) A pile in the middle for statements that you think are NEUTRAL and neither important or
unimportant to special education teachers being able to successfully using the content from their
PL experiences in the school setting.

Step 3. Now that you have three piles place the Form Board on the table above the three piles.

Step 4. Look at the cards from the “MOST” pile on the right and read them again. Select 2 cards
that are MOST important to special education teachers using the content from PL
experiences in the school setting and place them in the +5 column on the right side of the
Form Board.

Step 5. Look at the cards from the “LEAST” pile on the left and read them again. Select 2 cards
that are LEAST important to special education teachers using the content from PL
experiences in the school setting and place them in the -5 column on the left side of the
Form Board.

Step 6. Go back to the “MOST” pile and read them again. Select 2 cards from those remaining
that are “MOST” important to special education teachers using the content from PL
experiences in the school setting and place them in the +4 column on the Form Board.

Step 7. Go back to the “LEAST” pile and read them again. Select 2 cards from those remaining
that are “LEAST” important to special education teachers using the content from PL
experiences in the school setting and place them in the -4 column on the Form Board.

Step 8. Keep going back and forth between the MOST and LEAST piles until all the cards have
been placed on the board.

Step 9. Now, read through your “NEUTRAL” pile and place them in the remaining spaces you
feel are most appropriate on the Form Board.

Step 10. Once all the cards have been placed on the Form Board, feel free to rearrange the cards
until the arrangement best represents your perspective about what is important to
special education teachers using the content from their PL experiences in the school
setting.
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Post-Sort Interview:
Congratulations, you finished ranking the cards and you should now have a complete sort in
front of you. Have one final look at the whole sort and feel free to make any final adjustments.

Now, | am going to interview you and ask some questions about the sort you just completed. |
will be taking notes during the interview, but I cannot write fast enough to get down everything
you say. So, as mentioned in the introduction and consent form, with your permission, | will
tape record this interview as well as take notes. Again, your name will not be recorded or written
on the cassette. Do you have any questions?

Please use the permanent marker to write your participant generated code on the cassette tape
and the pen to write your code on the post-sort interview questions sheet, which I will use to take
notes.

(Refer to the Post-Sort Interview Question sheet for the actual interview gquestions)

Demographic Questionnaire:

Thank you for answering some questions about your sort. Please write your participant
generated code on the top of the Record Sheet, which I will use to record the number on each
card from the Form Board. While | am recording your sort, please complete the two-sided
Demographic Questionnaire.

Thank you for taking for your time and help!
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Georgia State University
Department of Counseling and Psychological Services
Informed Consent—Special Education Teachers

Special Education Teachers’ and Professional Learning Providers’ Perspectives of the

Features of Effective Professional Learning: A Q Methodological Study

Principal Investigator: Stephen Truscott, Ph.D.
Investigator: Allison Schwartz, Ed.S. (Student PI)

Purpose: You are invited to participate in a research study about professional learning (PL;
i.e., also known as professional development). The purpose of the study is to investigate
special education teachers’ and special education PL providers’ perspectives about the
features of effective PL for special education. For this study, effective PL is defined as PL
that results in participants successfully using the content in the school setting. You are
eligible to participate because you: (a) are currently employed as special education teacher
for more than one full school year; (b) are currently employed in one of the following
school districts in the Atlanta metropolitan area: Atlanta, Buford, Butts, City, Cobb,
Clayton, Decatur City, Dekalb, Douglas, Fayette, Forsyth, Fulton, Gwinnett, Henry, Lamar,
Marietta City, Newton, Pike, Rockdale, Spaulding, and Upson; (c) have participated in at
least one PL program in current position; and, (d) are willing to provide perspectives
related to the important factors of effective PL for special education. A total of 40
participants will be invited to participate in this study. The entire study will take about 1
hour of your time over one session at a date of your convenience. You will receive a $10
gift card to a national bookstore for your time, even if you end the study early.

Procedures: If you decide to participate in this study, a graduate student researcher from
Georgia State University (GSU) will meet with you to complete the research activities.
The research activities focus on your perspectives of the features of effective PL for special
educators. You will be asked to read a number of statements about features of PL and sort
them into categories. You will also be interviewed, and asked about the cards given
extreme rankings, if any features of PL were missing, and if there were problems with any
of the statements. With your permission, the researcher will take notes and audio record
the interview. Your name will not be recorded. You will also be asked to complete a
paper-and-pencil demographic information questionnaire.

Risks: In this study, you will not have any more risks than you would in a normal day of
life, and we expect that it will be a positive experience for you. However, if any part of the
study makes you feel uncomfortable, we can provide you with the name of someone to talk
to about this. You will be responsible for any costs associated with potential referrals.

IV. Benefits: Participation in this study may benefit you personally. Participation in the
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research may include some satisfaction about contributing to the knowledge about PL for
special education. Overall, we hope to gain information about the important features of
effective PL that will assist educators in appropriate decision making regarding PL programs
and associated resources, such as personnel and funds. Establishing effective, informed and
researched-based PL practices for educators will allow more efficient use of valuable
educational resources including money, time, and effort.

Voluntary Participation and Withdrawal: Participation in research is voluntary. You do
not have to be in this study. If you decide to be in the study and change your mind, you
have the right to drop out at any time. You may skip questions or stop participating at any
time. Whatever you decide, you will not lose the $10 gift card.

Confidentiality: We will keep your records private to the extent allowed by law. We will
use a participant generated identification code rather than your name on study records. Only
the principal investigator, Dr. Stephen Truscott, and investigator, Allison Schwartz, will
have access to the information you provide. Information may also be shared with those who
make sure the study is done correctly (GSU Institutional Review Board, the Office for
Human Research Protection (OHRP). The information you provide will be kept
confidential. Data will be stored in a locked cabinet in the GSU office of the principal
investigator. All computer files and emails will be stored on a computer with password
access and firewall protection. Your name and other facts that might point to you will not
appear when we present this study or publish its results. The findings will be summarized
and reported in group form. You will not be identified personally.

Contact Persons: Contact the faculty principal investigator, Dr. Stephen Truscott at (404)
413-8010 or sdt55@gsu.edu if you have questions about this study. You may also contact the
investigator, Allison Schwartz, School Psychology Doctoral Student, at (404) 735-9695 or
aschwartz1l@student.gsu.edu with quesitons regarding this study. If you have questions or
concerns about your rights as a participant in this research study, you may contact Susan
Vogtner, Senior IRB Compliance Specialist, in the Office of Research Integrity at (404)
413-3513 or svogtnerl@gsu.edu.

Copy of Consent Form to Subject: We will give you a copy of this consent form to keep. If
you are willing to volunteer for this research, please sign below.

Participant Date

Principal Investigator or Investigator Obtaining Consent  Date
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Georgia State University
Department of Counseling and Psychological Services
Informed Consent—Special Education Professional Learning (PL) Providers

Special Education Teachers’ and Professional Learning Providers’ Perspectives of the

Features of Effective Professional Learning: A Q Methodological Study

Principal Investigator: Stephen Truscott, Ph.D.
Investigator: Allison Schwartz, Ed.S. (Student PI)
IX. Purpose: You are invited to participate in a research study about professional learning (PL;

XI.

i.e., also known as professional development). The purpose of the study is to investigate
special education teachers’ and special education PL providers’ perspectives about the
features of effective PL for special education. For this study, effective PL is defined as PL
that results in participants successfully using the content in the school setting. You are
eligible to participate because you: (a) are currently employed as a special education PL
provider for more than one full school year; (b) in your current position, currently work in
one of the following school districts in the Atlanta metropolitan area: Atlanta, Buford,
Butts, City, Cobb, Clayton, Decatur City, Dekalb, Douglas, Fayette, Forsyth, Fulton,
Gwinnett, Henry, Lamar, Marietta City, Newton, Pike, Rockdale, Spaulding, and Upson;
(c) in your current position, have helped facilitate at least one PL program that included
special education teachers; and, (d) willing to provide perspectives related to the important
factors of effective PL for special education. A total of 40 participants will be invited to
participate in this study. The entire study will take about 1 hour of your time over one
session at a date of your convenience. You will receive a $10 gift card to a national
bookstore for your time, even if you end the study early.

Procedures: If you decide to participate in this study, a graduate student researcher from
Georgia State University (GSU) will meet with you to complete the research activities.
The research activities focus on your perspectives of the features of effective PL for special
educators. You will be asked to read a number of statements about features of PL and sort
them into categories. You will also be interviewed, and asked about the cards given
extreme rankings, if any features of PL were missing, and if there were problems with any
of the statements. With your permission, the researcher will take notes and audio record
the interview. Your name will not be recorded. You will also be asked to complete a
paper-and-pencil demographic information questionnaire.

Risks: In this study, you will not have any more risks than you would in a normal day of
life, and we expect that it will be a positive experience for you. However, if any part of the
study makes you feel uncomfortable, we can provide you with the name of someone to talk
to about this. You will be responsible for any costs associated with potential referrals.
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Benefits:  Participation in this study may benefit you personally. Participation in the
research may include some satisfaction about contributing to the knowledge about PL for
special education. Overall, we hope to gain information about the important features of
effective PL that will assist educators in appropriate decision making regarding PL programs
and associated resources, such as personnel and funds. Establishing effective, informed and
researched-based PL practices for educators will allow more efficient use of valuable
educational resources including money, time, and effort.

Voluntary Participation and Withdrawal: Participation in research is voluntary. You do
not have to be in this study. If you decide to be in the study and change your mind, you
have the right to drop out at any time. You may skip questions or stop participating at any
time. Whatever you decide, you will not lose the $10 gift card.

Confidentiality: We will keep your records private to the extent allowed by law. We will
use a participant generated identification code rather than your name on study records. Only
the principal investigator, Dr. Stephen Truscott, and investigator, Allison Schwartz, will
have access to the information you provide. Information may also be shared with those who
make sure the study is done correctly (GSU Institutional Review Board, the Office for
Human Research Protection (OHRP). The information you provide will be kept
confidential. Data will be stored in a locked cabinet in the GSU office of the principal
investigator. All computer files and emails will be stored on a computer with password
access and firewall protection. Your name and other facts that might point to you will not
appear when we present this study or publish its results. The findings will be summarized
and reported in group form. You will not be identified personally.

Contact Persons: Contact the faculty principal investigator, Dr. Stephen Truscott at (404)
413-8010 or sdt55@gsu.edu if you have questions about this study. You may also contact the
investigator, Allison Schwartz, School Psychology Doctoral Student, at (404) 735-9695 or
aschwartz1l@student.gsu.edu with quesitons regarding this study. If you have questions or
concerns about your rights as a participant in this research study, you may contact Susan
Vogtner, Senior IRB Compliance Specialist, in the Office of Research Integrity at (404)
413-3513 or svogtnerl@gsu.edu.

Copy of Consent Form to Subject: We will give you a copy of this consent form to keep. If
you are willing to volunteer for this research, please sign below.

Participant Date

Principal Investigator or Investigator Obtaining Consent  Date
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Participant Generated Code form

Participant Generated Code

To protect the confidentiality of participants, you will create a personal code that will be used on
all data collection instruments in place of any identifying information (e.g., your name). Please
complete the following questions to create your unique seven-digit identification code. You will
keep this completed form and write your seven-digit identification code on all subsequent data
collected.

1. What year did you graduate college?

2. What are the first three letters of you mother’s maiden name?

3. Combine your responses from Questions 1 and 2 below (e.g., 2001STR) :

Participant Generated Code:
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Post-Sort Interview Questions

Participant Generated Code:

1. Why did you place the statements in the extreme columns? Why do you agree/disagree with these
statements most?

e +5 column (2 statements)

=f

e +4 column (2 statements)

LI

e -5 column (2 statements)

LI

e -4 column (2 statements)
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2. What other statements do you wish were included about the features important to special education
teachers’ using the content from their PL experiences in their school setting?

3. Did you have any problems or issues with any of the statements (i.e., confusing, unclear)? If so, which
ones and why?
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Demographic Questionnaire: SETs

Participant Generated Code:

Please complete the form below regarding your demographic information.
*PL = professional learning (i.e., professional/staff development, in-service, training, etc.)

1. Gender Male Female
O O
2. Age 25 & below 26-35 36-45 46-55
O O O O
3. Ethnicity Asian Black Hispanic White Other: I
O O O O
4. Highest degree earned Bachelors Masters Masters +30  Educational Doctoral
Specialist
O O O 0 O
5. National Board Certification Nationally Currently Never
Certified Attempting Attempted
O O O
6. Current grade-level taught Elementary Middle High
O O O
7. Primary special education eligibility
category of current students
8. Current teaching assignment (i.e.,
content area)
9. Years in current role 0-3 4-9 10-14 15-19 20+
O O O O O
10. Years as special education teacher 0-3 4-9 10-14 15-19 20+
O O O O O
11.Total years in education 0-3 4-9 10-14 15-19 20+
O O O O O
12.Number of PL programs you 0 programs 1 program 2-3 programs  4-5 programs 6+ programs
participated in last school year O n O O i
(6/01/2012-5/31/2013)
13.Number of hours of PL you < 5 hours 6-10 hours 11-15 hours  16-20 hours 21+ hours
participated in last school year O n O O n
(6/01/2012-5/31/2013)
14.Number of PL programs you 0 programs 1 program 2-3 programs  4-5 programs 6+ programs
participated in this school year O n O O n
(6/01/2013-5/31/2014)
15. Number of hours of PL have you <5 hours 6-10 hours 11-15 hours  16-20 hours 21+ hours
participated in this school year O n O O n

(60/1/2013-5/31/2014)




Participant Generated Code:

Please complete the following information about each of the PL programs you provided during the 2012-2013 school year:
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Type of Adequate Active
Topic based on Participants |School Leadership| PL providers resources (e.g., Follow-up learning
Topic specific needs | Numberof | g mathteachers|  participate (Number & Length time, materials) | (e.g., coaching) | (e.g., practice)
{e.g., common core) (Yes or No) Participants | 2nd grade teachers) (Yes or No) internalfextemal) | (e.g., 9 months) (Yes or No) (Yes or Noj (Yes or No)
1. Math training for | Yes, based on About 20 |Dlstricts middle [Yes, the district -2 from tnside [Over 5 No, did not give | Yes, school- Yes, video of
comumon core math | distriet’s 2012 total school special & | lead math teacher | the distyict months materials for based teams new skills 5
standards CROT math geweral ed math | came to the -1 from outsile using new skills | met monthly to |Chancee to
seores & teacher ‘ teachers tratninos the district in iy elassroom | problem-colve practiee them
request | | bmplementation :
1
2.




Demographic Questionnaire: Special Education PL Providers

Participant Generated Code:

Please complete the form below regarding your demographic information.
*PL = professional learning (i.e., professional/staff development, in-service, training, etc.)
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1. Gender Male Female
O O
2. Age 25 & 26-35 36-45 46-55
below n O O
O
3. Ethnicity Asian Black Hispanic White Other: [
O O O O
4. Highest degree earned Bachelors Masters Masters +30  Educational Doctoral
Specialist
O O O 0 O
5. Certification Traditional ~ Alternative National
Certification  Certification and Certification
0 O U
6. Years in current role as PL provider 0-3 4-9 10-14 15-19 20+
O O O O O
7. Years as special education teacher 0-3 4-9 10-14 15-19 20+
O O O O O
8. Total years in education 0-3 4-9 10-14 15-19 20+
O O O O O
9. Number of PL programs you 0 programs 1 program 2-3 programs  4-5 programs 6+ programs
provided last school year O n O O i
(6/01/2012-5/31/2013)
10. Number of hours of PL you <5hours 6-10 hours 11-15 hours  16-20 hours 21+ hours
provided last school year U O U O O
(6/01/2012-5/31/2013)
11.Number of PL programs you 0 programs 1 program 2-3 programs  4-5 programs 6+ programs
provided this school year O n O O i
(6/01/2013-5/31/2014)
12.Number of hours of PL you <5hours 6-10 hours 11-15 hours  16-20 hours 21+ hours
provided this school year O (I U O O

(6/01/2013-5/31/2014)




Participant Generated Code:

Please complete the following information about each of the PL programs you provided during the 2012-2013 school year:
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Type of Adequate Active
Topic based on Participants |School Leadership| PL providers resources (e.g., Follow-up learning
Topic specific needs | Numberof | g mathteachers|  participate (Number & Length time, materials) | (e.g., coaching) | (e.g., practice)
{e.g., common core) (Yes or No) Participants | 2nd grade teachers) (Yes or No) internalfextemal) | (e.g., 9 months) (Yes or No) (Yes or Noj (Yes or No)
1. Math training for | Yes, based on About 20 |Dlstricts middle [Yes, the district -2 from tnside [Over 5 No, did not give | Yes, school- Yes, video of
comumon core math | distriet’s 2012 total school special & | lead math teacher | the distyict months materials for based teams new skills 5
standards CROT math geweral ed math | came to the -1 from outsile using new skills | met monthly to |Chancee to
seores & teacher ‘ teachers tratninos the district in iy elassroom | problem-colve practiee them
request | | bmplementation :
1
2.
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FORM BOARD AND RECORD SHEET
What are the most important and least important factors to special education teachers successfully using the
content from their professional learning (PL; i.e., professional development) programs in their school setting?

“PL that includes...”

LEAST IMPORTANT Neutral MOST IMPORTANT
-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5

) () (2) )

(4) (4)

) (5)

(6) (6)

(")
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Appendix E: SETs’ Factor Analysis

Table E1

Consumers’ Correlation Matrix of Q sorts

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

2013THA 1.0

1989LOY 47 1.0

2012BAR .44 49 1.0

1990MAZ .53 .32 46 1.0

1996LEY .17 .37 .36 .16 1.0

2006WIL .45 .53 .50 .27 .22 1.0

1979CHA .43 .40 .30 .39 -.08 .15 1.0

2008RIV 18 41 .16 .22 .27 .32 .21 1.0

2001PHI 39 .46 .43 .25 .39 .36 .14 46 1.0

10 2012EDM .37 .32 .45 .35 .01 .31 .33 .02 .26 1.0

11 1994BRA .24 40 .25 22 22 24 31 .22 .08 .03 1.0

12 1974NOL .31 .18 .33 .32 -.04 .25 .47 -.09 .11 .34 19 1.0

13 1978WAR .47 51 .28 .31 .28 .35 .26 .21 .48 .17 .37 .16 1.0

14 2001BRA .24 .33 .07 .28 -.15.26 .42 .01 .10 .38 .40 .19 .35 1.0

15 2010FIT 44 55 31 54 37 .28 49 47 33 .15 27 27 .31 31 1.0

16 1999PER .26 .50 .45 .19 .19 .39 .42 .64 .57 .16 .25 .27 .45 .20 43 1.0

17 2009TAK .14 .03 -.10-.02-.26-.09 .02 .27 0.0 .06 .14 -.15.03 .07 .14 .09 1.0
18 1993THR .26 .28 .36 .33 .25 .53 .19 .10 .27 .10 .36 .27 .36 .39 .33 .25-.20 1.0

O©CoO~NOOUTP, WN P H
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Table E2

Consumers’ Unrotated Factor Matrix

Participants Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor4 Factor5 Factor6 Factor7 Factor 8

2013THA  0.69** 0.17 0.03 -0.21 -0.06 -0.38 -0.09 -0.04
1989LOY  0.77** -0.15 0.05 0.05 -0.08 -0.05 -0.12 0.17
2012BAR  0.67* -0.01 -0.36 -0.30 -0.04 -0.02 0.15 0.34
1990MAZ  0.62*  0.25 -0.04 -0.17 0.31 -0.38 0.13 -0.24
1996LEY  0.39*  -0.55** -0.43**  0.09 0.27 -0.25 -0.15 0.16

2006WIL  0.65* -0.06 -0.27 0.05 -0.35 0.06 0.42*  -0.02
1979CHA  059*  042*  0.30 -0.08 0.32 0.26 -0.17 0.02
2008RIV  0.49* -058** 0.42* -0.08 0.10 0.16 0.25 -0.09
2001PHI  0.62* -0.42* -0.08 -0.24 -0.24 0.10 -0.22 -0.21

2012EDM  0.46* 0.42*  -0.05 -0.45*  -0.35 -0.09 -0.02 0.09
1994BRA  0.49* 0.07 0.17 0.59**  0.08 -0.07 0.02 0.51*
1974NOL  0.44* 052 -0.18 -0.17 0.25 0.37 -0.01 0.15
1978WAR  0.64* -0.10 0.01 0.26 -0.25 -0.10 -0.48 -0.09
2001BRA  0.47* 0.49* 0.23 0.42*  -0.25 0.02 -0.07 -0.23
2010FIT 0.69*  -0.08 0.22 0.02 0.47*  -0.15 0.08 -0.21
1999PER  0.68* -0.31 0.22 -0.09 -0.03 0.52*  -0.04 0.01
2009TAK  0.03 -0.06 0.79** -0.10 -0.21 -0.28 0.22 0.18
1993THR  0.56* 0.10 -0.36 0.47** -0.05 0.07 0.33 -0.24

Eigenvalues 5.98 1.92 1.62 1.30 1.06 0.99 0.80 0.77

% Expl.Var. 33 11 9 7 6 6 4 4

Note. Asterisk (*) indicates significance loading at p < .01 (i.e., > 0.38). Asterisk (**) indicates
two highest loadings for each factor with two or more significant loadings (i.e., significance at p
<.01; i.e., used for Humphrey’s Rule). Eigenvalue = Sum of squared factor loadings for each
factor. The explained variance = the eigenvalue divided by the number of variates (Q sorts)



Table E3

Consumers: Factor Reliability for the SET Group
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Factor
1 2 3
Number of Defining Sorts 10 8 5
Average Coefficient of Reliability 0.80 0.80 0.80
Composite Reliability 0.98 0.97 0.95
Standard Error of Factor Scores 0.16 0.17 0.22




Table E4

Consumers: Correlations Between Factor Scores for the SET Group
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Factor
Factor 1 2 3
1 1.00
2 0.51 1.00
3 0.41 0.32 1.00




Table E5

Consumers: Rotated Factor Matrix
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Factor
Participants 1 2 3
2013THA 0.3948* 0.5606* 0.1661
1989LOY 0.6644* 0.3713 0.2105
2012BAR 0.3761* 0.3733 0.5470*
1990MAZ 0.2716 0.5732* 0.2050
1996LEY 0.4889* -0.2328 0.5869*
2006WIL 0.4202* 0.3294 0.4685*
1979CHA 0.2417 0.7285* -0.1400
2008RIV 0.8432* -0.0851 -0.1842
2001PHI 0.6825* 0.0580 0.3103
2012EDM 0.0532 0.6064* 0.1481
1994BRA 0.3553 0.3865 -0.0095
1974NOL -0.0668 0.6505* 0.2522
1978WAR 0.5280* 0.3241 0.2007
2001BRA 0.0918 0.6992* -0.1182
2010FIT 0.6128* 0.4004* 0.0216
1999PER 0.7476* 0.212 0.0396
2009TAK 0.3001 0.0679 -0.7284*
1993THR 0.2265 0.3766* 0.5039*
% Expl. Var. 22 19 11

Note. Asterisk (*) indicates significance at p < .01.



Table E6

Demographic Characteristics of Factor 1 Consumers, Practice Improvers
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Factor 1
(N=10)
Characteristics n %

Gender

Female 8 80.0

Male 2 20.0
Years of Experience

Novice (less than 5 years) 2 20.0

Experienced (5 or more years) 8 80.0
Grade-Level Taught

Elementary 7 70.0

Secondary 3 30.0
Classroom Setting

Co-Taught 2 20.0

Resource 1 10.0

Co-Taught/Resource 4 40.0

Self-Contained 3 30.0
Number of PL Programs Previous Year

0 2 20.0

1 1 10.0

2t03 0 0.0

4105 5 50.0

>6 2 20.0
Hours of PL Previous Year

<5 2 20.0

6to 10 2 20.0

11to 15 2 20.0

16 to 20 2 20.0

> 20 2 20.0




Table E7

Demographic Characteristics of Factor 2 Consumers, Time Valuers
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Factor 2
(N=9)
Characteristics n %

Gender

Female 8 88.9

Male 1 11.1
Years of Experience

Novice (less than 5 years) 2 22.2

Experienced (5 or more years) 7 77.8
Grade-Level Taught

Elementary 5 55.6

Secondary 4 44.4
Classroom Setting

Co-Taught 2 22.2

Resource 1 11.1

Co-Taught/Resource 6 66.7

Self-Contained 0 0
Number of PL Programs Previous Year

0 1 11.1

1 0 0

2t03 0 0

4t05 3 33.3

>6 5 55.6
Hours of PL Previous Year

<5 1 11.1

6to 10 0 0

11to 15 1 11.1

16 to 20 3 33.3

> 20 4 44.4




Table E8

Demographic Characteristics of Factor 3 Consumers, Immediate Appliers
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Factor 3
(N=5)
Characteristics n %

Gender

Female 4 80.0

Male 1 20.0
Years of Experience

Novice (less than 5 years) 2 40.0

Experienced (5 or more years) 3 60.0
Grade-Level Taught

Elementary 3 60.0

Secondary 2 40.0
Classroom Setting

Co-Taught 1 20.0

Resource 1 20.0

Co-Taught/Resource 1 20.0

Self-Contained 2 40.0
Number of PL Programs Previous Year

0 0 0.0

1 0 0.0

2t03 0 0.0

4105 2 40.0

>6 3 60.0
Hours of PL Previous Year

<5 0 0.0

6to 10 1 20.0

11to 15 0 0.0

16 to 20 1 20.0

> 20 3 60.0
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Appendix F: PLPs’ Factor Analysis
Table F1

Correlation Matrix: Providers’ Q-sorts

# 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
1 1998DIX 1.0

2  2001BEV 42 1.0

3  1984TAY 45 52 1.0

4 1969BAL 49 59 47 1.0

5  1972MAG 39 31 .34 46 1.0

6 1977WOL 49 52 .53 .69 .36 1.0

7 1982WHI 33 .37 .16 .58 .45 50 1.0

8  1979DEL .06 .27 .35 .49 .28 53 52 1.0

9  2003ETH 40 .45 53 .65 .27 .63 .41 51 10

10 1974MOR 34 48 46 58 .31 .68 .46 .58 .45 1.0

11 1987/MIL 26 .31 .34 .48 .39 .67 .58 .51 .37 .50 1.0

12 1990TUC 16 .28 .21 .44 26 56 .49 .50 .47 .60 .52 1.0

13 2000JAC 33 47 44 52 38 .65 .37 .34 53 .56 .33 .39 1.0

14 2010THO 33 .33 .38 51 .18 .42 .27 40 .43 .37 .37 .18 .46 1.0

15 2001STR 22 .37 .32 50 .35 .58 .39 .53 56 .41 .49 .50 .57 .30 1.0

16 2001SMO 12 .22 43 32 .19 .60 .36 .42 .34 47 45 57 55 .14 65 1.0
17 2002WOO0 22 .25 40 40 .18 .64 .31 .38 .44 35 .46 .47 .49 .14 69 .87 1.0

.26 .28 .36 .33 .25 .53 .19 .10 .27 .10 .36 .27 .36 .39 .33 .25 -.20




Table F2

Providers’ Unrotated Factor Matrix
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Participants Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor4 Factor5 Factor6 Factor7 Factor 8
1998DIX 0.51* -0.55** -0.20 0.33 0.07 0.18 -0.35 -0.08
2001BEV 0.62* -0.40* -0.14 0.02 0.27 -0.24 0.11 0.07
1984TAY 0.63* -0.27 -0.42%* -0.06 0.10 0.33 0.27 0.31
1969BAL 0.79** -0.30 0.10 -0.01 -0.03 -0.14 -0.14 0.05
1972MAG 0.51* -0.26 0.23 0.56 -0.27 -0.03 0.39 0.09
1977WOL 0.88** (.01 -0.08 0.00 0.12 0.12 -0.10 -0.13
1982WHII 0.65* -0.02 0.52%* 0.22 -0.03 -0.08 -0.15 -0.05
1979DEL 0.67* 0.18 0.36 -0.36 -0.09 0.03 0.16 0.32
2003ETH 0.74* -0.16 -0.12 -0.19 -0.07 -0.20 -0.29 0.33
1974MOR 0.75* -0.04 0.14 -0.17 0.42 0.02 0.22 -0.16
1987MIL 0.70*  0.13 0.34 0.07 -0.07 0.45 -0.05 -0.08
1990TUC 0.67* 0.34 0.27 0.00 0.32 -0.12 -0.10 -0.03
2000JAC 0.73* -0.03 -0.26 -0.04 -0.10 -0.30 0.22 -0.38
2010THO 0.53* -0.38*  0.03 -0.51 -0.38 0.15 -0.01 -0.29
2001STR 0.74*  0.33 -0.12 0.04 -0.31 -0.23 -0.05 0.09
2001SMO 0.68*  0.59** -0.28 0.10 0.03 0.09 0.08 -0.08
2002W0O0 0.68*  0.52* -0.36 0.14 -0.10 0.09 -0.14 0.02
Eigenvalues 7.92 1.74 1.23 0.97 0.74 0.67 0.66 0.62
% expl.Var. 47 10 7 6 4 4 4 4

Note. Asterisk (*) indicates significance loading at p < .01 (i.e., > 0.38). Asterisk (**) indicates
two highest loadings for each factor with two or more significant loadings (i.e., significance at p
<.01; i.e., used for Humphrey’s Rule). Eigenvalue = Sum of squared factor loadings for each
factor. The explained variance = the eigenvalue divided by the number of variates (Q sorts)



Table F3

Providers: Factor Reliability for the Provider Group
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Factor
A B C
Number of Defining Sorts 6 9 8
Average Coefficient of Reliability 0.80 0.80 0.80
Composite Reliability 0.96 0.97 0.97
Standard Error of Factor Scores 0.20 0.16 0.17
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Table F4

Providers: Correlations between Factor Scores for the Provider Group

Factor
Factor A B C
A 1.00
B 0.54 1.00

C 0.63 0.71 1.00
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Table F5

Providers: Rotated Factor Matrix Using Providers Q Sort (Loadings)

Factor
Participants 1 2 3
1998DIX 0.01 0.77* 0.08
2001BEV 0.14 0.71* 0.20
1984TAY 0.38 0.71* 0.00
1969BAL 0.19 0.66* 0.51*
1972MAG 0.00 0.42* 0.45*
1977WOL 0.53* 0.54* 0.45*
1982WHI 0.09 0.23 0.80*
1979DEL 0.32 0.15 0.70*
2003ETH 0.36 0.60* 0.32
1974MOR 0.32 0.43* 0.55*
1987MIL 0.31 0.21 0.69*
1990TUC 0.47* 0.06 0.65*
2000JAC 0.51* 0.55* 0.21
2010THO 0.02 0.58* 0.29
2001STR 0.69* 0.24 0.37
2001SMO 0.91* 0.07 0.24
2002WO00 0.90* 0.15 0.16
% Expl. Var. 21 23 21

Note. Asterisk (*) indicates significance loading at p < .01 (i.e., > 0.38). Asterisk (**) indicates
two highest loadings for each factor with two or more significant loadings (i.e., significance at p
<.01; i.e., used for Humphrey’s Rule). Eigenvalue = Sum of squared factor loadings for each
factor. The explained variance = the eigenvalue divided by the number of variates (Q sorts)



Table F6
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Demographic Characteristics of Factor A Providers, School/District Aligners

Factor A
(N=6)
Characteristics n %
Gender
Female 5 83.3
Male 1 16.7
Degree
Bachelors 1 16.7
Masters 1 16.7
Educational Specialist 4 66.7
Doctoral 0 0.0
Years asa SET
Oto4 4 66.7
5t09 2 33.3
10to 14 0 0.0
1510 19 0 0.0
> 20 0 0.0
Years in Current Role
Oto4 0 0.0
5to09 5 83.3
10to 14 0 0.0
1510 19 0 0.0
> 20 1 16.7
Number of PL Programs Previous Year®
0 0 0.0
1 2 33.3
2to 3 3 50.0
4t05 0 0.0
> 6 1 16.7
Hours of PL Previous Year®
<5 0 0.0
6to 10 2 33.3
11to 15 0 0.0
16 to 20 0 0.0
> 20 4 66.7

®Indicates number of PL programs administered and number of PL program hours administered

during the previous school year.



Table F7

Demographic Characteristics of Factor B Providers, Data Driven Professionals
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Factor B
(N=9)
Characteristics n %
Gender
Female 9 100.0
Male 0 0.0
Degree
Bachelors 0 0.0
Masters 3 33.3
Educational Specialist 4 44.4
Doctoral 2 22.2
Years asa SET
Oto4 2 22.2
5t09 1 11.1
10to 14 3 33.3
1510 19 0 0.0
> 20 3 33.3
Years in Current Role
Oto4 2 22.2
5to09 4 44.4
10to 14 1 11.1
1510 19 1 11.1
> 20 1 11.1
Number of PL Programs Previous Year®
0 0 0.0
1 5 55.6
2to 3 1 11.1
4t05 0 0.0
> 6 3 33.3
Hours of PL Previous Year®
<5 0 0.0
6to 10 5 55.6
11to 15 1 11.1
16 to 20 0 0.0
> 20 3 33.3

®Indicates number of PL programs administered and number of PL program hours administered

during the previous school year.



Table F6

Demographic Characteristics of Factor C Providers, Leadership Encouragers
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Factor C
(N=8)
Characteristics n %
Gender
Female 7 87.5
Male 1 12.5
Degree
Bachelors 1 12.5
Masters 1 12.5
Educational Specialist 5 62.5
Doctoral 1 12.5
Years asa SET
Oto4 3 37.5
5t09 1 12.5
10to 14 0 0.0
1510 19 1 12.5
> 20 3 37.5
Years in Current Role
Oto4 0 0.0
5to09 3 37.5
10to 14 3 37.5
1510 19 0 0.0
> 20 2 25.0
Number of PL Programs Previous Year®
0 0 0.0
1 3 37.5
2to 3 0 0.0
4t05 1 12.5
> 6 4 50.0
Hours of PL Previous Year®
<5 0 0.0
6to 10 3 37.5
11to 15 0 0.0
16 to 20 1 12.5
> 20 4 50.0

®Indicates number of PL programs administered and number of PL program hours administered

during the previous school year.



