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Jeffrey Bryan Early

Abstract

The Institute for Advanced Learning and Research (IALR)datked in the south central
region of Virginia commonly known as “Southside”. TIA¢.R was established in 2002 by the
Code of Virginia for the primary purpose of revitalizingsteconomically distressed area of
Virginia. The education of the citizenry of this ars@entral to this purpose. One method of
providing for this purpose is partnering with the schowisibns within the service region of the
IALR to provide increased access to educational opportanifiéne service region of the IALR
includes eight school divisions. The purpose of this sivalyto determine the perceived needs
of K-12 educators in the service region of the IALR intbBside Virginia. Teachers, principals,
superintendents, and directors of instruction from sablool division in the study area received
a hyperlink to a separate survey instrument in which iteaers welected for inclusion that likely
match the participant’s knowledge based upon his or héitlpbSpecifically, they provided
their perceptions on teaching staff development needsnestirative staff development needs,
curricular needs, and the other needs they may havecriptve statistics were used to report
the data designed to identify the needs of the eighio$dnasions in this geographic area.

The census survey method was used to collect data fr@eidht school divisions served by
the IALR returned data from 100% of the superintendents imadtars of instruction, 70.4% of
principals, and 6.4% of teachers within these schoolidihngs The low response rate for
teachers made the value of their perceptions problemahie findings of the study indicate an
overall perceived need for staff development in thesapéapecial education, science, math,
reading, At-Risk programs, and technology. Furthergajpondents indicated a desire for
greater access to graduate programs, and a majorityt@ippants expressed a desire to have
greater communication with the research center iin énea.
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Chapter One

Introduction

Technology transfer from the university to industry barcharacterized as the
relationship between these two institutions of educationegonomic power that allows for the
bidirectional flow of knowledge and efforts for the purg®ef economic progress (Dill, 1995;
Santoro & Gopalakrishnan, 2001). These relationships camadedtback over a century. For
example, the Massachusetts Institute of Technology JNITeported to be the first university to
have ties with industry for support of its electricaliaegring course. Later in 1908 a chemistry
research unit was created to contract with industryn34id established its Division of
Industrial Cooperation and Research. This unit admintstigyes industrial contracts which
resulted in research by the university for industrial pugpos

The University of Michigan’s Department of Engineerings&arch operated on the same
“fee-for-service” arrangement with industry as MIT (ga¥i 1988). Both Michigan and MIT
conducted over a quarter of a million dollars worth seexch for industry in 1930 (Geiger,
1988). Another notable alliance between industry and a urtivevas The California Institute of
Technology’s high tension laboratory funded by the SantBalifornia Edison Company. This
arrangement allowed research to be performed by the uibywersthe purposes of furthering its
research and to perform research on transmitting Egtwver large distances which in turn
would benefit the Southern California Edison Company &eil988).

The post-1980 era of university-industry technology transfes oastwo pillars. These
are the federal government’s establishment of NatiotiahSe Foundation (NSF) Engineering

Research Centers (ERC) and the passage of the BaghAbb(Geiger, 1988). Both of these



acts of legislation illustrate the commitment of tederal government to improving the financial
relationship between the university and industry.

The NSF established ERCs in an effort to provide Ameriicdustries a competitive
advantage in the world industrial markets (Bozeman &&man, 2004). ERCs were initially
created in 1984 with two main goals and three recommendech@ocharacteristics. The goals
were (a) to improve the research and training engineeesved with more of an industrial focus
such that (b) graduates could compete on a global scaeorhmon characteristics include (a)
ERCs should actively foster interaction betweenutmgersity and industry for the purposes of
technology transfer, (b) ERCs should foster an diseiplinary approach to research that brings
together the relevant knowledge needed to solve indystablems, and (c) ERCs must provide
the education needed to accomplish the above mentionesi(§oakeman & Boardman, 2004).
The NSF classified all ERCs into one of four researelas: “bio-engineering manufacturing
and processing, earthquake engineering, microelectronensysnd information technology,
and manufacturing and technology” (Bozeman & Boardman, 203§ 7).

A total of 56 ERCs have been jointly funded at Ameridaiversities with the financial
backing of the NSF. NSF funding typically accounts for 3ff%he annual budget for each ERC.
The remainder is provided by the university and industry (PoR663). ERCs are expected to
become a self sustaining technology transfer unit betweseuartiversity and industry. Eventually
NSF funding is withdrawn. Currently there is nearly88f%6 survival rate for these centers
(Bozeman & Boardman, 2004).

The 1980 passage of the Bayh-Dole Act allowed universitiésralustry to own
inventions created from federal funding (8200). The actnsidered by many to be one of the

most important pieces of legislation for stimulating growth of technology transfer between



industry and the university (Mowery & Sampat, 2005). PridhéoBayh-Dole Act the federal
government retained patent rights to creations brought dlydaderal funding and made these
creations available through a non-exclusive process.egaestly, industries were hesitant to
partner with universities for the development of produxtshich they would not own exclusive
rights (Council on Governmental Relations, 1999). Theesscof the Bayh-Dole Act is seen in
the numbers of university owned patents since its pas§hgeaumber of university held patents
produced in the pre-Bayh-Dole years averaged 250 per year thhbihumber of university held
patents produced in the post-Bayh-Dole years approaches 5/088apéAnderson, 2001).
Agreements between universities and industries as to thersip and financial distribution
resulting from patents created from technology trareférities can result in strong ties
between the university and industry.

An understanding of research centers is important to adoableaders of K-12 schools
for three reasons. The first reason is the poteintigdct a research center has for the economic
development of a locality or its region (Geiger, 1988 sk, 2004). This potential impact on
economic development has a direct relationship orodaity’s ability to pay for education
(Alexander & Salmon, 1995). Technology transfer actisifech as research centers “have had
lasting impacts on state economic development” (Pla2ilé4, p. 113).

The second reason is the capacity of research ceoteesn new employees for local
industrial needs (Santoro & Chakrabarti, 2002). The capacitgitoskilled employees from the
local population allows for the continued economic ttgument of the area as well as the
growth in human capital of the area. Graduates from $utpools in proximity to research
centers may one day have access to either jobs lodhkindustries created by these technology

transfer partnerships or with additional education, erédsearch centers themselves.



The potential influence a research center could havesohaol division is the third
reason K-12 educational leaders would find an understanéinegearch centers important.
Research centers have access to highly trained sthfeaaurces that may be unavailable to K —
12 schools. These staff and resources may be a mearnsdbyKv12 educational leaders may
increase not only the human capital of its currerit bta may also refine its curriculum to more
closely align to the needs of the geographic boundafig®school division given the
relationships established between a research centemcustries within these boundaries.

Research Questions

The staff development and school improvement needduziadors in an economically
challenged area was the major focus of this study, Yenvether needs of the local school
division were also investigated.. This study was guidedéydllowing research question and
subordinate questions. What are the perceived needs @Rkeducators in the service region of
the Institute of Advanced Learning and Research (IALRatleat in Southside Virginia?
Subordinate Questions

1. What are the staff development needs of K-12 teachehg iservice region of the
IALR in Southside Virginia?

2. What are the staff development needs of K-12 adminstat the service region
of the IALR in Southside Virginia?

3. What are the curricular needs of K — 12 educators inethdce region of the
IALR in Southside Virginia?

4. What are other needs of school divisions in the sereg®n of the IALR in

Southside Virginia?



Purposes of the IALR
The Institute for Advanced Learning and Research (IALR)aated in the south central
region of Virginia known as Southside. The IALR wasablished in 2002 by the Code of

Virginia for the purposes of :

1. Seek to diversify the Dan River Region's economy bygngahe resources of
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University in parghip with Danville
Community College and Averett University and public and pei@dies and

organizations of the region and state.

2. Serve as a catalyst for economic and communitgfvamation by leveraging and
brokering resources that support economic diversityhierégion, particularly within the

network economy.

3. Provide a site for the development of the technotwl/trained workforce necessary
for new economic enterprises to flourish in Southsiggikia through the teaching,

research, outreach, and technology available fropaitser institutions.

4. Expand access to higher education in Southside Virginmdwding for adult and
continuing education, workforce training and development, ancdeganting
programs, including undergraduate, graduate and professionaamsghrough
partnerships with the Commonwealth's private and publidutisins of higher

education, the City of Danville, County of Pittsylvaniae public schools, and the public

and private sectors in the region.



5. Serve as a resource and hub for network-relatadtings in education, at all levels,

and in economic development activities.

6. Assist in regional economic and community developra#fatts by housing and
encouraging research and product-related activities and egoogithigh technology

economic development in the region.

7. Encourage and coordinate, as appropriate, the devetbam delivery of programs

offered by those educational institutions serving the region.

8. Serve as a resource and referral center by maintainohgisseminating information
on existing educational programs, research, and universitgamin resources (Code of

Virginia Chapter 23 §231.19).

Significance of the Study

This study adds to the body of knowledge in education regatde needs Southside
Virginia K-12 schools have of a specific research aetie IALR. The influence research
centers have over public K-12 schools is an area of deedearch given the increasing
numbers of research centers. Information from tidyswill assist school systems in Southside
Virginia by identifying their needs which can then be asséd by the IALR or other educational
entities. This study is also of significance to th&RAsince assisting public schools is one of its
responsibilities as established by the Code of VirgiBistablishing the needs of pubic schools
in Southside Virginia will permit the IALR and otheducational organizations to determine if

they can assist in meeting those needs.



Definitions

The literature defines university technology transfeff@snal efforts to capitalize upon
university research by bringing research outcomes todru@s commercial ventures” (Dill,
1995, p. 370). Santoro and Gopalakrishnan (2001) embrace a bdeéidition of technology
transfer as including activities used to share knowledge ddedadvancement of technology
between the university and industry (2001). Dill explained tleecaegory oformal efforts
pertinant to this study, research centers. Researtdlrs are “units responsible for stimulating
research and technology transfer in a particular @rézchnology, usually under joint
university-industry support” (p. 371).

The IALR meets the above stated definition of a neteeenter. The IALR’s previously
stated purposes are calculated to stimulate researtiieét@the needs of Southside Virginia’'s
industries and its university partners. This study embraced te&mitions as it explored its
research question as previously stated. An understandirgpothese formalized efforts of
research centers affect the economic developmeat afea is essential for educational leaders
who wish to capitalize upon these relationships.

The service region of the IALR may be defined as tlsokeol divisions served by the
IALR. According to the Director of Outreach and New Bamy Program Development for the
IALR, these school divisions include: Danville City $ols, Pittsylvania County Schools,
Martinsville City Schools, Henry County Schools, R&tiCounty Schools, Halifax County
Schools, Mecklenburg County Schools, and Franklin Co8ahpols (L. Nilsen, personal
communication, June 15, 2006).

The survey instruments use of the term at-risk refetisedollowing definition:



a school-aged individual who is at risk of academic fajlbas a drug or alcohol

problem, is pregnant or is a parent, has come into dontcthe juvenile justice system

in the past, is at least one year behind the expected Igreddor the age of the

individual, has limited English proficiency, is a gang rbem has dropped out to school

in the past, or has a high absenteeism rate at s¢i&lossary of Terms, n.d. p.1).

Limitations
The data analysis used in this study was drawn fromrrgton obtained from a single
research center and from school divisions served by titerceThe school divisions and
geographic region from which the data were gathered mayenpresentative of other school
districts or other regions within the United States. Tbisrepsentative sample will limit the
generalizablity of this study. Therefore no attemptxéereling the findings was attempted.
Although, as previously stated, the IALR was establishkadive to eight purposes, the
fourth purpose of expanding access to higher education byepag with public schools
appeared to be the most germane to the given researclogquédte other purposes were
relevant to this research question but perhaps to a dsgere.
Institute for Advanced Learning and Research

The establishment of the IALR is one of the suggestimm & 2000 report prepared for
the Future of the Piedmont Foundation which was condemité the economic revitalization of
Southside ("Learning, Working,", 2000). This report led toeentual establishment of the
IALR in 2002. by the Commonwealth of Virgina (Code of \trg Chapter 23 8231.19) The
IALR is designed to be a “catalyst for economic and camity transformation ("What is the",
n.d., p. 1)” of the economically distressed area aftlsside. The IALR plans to transform

Southside through a five pronged attack. The individual oh#¥&LR’s transformational



strategy are: strategic research, advanced learning pregrdwanced networking and
technology, commercial opportunity development, and commontreach ("IALR Mission",

n.d., p. 1)”

“By capitalizing on abundant regional assets, thearesecenters at the IALR will transform
Southside Virginia’s economic and intellectual climatel serve as magnets to attract talent,
technology, entrepreneurs, and national interest’@Reh", n.d., p. 1). The research centers
located at the IALR take advantage of the textile, aatong, and agricultural heritage of the
region. The research centers include The Advanced ppliedl Polymer Processing Institute,
The Virginia Institute for Performance Engineering ams$éarch, The Joint Unmanned Systems
Testing, Experimentation, and Research Site, and thieutesor Sustainable and Renewable

Resources ("Research”, n.d.).

The second method by which the IALR hopes to transforathSale is by offering

advanced courses of study and growing human capital ofebe a

The Institute for Advanced Learning and Research is conthiitteroviding high quality
accredited academic programs to meet the future and cageds of Southside Virginia.
Under development are a breadth of undergraduate and gradgedesdend certificate
programs, as well as the promotion of a seamless pgthatween associate’s,

bachelor’s, and graduate programs ("Academics”, n.d., p. 1).

The IALR has partnered with local institutions of higlearning, Danville Community College
and Averett University, to offer these advanced degré&és. focus of these degrees include
“preparing a workforce for the future, meeting current eygrimeeds, and expanding access to

higher education opportunities” ("Academics”, n.d., p. 1).
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The IALR hopes to transform Southside Virginia framegion dependent upon
manufacturing and tobacco to a region leading the statéoinmation technologies. The IALR
envisions information technology as one of the corneest@o the economic revitalization of

Southside.

To this end, IALR is focused on:

Researching and facilitating the installation of leadidgestechnologies, both within the
IALR and its affiliated facilities as well as in partaRip with regional entities engaged in

implementing advanced networking infrastructures

Staying abreast of cutting-edge applications of informagghnology, and positioning

the IALR in a leadership role regionally in the adoptiad atilization of these applications

Championing the adoption of business, government, healtledhreation, and
entertainment applications that will drive broadband dematfieinegion. Advocating the

first mile broadband connectivity for businesses and orgaoirs in the region

Educating the Southside region about leading edge teches|@givanced networking,
and cutting edge applications of information technology pbattion the organizations in this

region to be players in the innovation, networked eaon

. Promoting Southside Virginia as a place that is progresthat understands and is
adopting durable information technology platforms, and ¢ffattively uses information

technology to create competitive advantage ("Technolagy’, p. 1).

The IALR hopes to provide for commercial opportunitytfee economic development of

Southside through the “commercialization of technolgieveloped through IALR research
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centers” ("COMMERCIAL ACTIVITIES", n.d., p. 1) and byteacting business leaders to its
conference center. The conference center locatée &ALR provides 20,000 square feet of
space with access to a 8,400 square foot Great Hall, a lt3xseative auditorium, plasma
screen televisions located in all board rooms; 21 screens throughoatithiex, 3-way

video conferencing capabilities, award-winning culinary serviceuasdrpassable

bandwidth ("About the ICC", n.d.).

Community outreach is the final element of the IALRansformational strategy for
Southside. There are four components to IALR’s comtyunitreach program: learning
programs for adults and educators, learning programs for Kuti2rdis, public computing
facilities at the IALR, and Southside Community Adviasafor Learning Excellence-United for

Progress, SCALE-UP ("OUTREACH?", n.d.).

Adult programs include learning lift off, a program designedrjorove mathematics skills
of children and adults, and community training on e-commelRtegrams designed for
educators include faculty development in the areascbhtdogy, math, and science. Programs
for K-12 students include learning lift off, refurbishing compsit@nd summer enrichment
programs focusing on science, math, and technologg. SBALE-UP program is a community
based group committed to altering the regions economgdmsing on the education and life-

long learning of Southside’s citizens ("OUTREACH", n.d.).
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Chapter Two
Theory

Powers acknowledges that presently there is notoaytlod university technology
transfer (2003). As a result, the literature is silentosa theory of the various technology
transfer units, in particular research centers. Howeareexamination of the reasons universities
and industries enter such an arrangement leads to thsiarcof two developed theories. First,
Powers used the resource-based view of the firm theagyplain why industries seek alliances
with universities through the use of research centers (2B@33xplained resources of an
industry that are difficult to reproduce, i.e. knowledge antilzifained personnel, provide a
firm a competitive advantage. Secondly, using the resedependence theory, Powers was able
to suggest reasons why universities would seek alliancksngiistry in the form of research
centers (2003). The resource-dependence theory stateszatmend, i.e. universities, will seek
ways to reduce their dependence on suppliers of resouecesate funding. Powers argues that
reduction in university funding has necessitated the rezeghiversities to seek out partnerships
with industry in the form of research centers (2003).

The literature confirms Powers’ position. This symigisélationship between these two
institutions of knowledge and economic power affords duthopportunity to benefit. Industries
gain knowledge by accessing the talents and educationaienges of students and staff.
Industries also gain prestige from their associatidh amiversities. Universities on the other
hand gain access to funds and an opportunity to expose affthrgt students to practical
problems as well as employment opportunities (Geisler, 2G01tp® & Chakrabarti, 1999).

Educational leaders may use an understanding of univensliystry research center
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relationships to assist in the development of thesaar$&hnips which may ultimately improve
the economic landscape of their locality.
Presentation of Studies
The studies chosen for inclusion in this literature ararthe nature of research centers

from the perspective of both industry (Dill, 1995; Santor@lakrabarti, 2002; Santoro &
Gopalakrishnan, 2001) and that of the university (Jackson & Asaiire?004; Rogers, et al.,
1999). Furthermore, the studies chosen are presenteddnense that will first paint the broad
picture of technology transfer and research centerswlhll focus on research centers at a
specific university and will ultimately focus on a specresearch center. This increasingly
focused presentation of research centers as modeshabtegy transfer will enable the reader to
gain an understanding of the nature of these technolaggfer units.
Study One

The first of three studies conducted examining researtiersefrom the perspective of
industry is that of Santoro & Chakrabarti (2002). The fodukis study was how four types of
relationships between research centers and industryrelated to variables associated with
specific firms. The authors listed these four relatiges in an increasingly interactive sequence:
(a) Research suppodreates the least interaction between the univeesigarch center and
industry. This function merely allows for the flow @fpital from industry to the research center.
The purpose of research support upholds the resource-depettismgepreviously discussed.
(b) Cooperative researchenerally “include[s] contract research with individunaestigators,
consulting by faculty, and certain group arrangementsfggdly for addressing immediate
industry problems” (Santoro & Chakrabarti, 2002, p. 1164). Thenmsniscent of MIT’s “fee-

for-service” arrangement with industry. (€howledge transfeis “a much broader array of



14

highly interactive activities that include on going forraatl informal personal interactions,
cooperative education, curriculum development and perserobénges” (Santoro &
Chakrabarti, 2002, p. 1165). A chief mechanism for knowledge érafiei the university
research center to industry is the “recruitment oén¢ university graduates and employing
student interns” (Santoro & Chakrabarti, 2002, p. 1165). Fin@technology transfer
relationships focus on urgent and explicit industry issegslting in commercial applications.
Technology transfer relationships often result intjbimsiness ventures. The purposes of
knowledge transfer and technology transfer supports P{2@08) use of the resource
dependence theory as reasons why universities and industrguch relationships. These
relationships are also in keeping with the charactesisti ERCs previously discussed.

The authors constructed a survey instrument to corrélase four types of research center
relationships discussed above to specific industrial mbdmal factors for entering into such
relationships. Exploratory data for the survey was gathby examining recent NSF program
survey protocols. Semi-structured interviews (15) with reprigives from both industry and
university provided validity to the authors survey instrumedsiversity research centefd €
29) were contacted by the authors for participation irsthdy. The participation rate among
contacted centers was 72%. Participating researchrsemeee funded by either the NSF (76%)
or other sources (24%). The greater representation Bfftt&led centers may be a source of
bias and may limit the generalizablity of the study. Withke authors noted the diverse industrial
representation of the 21 participating centers adds to tleraeablity of the results. Surveys
were mailed to all 421 industrial firms associated wid 21 centers in this study resulting in a
48% response rate. The article was silent as to metheed to increase this rate. However, an

unspecified analysis was conducted to determine responsd be&e were no significant



15

differences reported between those responding and tledsesponding. Structured interviews
were conducted with 31 firms in various industrial sedmfsirther validate the survey data and
gain additional information.

The authors used 19 items of their instrument, each vadven point Likert-type scale, in
which these four variables emerged: knowledge trangfer ©1), technology transfem(=.92),
cooperative researclar(=.88), and research suppout €.92). These four types of relationships
were treated as dependent variables by the authors. Hwesaused a VARIMAX rotation to
validate these measures.

The remaining items on the author constructed instrumere used to capture data relative
to variables associated with industrial motivations faegng into research center relationships
with universities. Six variables emerged. These werédess independent variables. They
were: (a) the desire to “strengthen skills, knowle@gpel gain access to university facilities for
essential, core technologies” (Santoro & Chakrab2002, p. 1170) (b) the desire to “strengthen
skills, knowledge, and gain access to university faedifor ancillary, non-core technologies”
(Santoro & Chakrabarti, 2002, p. 1171). The instrument used &douscale with a seven point
Likert-type scale to collect these data£.93, a =.91). (c) The presence of a champion for the
research center both at the industrial firm as weditdbe research center was determined by the
use of a one-item scale with a seven point Likert-sgade. (d) Firm size was measured by the
small business administrations classification schen@&lte organizational structure of the firm
was captured by the use of three item scale each wim g®int Likert-type scalea(=.75). (f)
The authors coded a firm’s industrial sector using estedalisodes as specified in the literature.
The authors chose to control for this last variableabse research centers are typically sector

specific.



16

The authors controlled for multiple responses fronstirae firm by aggregating the data for
each firm into one response per firm. Homogeneitydividuals responsible for aggregated
responses was confirmed by a high inter-rater reliabiling need to aggregate data from firms
resulted in a final sample size of 189.

The independent and dependent variables listed above wertousealuate four
hypothesises by the use of multiple regression in whielx@omy of regression models by firm
size was employed by the authors. The first hypothesmopseal that large industrial firms
support knowledge transfer and research support relationshipaniversity research centers
for the purpose of enhancing the firms’ non-core techneso@ <.001). The second hypothesis
proposed that small industrial firms support technologysfiex and cooperative research
relationships with university research centers for thegae of enhancing the firms’ core
technologies p <.001). The third explored hypothesis was that the presdraceegearch center
champion at the firm results in a higher concentratiball four types of research center
relationships than the presence of a champion at seameh centerf <.01). Finally, the fourth
hypothesis stated that firms of a more organic natsrdefined by fewer hierarchical levels, are
more likely to engage in technology transfer and cooperatisearch relationships while firms
with a more mechanistic nature, as defined by more higcaldevels, are more likely to engage
in knowledge transfer and research support relationstps mvolved with research centers.
Statistical significance was not established for hymshieur as stated. This lack of statistical
significance for hypothesis four may appear surprising dgivermreviously established
significance found for hypothesises one and two. Théioakhip established in hypothesis one
suggests that there would be a higher incidence of knowteglgsfer and research support

between large (mechanistically structured) firms , and usityeresearch centers as compared to
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small (organically structured) firms. The relationshimbbshed by hypothesis two suggested
that there would be a higher incidence of technologsfest and cooperative research between
small (organically structured) firms and university reskaenters as compared to large
(mechanistically structured) firms.

The findings of this study add to the theoretical framewvdiskussed earlier. Santoro and
Chakrabarti support the resource-based view of why indusinies into a research center
relationship with universities by identifying four types dat®nships between industry and the
university and reasons why industry would enter into eachedbilr. However, their research
provides possible predictive power based on the firm’sasigepresence of a champion as to
precisely how a research center could be used to mest'sifieeds. Educational leaders
desiring to enhance their locality’s economic develogmeay be well advised to consider a
firm’s size and presence of a champion when considestaplishing a research center
relationship with industry and the university.

Study Two

The second article presented in this review continuesvtrk of Santoro and Chakrabarti
(2002) by offering additional reasons industries enter int@areh center relationships with
universities. Santoro and Gopalakrishnan (2001) extended theagditaed by Santoro’s
previously discussed survey instrument to answer the gné3owhat extent do the
relationship factors of trust, geographic proximity, commaiiia effectiveness, and university
policies for IPR [intellectual property rights], paterdad licenses influence technology transfer
activities between industrial firms and university reseaenters?” (Santoro & Gopalakrishnan,

2001, p. 163-164). They used the same data gathering instrasn8antoro & Chakrabarti
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(2002) as previously discussed. They then explicated why fheséctors facilitate the
technology transfer process between firms and researgers.

First, the authors predicted a firm’s trust in its tielaship with the university research
center to be “the cornerstone of developing a staldéarship” (Santoro & Gopalakrishnan,
2001, p. 163). They contended trust of a university researcéreaqiated to predictability
which in turn increased the technology transfer detiwi

Second, Santoro & Gopalakrishnan (2001) explicated the prireaspn geographic
proximity between the firm and the research centen®rtant for facilitating technology
transfer is that this proximity allows for formal andoirrhal interactions between the two. They
also acknowledged that the frequency of these formalrdodmal interactions is facilitated by
lower travel costs.

Third, the authors suggested that effective communicativrelea the firm and the research
center aides in articulating technology objectives #natclearly understood by both stake
holders. These mutually understood objectives then inatehseaate of technology transfer and
reduced the amount of uncertainty which in turn may ineréas trust between both stake
holders.

Finally, the authors explored the notion that univegsithay increase the rate of technology
transfer by showing flexibility in IPR, patents, and fiseng. This demonstrates the universities
desire to partner with industry. Specific examples offtaisbility include: “delaying the
publication of research results in academic journdswalg an industrial firm to receive
royalties, and offering first option exclusive licensimghts to a sponsoring industrial firm.”

(Santoro & Gopalakrishnan, 2001, p. 165-166).
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The authors of this article used items specific to tecuyofransfer activities from the
previously discussed survey instrument. The five items tasgeasure technology transfer in
this instrument had a high reliabilityr(=.92) in which a VARIMAX rotation was used to
calculate factor loadings. Again, technology transfgivities were treated as the dependent
variable while trust ¢ =.70), geographic proximity, communication effectiveness/arsity
policies for IPR, patents, and licenses, and the fiorganizational structurex(=.75), and
organization size were used as independent variableppement weakness of this study is the
lack of reliability data for four of the independent vat&s. This may limit the results of the
study by threatening its internal validity. The authorsselto control for organizational structure
and size. Prior research in the field as well as@arand Chakrabarti’'s (2002) previous study
indicate that firm size and structure play importareésoh technology transfer activities. The
authors note a strong correlation between several afdependent variables yet are silent as to
an analysis of multi-collinearity between these afales. This may limit the study by threatening
its internal validity.

The dependent and independent variables of this study weréauseeate and test four
hypothesises by the use of multiple regressions. Stafisignificancef§ <.01) was found to
exist between a firm’s level of trust in a researaft@eand the extent of technology transfer
activities. A greater level of statistical significar{pe<.001) was found to exist between a firm’s
geographic proximity to a research center and a univerdligXmility in IPR activities as they
pertain to technology transfer activities. Surprisinghgre was a lack of significance between
communication effectiveness and technology transtérites. The authors note communication
effectiveness may also be measured by the variabtessbfand geographic proximity. This

would explain the lack of significance and suggests avefoudgrther research. Standardizing
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the coefficients enabled the authors to note that flexibieersity IPR policies appear to be the
most important factor in increasing technology tranaivities between university research
centers and industrial firms. The authors further nage¢e¢mporal nature of trust and its
propensity to change.

The work of Santoro and Gopalakrishnan (2001) extended tHepseviously done by
Santoro and Chakrabarti (2002) by examining the relationstepted factors of trust,
geographic proximity, communication effectiveness, and uriiydfR policies associated with
a single type of industry-university interaction, tezlogy transfer. This work also adds to the
previously discussed resource-based theoretical framewymuggesting reasons why industries
would enter into research center relationships with univessiSpecifically, their work suggests
the need for educational leaders to understand the imgertd proximity, IPR, and trust in
establishing research center relationships with industry.

Study Three

Dill (1995) focused on the incidence rates and charaatsrist organization and
management common to all five types of university teamptransfer units previously
discussed and their effect on technology transfer padnce. Dill's article is important because
it attempts to establish correlations between thearesecenter's management and technology
transfer performance. Although the actual incidenceafatesearch centers was in keeping with
the expected rate. The expected to actual ratios of @ttienology transfer units varied by the
type of university (research, doctoral granting or meédiod engineering) (Dill, 1995).
However, these other types of technology transfer angsot the focus of this review and the
unexpected incidence rates of these units will not migsed. Dill (1995) used a stratified

random sample of American universities which “grantdbetorate and specialized institutions



21

engaged in engineering and health-related work” (p. 371) bethese types of institutions are
responsible for “the vast majority of federally andvately sponsored research conducted in
American academic institutions” (p. 371). The sample of h&6tutions represented 39.7% of
the specified population. The author noted that the higporese rate within each institution type
caused the sample to be reflective of the populatioesd Imstitutions participated (78%) in a
telephone interview. The article was silent as tohogs used to increase this response rate.

The heads of the technology transfer units, as reportédeeliglephone interviews, were
mailed questionnaires. The purpose of the questionnaireowadidate suggestions found in the
literature concerning the effect organization and manageaieechnology transfer units have
on performance. The author’s failure to include dataivelao a response rate to this
guestionnaire may jeopardize the generalizability of thidys Although the author notes the
results of this survey were common to all five unitseghnology transfer, unfortunately only
five of the 79 (6%) units responding were research centers.

The questionnaire was used to examine the influence tlateeddnave on overall
technology transfer performance. These factors weieidual, managerial, and organizational.
Individual factors of the technology transfer unit ngavacollected included “birth date,
terminal degree, field of study, and years of experiemt®th the relevant field and in the
university setting” (Dill, 1995, p. 375). The professional aia¢ion was measured by two Likert
scale items. These items measured the orientatithre ohanager to “advancement as a mangetr,
or to professional development as a scientist”l (895, p. 375). These items were developed
from previously published research. The lack of validityadat all of the measures used in the
guestionnaire may have threatened the internal valifliftyeostudy. Again, this may limit the

usefulness of the results. Managerial factors inclutheel $pent on managerial tasks, number of
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people supervised, and communication activities. A Likelesgas used on four items to
capture data relative to the communication frequency airtiversity, local community, and
national levels. Again, no validity data were availaBlithree of these factors were treated as
independent variables. Organizational factors included igukstionnaire were “year of
founding for the unit, the number of professionals, thalmer of support staff, and the most
recent annual budget” (Dill, 1995, p. 375).

The author acknowledged the difficulty in accurately ragag outputs of technology
transfer. He also pointed out the weakness in faibngdlude measures of performance relative
to technology transfer. Nonetheless, the author used geaified self rating scale to measure
the individual units’ technology transfer performancle Belf-rating scale may be a source of
bias for these results.

The following variables were shown to be correlated wétceived technology transfer
performance: manager’s years of experience in the: (figl<.01 ), orientation of the manager to
professional development as a scientt(01 ), frequency of communication within the unit
(p <.001), with the university§ <.01 ), with the local communityg <.001 ), and at the
national level p <.05).

The only correlations of statistical significance togeéved technology transfer performance
were managerial factors, primarily communication. Bhigly suggested a research center’s
technology transfer performance is linked to the e¢&nthrector or manager. Specifically, the
study suggested that the director benefits from having exyperia the field of study as a
scientist and from communicating frequently with all lsviavolved with the research center.
Educational leaders may benefit from this understandingn\sbkecting a research center’s

director.
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Study Four

The purpose of the study by Rogers et. al. (1999) was to aaswesearch questions
pertaining to the nature of all of the research ceiveeged at the University of New Mexico
(UNM). The guestions were:

1. What is the nature of the typical research centdreatniversity of New Mexico?

2. Why have the number of research centers and theirftwidihg, been increasing rapidly

at the University of New Mexico during the 1990’s?

3. Why are research centers founded?

4. What is the role of the director in creating and r&iming a research center?

5. How do university-based research centers transfer aémwto private companies and

to other organizations?

6. What determines the effectiveness of research ceintezaching their objectives?

(Rogers, et al., 1999, p. 668)
This study is important because of its holistic appraaaxamining research centers at a single
university. Educational leaders desiring to establish relseanters in proximity to a similar
university may find these results especially salient. dtbors used personal interviews with the
directors of all 55 research centers located at this giilyeas their source of primary data.
Other data collected by the authors included the reseantbrs’ annual reports and unspecified
“other written materials” (Rogers, et al., 1999, p. 692hoted weakness of this study is the lack
of reliability data pertaining to the survey instrument u3éus lack of reliability data may have
jeopardized the internal validity of the study whichamginction with limiting the sample to
one university may ultimately limit the generalizabilitlthe study. The data relative to

answering the first five questions were presented in deserifprmats only. Data relative to the
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last question was presented with a statistical andlyatsncluded information relative to its
validity. The authors were silent as to how thedigfiof their data for the first five questions
was achieved.

Data collected revealed the answer to the researchaueé$hat is the nature of the
typical research center at the University of New MeXi’' (Rogers, et al., 1999, p. 688). The
average center had a $2.7 million annual budget, had 33 emple@esenting four
departments, and has a full time director employealfasulty member (Rogers, et al., 1999).
The authors noted the high degree of variability amon&5heesearch centers studied and
cautioned the reader in using these data to describecaltgpnter at UNM.

The survey instrument used answered the question, “Why haveitmber of research
centers, and their total funding been increasing rapidlyeatUniversity of New Mexico during
the 1990's?” (Rogers, et al., 1999, p. 688). The authors notedrigoe reasons for the growth
in research centers at UNM. The first is the geograptugimity to three very large federal
research and development laboratories. These labesgtbos Alamos National Laboratory,
Sandia National Laboratory, and the U.S. Air ForcdlipsiLaboratory, accounted for 59% of
the funding for research centers located at UNM. Sardnd Gopalakrishnan (2001) support
geographic proximity as a reason for higher incidencesabiiblogy transfer by research
centers. The other unique reason for the rise in rdsearters was the presence of a champion
at the university who “strongly encouraged the foundingmersity-based research centers as a
means of increasing the university’s total research furaigighence its academic status as a
research university” (Rogers, et al., 1999, p. 696). This cleangiso strongly encouraged
multiple university departments to work together to esthhlarious research centers. The

importance of a champion at the university failed to palrtie work of Santoro and Chakrabarti
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(2002) who noted the importance of a champion at the induBtm for technology transfer
activities. This apparent disagreement may be explain¢adebgmployment status of survey
respondents relative to either the university or industry.

The survey instrument revealed that most researchreeb&%, “were founded by an
entrepreneurial faculty member due to the availabilityegéarch funding from an external
source” (Rogers, et al., 1999, p. 697). While 43% were sthytéalculty members that either
desired to conduct a multidisciplinary study or desired atgrdevel of autonomy from their
respective academic departments. This reason for stegagrch centers adds credibility to the
previously mentioned theoretical framework for why univegsibegin research center
relationships with industry.

The role of the director in creating and maintainingeegch centers was next explored. The
authors note three roles for the director: “(1) toiwadée his or her research staff in collaborative
research activities, (2) to obtain funding, and (3) tadcehfunded research.” (Rogers, et al.,
1999, p. 698). The authors noted the difficulty some dirsct@ntioned in communicating with
representatives from various departments within theiarebecenters. The discipline specific
languages were obstacles to overcome in establishingiegfeommunication among all staff
members. Dill (1995) supports the importance of the direxg@ scientist. Interestingly, Dill
(1995) also reports on the importance of communication nviti@ research center which is a
noted difficulty in the present article.

The authors then explored how technology was traesfédrom the university research
center to private companies and other organizations. Thi$igneaptures not only the potential
economic impact a research center may have to antartealso points to the two most

interactive types of industry-university relationshipsvpresly discussed by Santoro &
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Chakrabarti (2002), knowledge transfer and technology trasgfégast 70%, of the research
centers reported the publication of research as a noéarasferring technology. Other means
of reported technology transfer included the incorponabif technological innovations into
university courses (38%), industrial partners hiring graduaterguide other research center
staff (35%), attending meetings and conferences (33%}jammed new (spin-off) companies
based on the technology relative to a research c€r@és), and technology licensing activities
(16%). The authors noted the potential impact of the lesssl modes on technology transfer
activities. An examination of this research question layguthe work of Santoro and Chakabarti
(2002) reveals the relationships UNM research centerswitvéheir respective partners are
highly interactive and expected due to the high degrealefdéfunding.

To answer the question “What determines the effectigeoksesearch centers in reaching
their objectives?” (Rogers, et al., 1999, p. 688), the aufinstrslefined effectiveness as “the
degree to which an organization fulfils its objectives” B, et al., 1999, p. 692). The
interviews revealed the objectives of each researdiercand ultimately revealed eight
dimensions of effectiveness. These were:

(technology transfer, (2) training and placing former grasdsatdents (and staff) in

outside employment, (3) total budget, (4) research prodystimitasured in number of

publications, (5) staff size, (6) length of existenceyéars), (7) the director’s role, and (8)

the number of departments represented in each reseanten (Rogers, et al., 1999, p. 692-

694)

These measures of effectiveness may lead educatiodalde® a greater understanding of
the nature of research centers. Reliability of tltBseensions was achieved by intercorrelating

the ratings among the six authors. All dimensions dtiean length of existence revealed a
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significant correlation with effectiveness. The numbedepartments involved in a research
center was correlated at the<.01 level while the remaining six were correlated to ¢ffeaess
at thep <.001 level. An examination of the more effective redeaenters revealed they were
typically larger in both staff and budget and involved namademic departments. Previous
authors discussed also found correlations between mahgs# factors and technology transfer
effectiveness. However, Dill (1995) did not find significann the size of staff.
Study Five

The historical events previously mentioned as catalgstie establishment of research
centers helps build the framework for the creatioa specific research center, the Indiana
University Advanced Research and Technology Institute (ARTRckson & Audretsch, 2004).
This study is important because it demonstrates theiagahature of a specific research center
as a mode of technology transfer. Educational leadsimsrdgeto pursue this type of relationship
with industry may benefit from an understanding of tiieasnic nature of this research center.
Jackson and Audretsch (2004) used multiple sources of datdimglinterviews with key
participants and documents pertinent to ARTI to preseata study that examined the
establishment of ARTI and its developing nature as veethaasures of its performance.

Triangulation of the data revealed Indiana Univerdityld trace its roots of technology
transfer to 1936 with the creation of the Indiana Ursing-oundation. However, technology
transfer activities were described as “serendipitodsless focused” (Jackson & Audretsch,
2004, p. 120) until 1991 saw the creation of the Office of Teldgy Transfer and the creation
of ARTI in 1996. ARTI was initially organized with the la purpose “to operate a research

institute...administer the progress of research parks ahddtgical innovations promoting
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scientific, educational and economic development oppibidsnand as a means to manage
technology transfer and intellectual property” (Jack&dxudretsch, 2004, p. 120).

The purpose of ARTI evolved to include only licensing andemaarks in 1998. This
shift allowed for more direct involvement in the Cehtrdiana Life Science Initiative and the
Emerging Technology Center. Both have a life and hesgliences focus and are now used to
evaluate the center’s performance as noted below (Jagksaodretsch, 2004). Although the
authors attempted to establish credibility in this stiogyriangulation, they were silent as to
other measures employed for this purpose. The reseaofhibis study acknowledged their
employment by Indiana University. This may jeopardize o¢hstudy’s confirmability and
authenticity due to possible biases of the researchkesauthors were silent as to the length of
this study. This lack of rich, thick descriptions may gésipardize this study’s transferability.

The authors evaluated ARTI’s performance based on thhegess in meeting its mission
of “enhance[ing] Indiana’s business competitiveness throegfimology innovation” (Jackson &
Audretsch, 2004, p. 121). The two performance indicators usedrexenue metrics and
throughput metrics. Revenue metrics were defined as liegissome while throughput metrics
were defined as licenses, invention disclosures, and paemyear (Jackson & Audretsch,
2004). When evaluated from these two metrics, ARTI wa#slo be a success. As compared
to 1998 figures both income and licenses increased nearly 10P@02 while invention
disclosures increased 42% from 2001 to 2002 (Jackson & Audr2g@dh).

The authors note four reasons a university might émti@ia research center arrangement.
They are: “(1) providing additional revenues, (2) enhancing wsityerecognition and visibility,
(3) provide, attract, and retain talented faculty andwmte students, and (4) more directly affect

the employment landscape” (Jackson & Audretsch, 2004, p. TR&y further note the



29

difficulty in evaluating metrics relative to the lagto reasons for entering such a relationship.
They suggest further research is needed to properly idemgtfrics which can measure these
two areas. Perhaps further research into affectingrtipdoyment landscape would be of the
greatest importance to educational leaders looking tostiablesshment of research centers as
vehicle for positively impacting an area’s economic ttguaent.
Conclusion

The literature reviewed examined the dynamic relatiosstiiat exist between industry
and the university for the purpose of establishing and maintaresearch centers. Both industry
and the university enter into such relationships for diftpreasons that are in keeping with the
resource-based and resource-dependence theories previoagsdds An understanding of
these reasons from both the industry and the univgrsigpectives is crucial in understanding

the nature of these centers.
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Chapter Three
Methodology
One of the stated purposes of the IALR is to provabess to higher education by
partnering with public schools. Assessing the perceivedsneeK-12 educators in the school
divisions contained in the service region of the IALRswihe purpose of this study. Adequately
assessing these perceived needs required (1) identifying tha dohisions of the IALR’s
services area, (2) defining the population of each schesiah of the service area relative to
administrative and teaching staff, (3) identifying the dakds of this study, (4) development of
instruments designed to gather the required data, (5) degdfiginmethod by which the data
were gathered, (6) finally, describing the methods by wiielgathered data were analysed.
According to the Director of Outreach and New Econ®rygram Development for the
IALR, the school divisions served by the IALR include: nkidle City Schools, Pittsylvania
County Schools, Martinsville City Schools, Henry Cousighools, Patrick County Schools,
Halifax County Schools, Mecklenburg County Schools, andifiraCounty Schools (L. Nilsen,
personal communication, June 15, 2006). The IALR also panmér several private schools
within these areas. However, since private schaelsat the focus of this study, no other
mention will be made of them. Locating the IALRtIe Danville/Pittsylvania community can
be attributed to the work of the Future of the PiedmoniBation. The report prepared for this
foundation, Learning. Working. Winning., called for the bisaiment of the IALR at its present
location for the purposes of revitalizing the economyhefdrea ("Learning, et al., 2000).
Population
Adequately describing each school division of the IALR's/&e area relative to the

purpose of this study limited the defining characteristidheéonumber of instructional staff and
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school administrators in each of the eight schoao$wns. According to the Virginia
Department of Education, Patrick County Schools hasrialest administrative staff and the
smallest teaching staff of any school division within pl@ulation of this study while
Pittsylvania County has the largest staff ("PublicatipP®06). According to the 2004-2005
data used by the Virginia Department of Eduction, Patrmkr®@y Schools funds six principal
positions and 123 instructional positions at the elemeifggey and four principals and assistant
principal positions and 83 instructional positions at themsgary level. Patrick County Schools
has six elementary schools and one high school (IN&@d-ducational Directory", n.d.).

The next smallest school division relative to indiaral and administrative staff served
by the IALR is Martinsville City Schools ("Publication®2006). According to the Virginia
Department of Education’s 2004-2005 data, Martinsville City Sishoods five and a half
principals and assistant principal positions and 147 instnadtfmositions at the elementary level
and five principals and assistant principal positions and 1@2iat®nal positions at the
secondary level. Martinsville City Schools has thetsmentary, one middle, two early
childhood, and one high school ("Virginia Educationakbiory”, n.d.).

Mecklenburg County Schools is the third smallest schv@didn within the service area
of the IALR as measured by instructional and adminiseagtaff ("Publications”, 2006).
According to the Virginia Department of Education’s 2004-2004&,ddecklenburg County
Schools funds 13 principals and assistant principal positibtiee elementary level while
funding 250 elementary instructional positions. The secgrdael is funded at seven principals
and assistant principal positions and 176 instructionalipnsitMecklenburg County Schools
has six elementary, two middle, one alternative, amdhigh schools ("Virginia Educational

Directory", n.d.).
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Halifax County Schools is the fourth smallest schdhakion within the service area of
the IALR as measured by instructional and administratiaé ("Publications”, 2006).
According to the Virginia Department of Education’s 2004-2003,daalifax County Schools
funds 12 principal positions at the elementary level whifeling 317 instructional positions at
this level. These data also reveals Halifax County &lehfands nine principal and assistant
principal positions at the secondary level while funding Zs®dary instructional positions.
Halifax County Schools has 12 elementary, one middiecame high school. ("Virginia
Educational Directory", n.d.).

Franklin County Schools is the fourth largest schoabkdin within the service area of
the IALR as measured by instructional and administratiaé ("Publications”, 2006).
According to the Virginia Department of Education’s 2004-2003,datanklin County Schools
funds 16.5 principal and assistant principal positions atldreentary level while funding 354
instructional positions at this level. These data alseale=ranklin County Schools funds 13
principal and assistant principal positions at the seggrideel while funding 221 secondary
instructional positions. Franklin County Schools hasléthentary, one middle, one high, and
one speciality schools ("Virginia Educational Diregton.d.).

Danville City Schools is the third largest school diviswithin the service area of the
IALR as measured by instructional and administrative ¢tRfiblications”, 2006). According to
the Virginia Department of Education’s 2004-2005 data, Danvitig &hools funds 15
principal and assistant principal positions at the eléangitevel while funding 367 instructional
positions at this level. These data also reveal Dartvdleols funds nine principal and assistant
principal positions at the secondary level while funding 22t dary instructional positions.

Danville City Schools has ten elementary, three mjddle high, one alternative, and one
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preschool ("Virginia Educational Directory”, n.d.). Aumed letter to the preschool indicated
that the preschool had moved without a forwarding address.

Henry County Schools is the second largest school divisithin the service area of the
IALR as measured by instructional and administrative §tRfiblications”, 2006). According to
the Virginia Department of Education’s 2004-2005 data, Henry @degtiools funds 16
principal and assistant principal positions at the eléangitevel while funding 380 instructional
positions at this level. These data also reveal Heoon€y Schools fund 12 principal and
assistant principal positions at the secondary level vidniiding 281 secondary instructional
positions. Henry County Schools has 11 elementary, tadley and two high, schools
("Virginia Educational Directory", n.d.).

Pittsylvania County Schools is the largest school divisvithin the service area of the
IALR as measured by instructional and administrative ¢tRfiblications”, 2006). According to
the Virginia Department of Education’s 2004-2005 data, PittsylMaaianty Schools funds 26
principal and assistant principal positions at the eléangitevel while funding 528 instructional
positions at this level. These data also reveal Pitasyh County Schools funds 14 principal and
assistant principal positions at the secondary level vilmiding 272 secondary instructional
positions. Pittsylvania County Schools has ten elemgrfaur middle, four high, one
alternative, and one career and technical schoolsditWa Educational Directory", n.d.).

School divisions within the service area of the IALR seeved by three governor’s
schools. The Piedmont Governor’s School for Mat#s, Science, and Technology serves
five of these school divisions. It serves Patrick Gg@thools, Henry County Schools, and
Martinsville City Schools at the Patrick Henry Commui@ibllege campus located in Henry

County. It serves Danville City Schools and Pittsylvaaaunty Schools at its location in the
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IALR. There are a total of 10 faculty members servinthese two sites and one administrator
overseeing both sites ("Piedmont Governor's”, n.d¢. Governor’s School of Southside
Virginia serves Halifax County Schools and Mecklenburg @p&chools. These two divisions
are served at the Southside Community College. Othexosdivisions not within the service
area of the IALR are also served by this governor'sscfiThe Governor's”, n.d.). There are
four faculty members at this site and is overseen byadnenistrator. Franklin County Schools
is served by the Roanoke Valley Governor’'s Schookr@lare 13 faculty members at the
Roanoke Valley Governor’s School and is overseen kyaoiministrator. Other school divisions
not within the service area of the IALR are also sgfwethis governor’s school (“Roanoke
Valley”, n.d).

The number of instructional positions in the populatiothaf study is 4,120 while the
total number of principals this population numbers 108. Belbol division within the service
area of the IALR also has central office staff véne responsible for staff development and
curriculum. The inclusion of central office staff irases the number of administrative staff in

the population.



Research Centers 35

Table 3.1

Participant Schools

Table 3.1 (Continued)

School Division School Level School
Danville City Public Schools Alternative Fresh Starbdemy
Danville City Public Schools Elementary Forest Hillgisl
Danville City Public Schools Elementary G. L. H. JohnEdtem.
Danville City Public Schools Elementary Glenwood Elem.
Danville City Public Schools Elementary Grove Park Elem.
Danville City Public Schools Elementary Irvin W. TayBlem
Danville City Public Schools Elementary Park Avenue Eetary
Danville City Public Schools Elementary Schoolfield Elem
Danville City Public Schools Elementary W. Townes Léank
Danville City Public Schools Elementary Woodberry Hidlem.
Danville City Public Schools Elementary Woodrow Wilsdark

(table 3.1 continues)
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Table 3.1 (Continued)

School Division School Level School
Danville City Public Schools High Galileo Magnet High
Danville City Public Schools High George Washington High
Danville City Public Schools Middle Edwin A. Gibson Middle
Danville City Public Schools Middle O. Trent Bonner Middchool
Danville City Public Schools Middle Westwood Middle
Danville City Public Schools Unknown Westmoreland Pree®t Feedin
Franklin County Public Schools Elementary Ben. Frankliddle-East
Franklin County Public Schools Elementary Boones Midir&l
Franklin County Public Schools Elementary Burnt Chimnesnkl
Franklin County Public Schools Elementary Callaway Elem
Franklin County Public Schools Elementary Dudley Elem.
Franklin County Public Schools Elementary Ferrum Elem.
Franklin County Public Schools Elementary Glade Hillnkle

(table 3.1 continues)
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Table 3.1 (Continued)

School Division School Level School
Franklin County Public Schools Elementary Henry Elem.
Franklin County Public Schools Elementary Lee M. Waieht|
Franklin County Public Schools Elementary Rocky Mouefz|
Franklin County Public Schools Elementary Snow CreekiEle
Franklin County Public Schools Elementary Sontag Elem.
Franklin County Public Schools High Franklin County High
Franklin County Public Schools Middle Ben. Franklin MetldWest
Franklin County Public Schools Middle Gereau Ctr for Apth&Career
Halifax County Public Schools Elementary C.H. Friendril
Halifax County Public Schools Elementary Clays MikeEl
Halifax County Public Schools Elementary Cluster Siklem.
Halifax County Public Schools Elementary Halifax Elem.
Halifax County Public Schools Elementary Meadville Elem

(table 3.1 continues)
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Table 3.1 (Continued)

School Division School Level School
Halifax County Public Schools Elementary Scottsburg Elem.
Halifax County Public Schools Elementary Sinai Elem.
Halifax County Public Schools Elementary South of Eéem.
Halifax County Public Schools Elementary Sydnor Jennitigm.
Halifax County Public Schools Elementary Turbeville Elem
Halifax County Public Schools Elementary Washington-Caleialem
Halifax County Public Schools Elementary Wilson MerabElem.
Halifax County Public Schools High Halifax County High
Halifax County Public Schools Middle Halifax County Midd|
Henry County Public Schools Elementary Axton Elemsn&ahool
Henry County Public Schools Elementary Campbell CowtrEl
Henry County Public Schools Elementary Carver Elenmgraahool
Henry County Public Schools Elementary Collinsville Rniyn

(table 3.1 continues)
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Table 3.1 (Continued)

School Division School Level School
Henry County Public Schools Elementary Irisburg Elem.
Henry County Public Schools Elementary John Redd Sntatim E
Henry County Public Schools Elementary Mt. Olivet Pryna
Henry County Public Schools Elementary Rich Acres Elem
Henry County Public Schools Elementary Ridgeway Elem.
Henry County Public Schools Elementary Sanville Elem.
Henry County Public Schools Elementary Stanleytown Elem
Henry County Public Schools High Bassett High
Henry County Public Schools High Magna Vista High
Henry County Public Schools Middle Fieldale-Collinsvilleddle S
Henry County Public Schools Middle Laurel Park Middle Sdtho
Martinsville City Public Schools Elementary Albert Harintermediate
Martinsville City Public Schools High Martinsville High

(table 3.1 continues)
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Table 3.1 (Continued)

School Division School Level School
Martinsville City Public Schools Middle Martinsville MideliSchool
Martinsville City Public Schools Pre-School Clearviewlfz&hildhood Cent
Martinsville City Public Schools Pre-School Patrick HeRre-School Cente
Martinsville City Public Schools Elementary Albert HarElementary
Martinsville City Public Schools Elementary Patrick iHeElementary
Patrick County Public Schools Elementary Blue Ridge Elem.
Patrick County Public Schools Elementary Hardin Reys@lem.
Patrick County Public Schools Elementary Meadows of Blam.
Patrick County Public Schools Elementary Patrick Sprifigan.
Patrick County Public Schools Elementary Stuart Elem.
Patrick County Public Schools Elementary Woolwine Elem.
Patrick County Public Schools High Patrick County High
Pittsylvania County Public Schools Alternative Regionkvative Ctr

(table 3.1 continues)
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Table 3.1 (Continued)

School Division

School Level

School

Pittsylvania County Public Schools

Career And Technical

tsyania Voc-Tech Ctr

Pittsylvania County Public Schools Elementary Brosvilent
Pittsylvania County Public Schools Elementary ChathammEle
Pittsylvania County Public Schools Elementary GretnanEle
Pittsylvania County Public Schools Elementary John Lt Hiem.
Pittsylvania County Public Schools Elementary Kentuck Elem
Pittsylvania County Public Schools Elementary Mt. Aitgra.
Pittsylvania County Public Schools Elementary SouthsldenE
Pittsylvania County Public Schools Elementary Stony Ed#im.
Pittsylvania County Public Schools Elementary Twin SiBtem.
Pittsylvania County Public Schools Elementary Union Hédim.
Pittsylvania County Public Schools High Chatham High
Pittsylvania County Public Schools High Dan River Sr.Hig

(table 3.1 continues)
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Table 3.1 (Continued)

School Division School Level School
Pittsylvania County Public Schools High Gretna Sr. High
Pittsylvania County Public Schools High Tunstall Sr. High
Pittsylvania County Public Schools Middle Chatham Middle
Pittsylvania County Public Schools Middle Dan River Middle
Pittsylvania County Public Schools Middle Gretna Middle
Pittsylvania County Public Schools Middle Tunstall Middle
Mecklenburg County Public Schools Alternative Alternatisducation Center
Mecklenburg County Public Schools Elementary Boydton Elem
Mecklenburg County Public Schools Elementary BuckhormEle
Mecklenburg County Public Schools Elementary Chase damE
Mecklenburg County Public Schools Elementary ClarkstléEm.
Mecklenburg County Public Schools Elementary LacrossmEl
Mecklenburg County Public Schools Elementary SouthBEdm.

(table 3.1 continues)
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Table 3.1 (Continued)

School Division School Level School

Mecklenburg County Public Schools High Bluestone High

Mecklenburg County Public Schools High Park View High

Mecklenburg County Public Schools Middle Bluestone Middle

Mecklenburg County Public Schools Middle Park View Middle
Governor's Piedmont Governor's School
Governor's Governor's School of Southside Virginia
Governor's Roanoke Valley Governor's School




Table 3.2

Demographic Characteristics of Schools Used in this Study
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School Number of ~ Number of Number of  Other Total Number of  Number of Total
Division Elementary Middle High type of  Number of Elementary Secondary Number of
Schools Schools Schools School Schools Instructional Instructional Instructional
Positions Positions Positions
Patrick 6 1 7 122.64 83.27 205.91
County
Martinsville 3 1 1 2 7 147 102.1 249.1
City
Mecklenburg 6 2 2 1 11 249.95 175.5 425.45
County
Halifax 12 1 1 14 317.3 259 576.3
County

(table 3.2 continues)
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School

Division

Number of Number of Number of Number of

Elementary Number of

Number of Total

Elementary Secondary Number of

Instructional Instructional Instructional

Positions Positions

Franklin
County

Danville City

Henry County

Pittsylvania
County
Piedmont
Governor’'s
School
Governor’'s
School of

Southside VA

220.8 574.81
233.65 601.11
280.51 660.13
272.34 800.34
10 10
4 10

(table 3.2 continues)
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School Number of Number of  Number of Other Total Number of Number of Total
Division Elementary Middle High type of  Number of Elementary Secondary Number of
Schools Schools Schools School Schools Instructional Instructional Instructional

Positions Positions Positions

Roanoke 1 1 13 13
Valley
Governor’s

School
Total 70 14 17 7 108 2466.04 1654.17 4120.21
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Data Needs

The data needs for assessing the perceived needs of K-12ocedlurcéihe service region of the
IALR in Southside Virginia were gathered by the useoof fsurvey instruments. Principals,
superintendents, and directors of instruction for a gsadool division each received a hyperlink to
a separate survey instrument in which items were sdléatenclusion that likely matched the
participant’s knowledge based upon his or her job descripdaitionally, a fourth on line survey
instrument gathered the perceived needs of teachers sethice region of the IALR. Principals of
each school received an informational sheet for gxachithin their building and were asked to
distribute these sheets to teachers. This informatghreet (see appendix B) described the purpose
of the study and provided teachers a hyperlink to the teaahesy instrument. The instructional
leaders within both the schools and school divisionsgaWith input from teachers provided the
perceptions of what K-12 educators in the service arda&dALR need. Specifically, they
provided their perceptions on teaching staff development naddsnistrative staff development
needs, curricular needs, and the other needs they may®@apturing these perceptions from both
the instructional leaders at the school level and dinigvel as well as from teachers of each
school division within the service region of the IA4Rtovided reliability of the data. Gall, Gall, &
Borg (2005) suggest survey research is appropriate whentowlléata about “participants’
beliefs, attitudes, interests, or behaviour” (p. 180)eyTrther suggest that data collected of less
sensitive topics such as the topic at hand are appropreaetiyred by the use of a survey
instrument. The designed instruments gathered datavestatthe study’s research question and its

subordinate questions.
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Instrumentation

A review of the existing needs assessment instrumentstligield a survey instrument
suitable for collecting the needed data. The identdigol in the literature concerning an association
between research centers and K-12 schools coupledhsitimique nature of the IALR and its
localized service area necessitated the need to develspoquraires that were specifically
designed to gather the data needed to address the repeastibn at hand.

Kaufman & English (1979) describe needs assessmentyassa collection of prioritized gaps
schools or school system can use to create “deep chende’system. They propose six models
of needs assessments all based on the premise thatsshhve the power to affect change once the
gaps are identified by examining what schools are doing vetsa&tsschools should do. The study
differs from a true needs assessment in two importagswrirst, the school divisions associated
with the IALR do not control the IALR and are therefarot in position to affect deep changes in
the IALR. Secondly, the IALR has only provided serviaeschool divisions since the summer of
2004 (L. Nilsen, personal communication, June 15, 2006). Itmagyemature to examine what
the IALR is providing school divisions versus what théRashould be doing for school divisions
based on less than two years of experience. The sgiyilar to a needs assessment in that it
identified perceived needs of school divisions withingéerice area of the IALR.

Self developed survey instruments must be reliable and Wakie derived data are to be
useful (Ary, Jacobs, & Razavieh, 1996 ;Bell, 1999). Validity survey instrument is defined as
“the degree to which a survey instrument assess wpatpbrts to measure”(Fink, 2003, p. 165).
Two measures of validity were established for each sungtsument designed for use in the
proposed study. Face validity was assured by the develd@mih@matrix in which items of each

instrument were linked to the appropriate subordinate rdsgaestion. This insured the survey
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items adequately addressed the research question. Caattéity was insured by pretesting the
survey items as suggested by Ary, et al.(1996) and Bell, (1'99Bis essential that the
guestionnaire be pretested in order to identify ambigummes,nderstandings, or other
inadequacies” (Ary, et al., 1985, p. 351). To this end, opinions elaited from colleagues
familiar with the study as to the clarity and validitytbé survey items. Items lacking clarity or
validity were either eliminated or reworded.

Fink (2003) states reliability is concerned with the coestst of an instrument. While Bell
(1999) suggests that the use of mechanisms for checkinglidiglity of a survey instrument such
as the use of test-retest, alternate forms methodsspiit-half method are not necessary unless the
data will be used to develop a test or scale. Sincdaulg does not intend to use collected data for
these purposes, reliability was established through pildhie developed instruments. Bell (1999)
advises “the check for reliability will come at thegetaof question wording and piloting the
instrument”. A description of the piloting process thats used in the proposed study is provided
later in this chapter.

The purposes of the IALR as previously stated in the @b8rginia do not specify a
content area in which the IALR will provide assistate&-12 schools. However, the IALR does
specify it will provide faculty development opportunitiestd 2 teachers and administrators in the
areas of math, science and technology ("Teacher ednGatial.). This study sought to identify the
perceived needs K-12 educators have regardless of corgantEhere are four reasons for this
rationale. First, since the Code of Virginia doesaxatlude any content area from the purview of
the IALR, other content areas such as reading careledias part of its academic mandate.
Secondly, students engaged in other academic contestsarg@aas social studies can benefit from

K-12 educators who have increased their capacity in madnce and technology. Thirdly, the
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exclusion of reading and writing faculty developmenyriuster an already existing deficiency in
the students in the geographical region served by the IAbR.may in turn limit students’ abilities
to access the benefits educators have received frolAltRein other academic areas. Finally,
school divisions served by the IALR must provide educatioppbrtunities in areas other than
math, science and technology. Therefore, educatdhes® school divisions may realistically have
needs in areas other than math, science and technalogiing the proposed study to just three
areas may jeopardize the validity of the study relatwvits research question.

The survey instruments were constructed following the sigges of experts in the field
such as Ary, Jacobs, & Razavieh (1985) and Bell (1999). Ukiganstruments specific to each
category of participant were designed to address itesagiased with the four subordinate
guestions that will answer the research question at fdmlresulted in a total of four instruments.
All items of the instruments were entered into a matfrhe matrix identified to which subordinate
research question the item was linked and which cated@aricipant would answer the item.
This process allowed all subordinate questions to be addrass identified the participant most
likely to have the knowledge to answer the question agreltly provide accurate data. Refer to
Table 3.3 to review the item matrix.

Bell (1999) states “All data gathering instruments shouldiloéed to test how long it takes
recipients to complete them, to check that all questmasinstructions are clear and to enable you
to remove any items which do not yield usable data.” Theuim&nts were piloted as Bell (1999)
suggests “on a group similar to the one that will forengbpulation of your study”. Relative to the
instrument this pilot group were asked the following suggegtestions from Bell (1999, p. 128):

1. How long did it take you to complete?

Table 3.3
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Subordinate
Question

Survey Question Participant

What are the staff
development needs of K-
12 teachers in the service
region of the IALR in
Southside Virginia?

What are the staff
development needs of K-
12 teachers in the service
region of the IALR in
Southside Virginia?

What are the staff
development needs of K-
12 teachers in the service
region of the IALR in
Southside Virginia?

What are the staff

Teachers need additional staff development in the arefa(s)

Teachers need additional staff development in the arefa(s)

Superintendent

a. Math Director/Assistant

b. Science Superintendent for

c. Social Studies Instruction

d. English Principal
Teacher

Director/Assistant

a. Reading Superintendent for

b. Technology Instruction

c. Working with “At-Risk” youth Principal

d. Other Teacher
Teachers need additional staff development in the arefa(s) Superintendent

a. Arts

b. Career and Technical Education

c. Early Childhood Education

d. Special Education

I would like the research center to offer staff developnoen
development needs of K- provide information on existing education programs and

Principal
Teacher

12 teachers in the service resources in the area(s):

region of the IALR in
Southside Virginia?

What are the staff
development needs of K- of:

Se@™eP o0 T

Math

Science
Social Studies
Reading
English
Technology
At-Risk

Other

Teachersmost need additional staff development in the area Director/Assistant

Superintendent for

Math

Science

Social Studies

Reading

English

Technology

Working with “At-Risk” youth
Other

12 teachers in the service
region of the IALR in
Southside Virginia?

SQ@me o0 T

What are the staff Teachers in my school division need improved access to

development needs of K- higher education for the purposes of graduate programs in

Instruction
Principal
Teacher

Table 3.3. Item

Matrix Continued
Superintendent
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Subordinate Survey Question Participant
Question
12 teachers in the service the area of
region of the IALR in a. Curriculum & Instruction
Southside Virginia? b. Administration and supervision
c. Speech Therapy
d. Psychology
e. Math
f. Science
g. Social Studies
h. English
i. Arts
j- Vocational Education
k. Early Childhood Education
I.  Special Education
m. Other
What are the staff | would like improved access to higher education for the Teacher

development needs of K- purposes of graduate programs.

12 teachers in the service

region of the IALR in

Southside Virginia?

What are the staff Administrators in my building need improved local access t
development needs of K- higher education for the purposes of graduate programs
12 administrators the (Ed.D., Ed.S., Ph.D.).

service region of the

IALR in Southside

Virginia?

What are the staff Administrators in my building need additional staff
development needs of K- development in the area of

12 administrators the School law

service region of the School finance

IALR in Southside Evaluating instruction

Virginia? Special Education

Understanding the implications of NCLB
Legislation

Classroom use of technology

g. Administrative use of technology

®PoooTp

—h

What are the curricular ~ Teachers need additional staff development in content

Superintendent
Principal

Superintendent
Principal

Assistant

needs of K-12 educators (math, science, social studies, reading, English) aneasst Superintendent/Director of

in the service region of thedesigned

IALR in Southside a. toenable teachers to gain content knowledge.
Virginia? b. to enable teachers to more effectively deliver
instruction.

c. to enable students to better perform on
Standards of Learning tests.

d. to better integrate technology into instruction.

e. to meet highly qualified standards.

Table 3.3 Item Matrix Continued
What are the curricular ~ Teachers need additional staff development in technology
needs of K-12 educators for what purpose?

Instruction
Principals
Teachers

Principal
Teacher
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Subordinate Survey Question Participant
Question
in the service region of the
IALR in Southside
Virginia?
What are the staff Teachers would take advantage of educational and staff Superintendent
development needs of K- development opportunities if offered: Assistant
12 teachers in the service a. via web-based means Superintendent/Director of
region of the IALR in b. atthe research center Instruction
Southside Virginia? Principals
Teachers
What are other needs of | have visited the research center. Superintendent
school divisions in the Assistant
service region of the Superintendent/Director of
IALR in Southside Instruction
Virginia? Principals
Teachers
What are other needs of | have had direct communication with the researchecen Superintendent
school divisions in the Assistant
service region of the Superintendent/Director of
IALR in Southside Instruction
Virginia?
What are other needs of My school division has a clear delineation of whatlieR Superintendent
school divisions in the can offer my school division.
service region of the
IALR in Southside
Virginia?
What are other needs of My school division has good lines of communication with Superintendent
school divisions in the the IALR
service region of the
IALR in Southside
Virginia?
What are other needs of | would like to know what the research center can offer. Assistant
school divisions in the Superintendent/Director of
service region of the Instruction
IALR in Southside Principals
Virginia? Teachers
What are other needs of My school division or | have had input or would like to Superintendent
school divisions in the provide input into the staff development that has been Assistant
service region of the offered by the research center. Superintendent/Director of
IALR in Southside Instruction
Virginia? Principals
Teachers
What are other needs of The staff development that has been offered by the IALR Principal
school divisions in the was effective in meeting my staff development needs. Teacher

service region of the
IALR in Southside
Virginia?

What are other needs of
school divisions in the

Table 3.3. Item Matrix Continued

What staff have participated in staff development
opportunities given by the research center?

Superintendent
Principal
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Subordinate Survey Question Participant
Question
service region of the Teacher
IALR in Southside
Virginia?
What are other needs of The IALR has offered staff development for teachersyn m Principal

school divisions in the building in the area(s) of:

service region of the Math

IALR in Southside Science

Virginia? Social Studies

Reading

English

Technology

Working with “At-Risk” youth
Other

S@mPo0 T
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2. Were the instructions clear?

3. Were any of the questions unclear or ambiguous? If soyauillsay which and why?

4. Did you object to answering any of the questions?

5. In your opinion, has any major topic been omitted?

6. Was the layout of the questionnaire clear/attractive?

7. Any comments
A pilot group consisting of six school administratomnfrthree different school divisions used a
feedback form (see appendix A) to provide their suggestior improving the survey instruments.
The pilot group consisted of three building level admiaters and three central office personnel
who were not in the population of this study. Additiociatity and validity were obtained by
revising the instrument in light of the responses givgthe pilot group.

Building level and division level administrators aslivas teachers were chosen to
participate in the study because they have the infoomagilative to the subordinate questions of
the study that are designed to answer the researchaque$ survey that covers the entire
population of interest is referred to as a census” (8trg)l., 1985, p. 337). Since the population as
previously described is located within the same geographicitwvess determined that a census
survey would be appropriate and would eliminate the needrtpute a statically suitable sample
size.

Each superintendent in the IALR’s service region rambia letter that described the study
and asked for permission for administrative and teachafgveithin his or her division to
participate in the study. (see Appendix C) and copi¢eourvey instruments prior to collecting
data. A description of the study and copies of the sunsguments were also shared with the

IALR prior to collecting data.
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Because of the easy access school administratotgeaciters have to the World Wide Web
and to e-mail, it was determined a hyperlink to the apprepsiatvey instrument would be e-mailed
to each administrator for completion. Teachers weckan informational sheet with the hyperlink to
the teacher survey as previously described. This appearedatoddficient means of both
distributing the instrument and receiving the data. E-nait@sses of administrators were obtained
from the school division’s web site, the school dosmss central office, or by personal contact.
Once the distribution list was developed, each builtérgl administrator, superintendent, director
of instruction, and director of a governor’s schoa@him the IALR’s service area were e-mailed
directions and the hyperlink to access the appropriate sumvey. See Appendix B for the generic
form used. Each group of administrative participanteveemailed the text of the generic form.
However, the specific URL for the correct survey waxst $0 each participant based on his or her
job as principal, superintendent or director/assistantrsupedent for instruction. Participants were
given one week to respond. Follow up e-mail messagesseait seven days after the initial e-
mails. Principals received a follow up letter that atsxuded a paper form requesting teacher
participation. See Appendix D. The message once agatained instructions and the hyperlink
to the appropriate survey instrument. Additional effeatgcrease the response rate included

follow up letters to participants as well as telephaals ¢o the participants.
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Analysis of Data

Data collected from survey instruments was either nahar ordinal. These self reported
needs of school divisions relative to the IALR wereduto answer the research question: What are
the perceived needs of K — 12 educators in the service refjiba Institute of Advanced Learning
and Research (IALR)? The use of descriptive statistias appropriate method for reporting the
findings of the study (Fink, 2003). Therefore, data werertedan terms of measures of central
tendency. “These are measures or statistics thatiloeshe location of the center of a distribution
or an arrangement of data that shows the frequencgoofieence of the values of a variable or
characteristic” (Fink, 2003, p. 38). Analysis of the datéhieyuse of a statistical test will not be
appropriate given the research question and gathered data.

Data collected from each of the four surveys weréailytstored electronically as tab
delimited files. These tab delimited files were evellyumported in SPSS 12.0 and Microsoft
Excel. These two programs enabled data to be easiliatad for inclusion into the specific tables

used in chapter four.
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CHAPTER FOUR
Findings of the Study

This chapter describes the findings of the survey instntsngsed and illustrates (1) the
perceived needs of K — 12 educators in the service refite dALR located in Southside Virginia
relative to staff development and continuing educatiotgachers and administrators, (2) possible
means of delivering such staff development and continuing Bon@pportunities by the research
center, (3) the communication school divisions havewiddthe research center, (4) the input
school divisions have had into the staff developmenbudppities given by the research center, (5)
the perceived effectiveness of the staff developnfetias been given by the research center, and
(6) the participation educators in the staff developrtteatthas been offered by the research center.
Descriptive statics are used to present these findings.

Profile of the Sample
As previously described in chapter 3, a census survey was Dse¢a.on the specific school

divisions, schools, and staff within the scope of this stuele discussed in chapter three and are
outlined in tables 3.1 and 3.2 respectfully. Not all of theutetion responded to the survey
instruments used. Demographic information collected frach ®f the four survey instruments used
indicated eight superintendents and eight directorstassisuperintendents for instruction
participated in their respective surveys. Both of tipesécipation rates were 100%. The collected
demographic information also revealed 76 (70.4%) principalscpeated and 262 (6.4%) teachers
participated in their respective surveys. Table 4.1 disgayticipant information by school

division and table 4.2 displays participant information dyo®l level.
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Table 4.1

Participants by School Division
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Director/Assistant

School Superintendents Superintendent of Principals Teachers Total
Division n=_8 Instruction n=108 n=4120
n=_8

Danville City 1 1 14 18 34
Franklin 1 1 7 76 85
County
Governor’s 3 2 5
School
Halifax 1 1 11 18 31
County
Henry 1 1 12 38 52
County
Martinsville 1 1 3 1 6
City
Mecklenburg 1 1 3 0 5
County
Patrick 1 1 3 20 25
County
Pittsylvania 1 1 20 89 111
County

Total 8 8 76 262 354

n = study population
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Participants by School Level
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School Level Principals Teachers Total
n=108 n=4120
Elementary 48 94 142
Middle 10 49 59
High 18 119 137
Total 76 262 338

n = study population
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Responses to Survey Iltems

Items from each of the four surveys that are sinaitargrouped together and reported in
individual tables within this chapter. Items from each eymare identified with S, I, P, or T
indicating items from the superintendent survey (Appendixdiiector/assistant superintendent for
instruction survey (Appendix F), principal survey (Appendix @)teacher survey (Appendix H)
respectfully. Directors of instruction and assistugerintendents for instruction who participated
in the study will be collectively referred to as di@stof instruction when describing their
responses. Items from each survey that are not sitoi@ther survey items are reported
individually. As previously discussed in chapter three atiqiarticipants were asked to respond to
the same items. Items were directed to the indivgdonst likely to have the knowledge to answer
the item. This process also allowed data on a largabeauof individual items to be collected and

allowed all instruments to be completed by respondentsdtafively short time.
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Perceived Needs of K — 12 Educators in Southside Virginia

Teachers need for continuing education or staff development in math

Almost all superintendents (87.5%), and all of the descof instruction, either agreed or
strongly agreed with the need for additional staff tgu@ent or continuing education in the area of
mathematics. One superintendent strongly disagreedmstimeed. Principals (82.9%) and 43.9%
of teachers either agreed or strongly agreed with thefoeedditional staff development or
continuing education in the area of math for teacherachers agreed or strongly agreed with this
statement to a lesser extent than the other three gr&gususe of the larger number of teachers
(n=262) as compared to the other three groups (n=92) partigpatihe study, the overall agree or
strongly agree cumulative value (54.5%) does not retihecperceived needs of teachers held by

superintendents, directors of instruction, or principalstive to additional math staff development.
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Table 4.3

Responses to Survey Questions S2, 12, P3, T3. Teachers need contincaige/ additional staff

development in the area of math.

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Total
Agree Disagree
Superintendents 6 1 1 8
% (75) (12.5) (12.5) (100)
Director/Assistant 5 3 8
Superintendents of
Instruction
% (62.5) (37.5) (100)
Principals 19 44 10 3 76
% (25.0) (57.9) (13.2) (3.9) (100)
Teachers 41 74 103 30 14 262
% (15.6) (28.2) (39.4) (11.5) (5.3) (100)
Total 71 122 113 33 15 354

% (20.1) (34.5) (31.9) (9.3) (4.2) (100)
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Teachers need for continuing education or staff development in science

All of the superintendents, 87.5% of directors formastion, 76.3% of principals, and
44.6% of teachers either strongly agreed or agreed arettefor additional staff development or
continuing education in the area of science for teach€eachers agreed or strongly agreed with
this statement to a lesser extent than the other ¢inoegps. Because of the larger number of
teachers (n=262) as compared to the other three groups (Eer®i2jpating in the study, the overall
agree or strongly agree cumulative value (54.1%) does ftexttritne perceived needs of teachers
held by superintendents, directors of instruction, or gradsirelative to additional science staff

development.
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Responses to Survey Questions S3, 13, P4, T4. Teachers need contincaige/ additional staff

development in the area of science.

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Total
Agree Disagree
Superintendents 5 3 8
% (62.5) (37.5) (100)
Director/Assistant 1 6 1 8
Superintendents of
Instruction
% (12.5) (75.0) (12.5) (100)
Principals 13 45 14 1 3 76
% (17.1) (59.2) (18.5) (1.3) (3.9) (100)
Teachers 31 86 99 32 14 262
% (11.8) (32.8) (37.9) (12.2) (5.3) (100)
Total 50 140 114 33 17 354
% (14.1) (40.0) (32.0) (9.3) (4.6) (100)
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Teachers need for continuing education or staff development in social studies

All four groups indicated less of a perceived need fof dmfelopment in the area of social
studies as compared to math and science. Seventy-five peftba superintendents, 62.5% of
directors for instruction, 56.6% of principals, and 40.9% aéhers either strongly agreed or agreed
on the need for additional staff development or caimtizpn education in the area of social studies for
teachers. Teachers agreed or strongly agreed withtdbesrent to a lesser extent than the other
three groups. Because of the larger number of teaahe26%) as compared to the other three
groups (n=92) participating in the study, the overall agrestrongly agree cumulative value
(45.7%) does not reflect the perceived needs of teabb&t Dy superintendents, directors of

instruction, or principals relative to additional socialsés staff development.
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Table 4.5
Responses to Survey Questions S4, 14, P5, T5. Teachers need contincaige/ additional staff

development in the area of social studies

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Total
Agree Disagree
Superintendents 1 5 2 8
% (12.5) (62.5) (25.0) (100)
Director/Assistant 5 3 8
Superintendents of
Instruction
% (62.5) (37.5) (100)
Principals 7 36 20 10 3 76
% (9.2) (47.4) (26.3) (13.2) (3.9) (100)
Teachers 28 79 114 25 16 262
% (10.7) (30.2) (43.5) (9.5) (6.1) (100)
Total 36 125 139 35 19 354

% (10.2) (35.3) (39.2) (9.9) (5.4) (100)
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Teachers need for continuing education or staff development in English

Superintendents (75%) agreed or strongly agreed with theteaeters have for continuing
education or staff development in the area of Enghshequal number of directors of instruction
(75%), 57.9% of principals, and 53.8% of teachers eithenglragreed or agreed on the need for
additional staff development or continuing educatioth@area of English for teachers. Teachers
and principals agreed or strongly agreed with this statemeaughly the same percentages. The
overall agree or strongly agree cumulative value etwo groups (55.7%) closely matches the
separate percentages of both principals and teacheqseaseaved need of teachers held by

principals and teachers relative to additional Engliaff gevelopment.
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Responses to Survey Questions S5, 16, P7, T7. Teachers need contincaige/ additional staff

development in the area of English

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Total
Agree Disagree
Superintendents 1 5 2 8
% (12.5) (62.5) (25.0) (100)
Director/Assistant 6 2 8
Superintendents of
Instruction
% (75.0) (25.0) (100)
Principals 9 35 25 5 2 76
% (11.8) (46.1) (32.9) (6.6) (2.6) (100)
Teachers 61 80 95 18 8 262
% (23.3) (30.5) (36.2) (6.9) (3.1) (100)
Total 71 126 124 23 10 354
% (20.1) (35.6) (34.2) (6.5) (3.6) (100)
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Teachers need for continuing education or staff development in arts

Three (37.5%) superintendents either agreed or stronglgchgriéh the need for improved
access to higher education for the purposes of continuingigaluan the area of arts. Because of
the small number of art teachers within each sche@idn and the possible lack of art programs at
every school within a given school division, superintetglerere the only group asked this item. It
was felt in light of the relatively smaller numbédrant teachers in each school division as compared
to teachers in other areas, limiting the number of medpats to those that have a better
understanding of the need for art continuing education tirdeteelopment within the a school
division was appropriate. Four of the remaining superintaisddid not have an opinion on this

perceived need and one failed to respond to this survay ite
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Table 4.7

Responses to Survey Question S6. “Teachers in my school division nem¢enigecess to higher

education for the purposes of continuing education in the area of arts ”

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Total
Agree Disagree
Superintendents 1 2 4 7
% (12.5) (25.0) (50.0) (87.5)

Note.N= 8
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Teachers need for continuing education or staff development in career ancctéd@ducation

Six (75%) superintendents either agreed or strongly agriedhe need for improved access
to higher education for the purposes of continuing educatitve area of career and technical
education. Because of the smaller number of careeteahdical teachers within each school
division and the possible lack of career and technical pmegyed every school within a given
school division, superintendents were the only group askedem. It was felt in light of the
relatively smaller number of career and technical teiscim each school division as compared to
teachers in other areas, limiting the number of redpiots to those that have a better understanding
of the need for career and technical continuing educatistaff development within the a school
division was appropriate. The remaining superintendentsadidave an opinion on this perceived

need.
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Table 4.8
Responses to Survey Question S7. “Teachers in my school division nem¢enigecess to higher

education for the purposes of continuing education in the area of career ancceaducation. ”

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Total
Agree Disagree
Superintendents 1 5 1 7
% (12.5) (62.5) (12.5) (87.5)

Note.N= 8
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Teachers need for continuing education or staff development in early childtiocatien

Five (62.5%) superintendents either agreed or strongly cgrite the need for improved
access to higher education for the purposes of continuingaiua the area of early childhood
education. Because of the smaller number of earlylobdld education teachers within each school
division and the possible lack of these programs at egryol within a given school division,
superintendents were the only group asked this item. Ifeltas light of the relatively smaller
number of early childhood teachers in each schoddidivias compared to teachers in other areas,
limiting the number of respondents to those that hahett@r understanding of the need for early
childhood continuing education or staff development withea school division was appropriate.

The remaining superintendents did not have an opiniohismpérceived need.
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Table 4.9
Responses to Survey Question S8. “Teachers in my school division nemeenirgrcess to higher

Responses to Survey Question S 9

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Total
Agree Disagree
Superintendents 1 4 3 8
% (12.5) (50.0) (37.5) (100)

Note.N= 8
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Teachers need for additional staff development in the area of technology

Directors of instruction (87.5%) agreed or strongly agredll the need teachers have
for additional staff development in the area of tedbgy. Principals (77.7%) and nearly as
many teachers (73.7%) also either agreed or strongly adraetachers need additional staff
development in the area of technology. Superintendesns mot asked to respond to this item
since the respondent groups most likely had the knowledgeteeathis item. The overall
agree or strongly agree cumulative value of these relgpts (N=346) was 74.9%. The
remaining respondents were either neutral (19.4%), disagré&8d)(z2xr strongly disagreed

(1.7%) that teachers need additional staff developmeetimblogy.
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Responses to Survey Questions |7, P8, T8. Teachers need additiortkhatkfpment in the area

of technology.

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Total
Agree Disagree
Director/Assistant 2 5 1 8
Superintendents of
Instruction
% (25.0) (62.5) (12.5) (100)
Principals 17 42 15 2 76
% (22.4) (55.3) (19.7) (2.6) (100)
Teachers 73 120 55 8 6 262
% (27.9) (45.8) (20.9) (3.1) (2.3) (100)
Total 92 167 71 10 6 346
% (26.6) (48.3) (20.5) (2.9) (1.7) (100)
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Teachers need for additional staff development in the area of reading

All directors of instruction agreed or strongly agreethwhe need teachers have for
additional staff development in the area of readimgncipals (73.7%) and 61.9 % of teachers
also either agreed or strongly agreed that teachedsauetional staff development in the area
of reading. Superintendents were not asked to respdh@titem. The overall agree or
strongly agree cumulative value of these respondent346) was 65.4%. Twenty-four percent
of respondents were neutral. Most (n=73) neutral resposidlare teachers. Only 6.9% of all
respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed (2%) théietsaceed additional staff

development in reading.
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Responses to Survey Questions I5, P6, T6. Teachers need continuing edaddiimmal staff

development in the area of reading

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Total
Agree Disagree
Director/Assistant 5 3 8
Superintendents of
Instruction
% (62.5) (37.5) (100)
Principals 26 30 13 5 2 76
% (34.2) (39.5) (17.1) (6.6) (2.6) (100)
Teachers 73 89 76 19 5 262
% (27.9) (34.0) (28.9) (7.3) (1.9) (100)
Total 104 122 89 24 7 346
% (30.1) (35.3) (25.7) (6.9) (2.0) (100)
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Teachers need for continuing education or staff development in special educati
All superintendents either agreed or strongly agreedthdtimeed teachers have for
improved access to higher education for the purposes thamg education in the area of special
education. Because of the smaller number of special Bond¢aachers within each school division,
superintendents were the only group asked this item. Ifeltas light of the relatively smaller
number of special education teachers in each schoslativas compared to teachers in other areas,
limiting the number of respondents to those that hawett@r understanding of the need for special

education continuing education or staff development witiena school division was appropriate.
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Table 4.12
Responses to Survey Question S 9. “Teachers in my school division peacearaccess to higher

education for the purposes of continuing education in the area of special edutation.

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Total
Agree Disagree
Superintendents 5 3 8

% (62.5) (37.5) (100)
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Teachers need for additional staff development in working with “At>Risuth

Seven (87.5%) directors of instruction agreed or stroagiged with the need teachers
have for additional staff development in the areakmg with At-Risk youth. Principals
(92.1%) and 72.5 % of teachers also either agreed or stragided that teachers need
additional staff development in the area of working witkRisk youth. Superintendents were
not asked to respond to this item since the respondent gragbdikely had the knowledge to
answer this item. The overall agree or strongly agueeutative value of these respondents
(N=346) was 77.2%. Sixteen percent of respondents were héiarty-nine of the total 55
neutral respondents were teachers. Only 4.6% of all rdsptsdisagreed or strongly disagreed

(1.7%) that teachers need additional staff developmenbikimg with At-Risk youth.
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Responses to Survey Questions 18, P11, T11. Teachers need staff davelopvarking with “At-

Risk” youth:
Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Total
Agree Disagree
Director/Assistant 5 2 1 8
Superintendent
for Instruction
n=28 (62.5) (25.0) (12.5) (100)
Principals 38 32 5 1 76
n=76 (50.0) (42.1) (6.6) (1.3) (100)
Teachers 92 98 51 15 6 76
n= 262 (35.1) (37.4) (19.5) (5.7) (2.3) (100)
Total 135 132 57 16 6 346
N= 346 (39.0) (38.2) (16.5) (4.6) (1.7) (100)
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| would like the research center to offer staff developmeimeiatea(s)

Principals and teachers were asked what areas of stafbgenent they would like to
see the research center offer. Technology (46.7%y\varking with At-Risk youth (48.8%)
were the two areas most chosen by respondents. BIaBf) and reading (36.1%) were the
next two most chosen areas of staff development regptds would like for the research center
to offer. Science (28.7%), English (28.1%), social stu@d€9%), and other (8.6%) were also

chosen by respondents.
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Table 4.14

Responses to Survey Questions P20, T19 . | would like the reseatehtoeffer staff

development in the area(s)

Math  Science Social Reading English Tech- At- Other

Studies nology Risk
Principals 48 32 18 29 19 28 44 5
% (63.2) (42.1) (23.7) (38.2) (25.0) (36.8) (57.9) (6.6)
Teachers 78 65 63 93 76 130 121 24
% (29.8) (24.8) (24.0) (35.5) (29.0) (49.6) (46.2) (9.2
Total 126 97 81 122 95 158 165 29
% (37.3) (28.7) (24.0) (36.1) (28.1) (46.7) (48.8) (8.6)

Note: percentages will total more than 100 due to multgdpanses per respondent

85
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Teachers most need additional staff development in the area of

Directors of instruction, principals, and teachers vasteed what areas of staff
development teachers needed most. Directors of instnu®&2.5%) responded that teachers
most need additional staff development in math. Twéagypercent of the directors of
instruction indicated teachers most need staff developmevorking with At-Risk youth. The
two greatest perceived needs of staff development fohées according to principals were in
the areas of working with At-Risk youth (34.2%) and m2&9%). The greatest need for staff
development according to teachers was in the ardaslufology (22.5%) and working with At-
Risk youth (21.4%). Overall, the most needed areas fhdgeelopment for teachers as
indicated by all respondents were working with At-Risk yq@#h3%) and technology (18.8%).
All respondents to this item indicated that working withRisk youth was an area of needed

staff development for teachers.
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Liglsodrrl.sleSs to Survey Questions 110, P13, T13. Teachers most need adthiibdavelopment in
the area of:
Math Science Social Reading English Technol  “At- Other  Total
Studies °Y  Risk’
Director/Assistant 5 1 2 8
Superintendent
for Instruction
% (62.5) (12.5) (25.0) (100)
Principals 22 4 9 2 6 26 7 76
% (28.9) (5.3) (11.8) (2.6) (790 (34.2) (9.3) (100)
Teachers 27 20 16 39 14 59 56 31 262
% (10.3) (7.6) (6.1) (149) (5.3) (225) (21.4) @119 (100)
Total 54 24 16 49 16 65 84 38 346

% (15.6) (6.9) (4.7) (14.2) (4.6) (18.8) (24.3) (109 (100)
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Teachers also need staff development in other areas

All groups of respondents were given the opportunity tecatd in what other areas teachers
need staff development. These items (S10, 19, P12, andvEt2)open ended in each of the four
survey instruments used. Superintendents who responded iterthisdicated administration,
adult literacy, serving alternative students, physical edugand library media as other areas of
needed staff development for teachers. Directorsstrfuction who responded to this item
indicated reading, English as a second language, andedifiteion of instruction as other areas of
needed staff development for teachers. Principalsrefionded to this item most often indicated
bullying, classroom management, differentiated instrucimglish as a second language,
inclusion, and reading as other areas of needed staff gevef. Teacher who responded to this
item most often indicated behaviour management, workitlg stiidents with disabilities,
classroom management, English as a second languelyesjom, music, reading, use of smart

boards, and student motivation as other areas of neeafedestelopment for teachers.

There appeared to be a general agreement between digdatmtsuction, principals, and
teachers for the need for additional staff developnmetiite areas of English as a second language,
reading, and working with students with disabilities. tAflee of these groups specifically
enumerated English as a second language and reading ioptée ended responses as areas of
needed staff development. Working with students wihlallities appeared to be an area of needed
staff development as perceived by these three groupsctdyis of instruction and principals used
terms associated with working with students with dig#dsl such as differentiation of instruction
and inclusion when describing other areas of neededdsteflopment. Teachers specifically listed

working with students with disabilities as an area ofinee
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Teachers need access to graduate programs in the area of:

Superintendents were asked to indicate which graduate pret¢gachers need access.
Superintendents responded that teachers need accessadbespemation (87.5%) and math (87.5%)
graduate programs the most. Teacher access to gradugt@npsdn speech therapy was the
second (75%) most indicated area of need. Access to grggtogtams in administration and
supervision (63.5%) and science (63.5%) were the third mostiedi areas of need as related to
teacher access to graduate programs. The need for grachgi@ngs in special education as
perceived by superintendents coincides with the needdfirdgtvelopment in working with
students with disabilities as perceived by directorssifuiction, principals, and teachers as
discussed previously on items S10, 19, P12, and T12. The megdhtluate programs in math as
perceived by superintendents coincides with the need fir steaff development as perceived by
directors of instruction and principals and to a lessamgiy teachers as previously discussed on

items S2, 12, P3, and T3.
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Responses to Survey Question S12. “Teachers in my school division nemcedrgucess to higher

education for the purposes of graduate programs in the area of (choose all that apply

Response

%

Curriculum & Instruction
Administration and
supervision

Speech Therapy
Psychology

Math

Science

Social Studies

English

Arts

Vocational Education
Early Childhood Education

Special Education

50

63.5

75

12.5

87.5

63.5

25

25

0

25

0

87.5

Other

37.5

Note: percentages will total more than 100 due to multgdpanses per respondent
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Teachers want access to graduate programs

Sixty-six percent of teachers (N=262) responded thegregtnongly agreed or agreed that they
would like improved access to higher education for the perpbgraduate programs. Only 8% of
teachers disagreed or strongly disagreed with the desirave access to graduate programs.
However, many teachers (25.2%) were neutral in thegporese relative to their desire to have

access to graduate programs.
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Table 4.17
Responses to Survey Question T25. “I would like improved access to édytvation for the

purposes of graduate programs.”

92

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Total
Agree Disagree
Teachers 92 81 68 15 6 262

% (35.1) (30.9) (26.0) (5.7) (2.3) (100)
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Administrators need access to graduate programs

All of the superintendents agreed administrators needwegraccess to higher education for
the purposes of graduate programs (Ed.S., Ed.D, or PiHDwWever, only 53.9% principals
strongly agreed or agreed that administrators have ¢bd. nNearly a third (28.9%) of principals
did not have an opinion with respect to this possible perdeeed. Only 13.2% of principals
either disagreed or strongly disagreed that adminissraeed improved access to graduate

programs.
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Table 4.18
Responses to Survey Questions S14, P27. Administrators need improvedahggser education

for the purposes of graduate programs (Ed.S., Ed.D., Ph.D.).

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Total
Agree Disagree
Superintendents 8 8
% (100) (100)
Principals 20 21 25 8 2 76
% (26.3) (27.6) (33.0) (10.5) (2.6) (100)
Total 20 29 25 8 2 84

% (23.8) (34.5) (29.8) (9.5) (2.4) (100)
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Administrators need staff development in the area of:

All superintendents responded that administrators neddistaglopment in the area of
evaluating instruction. Superintendents (75%) also respondeddinistrators need staff
development in special education. Additionally, 62.5%ugferintendents indicated administrators
need staff development in classroom use of technol8ggcial education was indicated most often
by principals (43.4%) as an area of needed staff develogoreadministrators. School law,
evaluating instruction, and administrative use of tectgydll tied as the second most (35.5%)
indicated areas of needed staff development for adtrators. Overall, both groups indicated most
often the need for administrative staff developmeniénareas of special education (46.4%) and

evaluating instruction (41.7%).
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Responses to Survey Questions S13, P26. Administrators need staff develophe area of

(choose all that apply) :

School School Evaluating Special NCLB  Classroom Administrat Other
Law Finance Instruction Education Use of ive use of
Technology Technology

Superintendents 4 2 8 6 1 5 3 1
% (50) (25) (100) (75) (12.5) (62.5) (37.5)  (12.5)

Principals 27 19 27 33 24 19 27 4
% (35.5) (25) (35.5) (43.4)  (31.6) (25) (35.5) (5.3)

Total 31 21 35 39 25 24 30 5
% (36.9) (25) (41.7) (46.4)  (29.8) (28.6) (35.7) (6.0)

Note: percentages will total more than 100 due to multgdpanses per respondent
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Teachers want information on existing educational programs and resources

Principals (77.6%) most often indicated teachers wouldirifarmation on existing educational
programs in the area of math. Teachers (46.6%) howeest often indicated they would like
information on existing educational programs in the afgaading. Principals (60.5%) were in
agreement with teachers with respect to a desire dfi¢es for information on existing educational
programs in the area of reading. Principals (64.5%) mest often indicated teachers would like
information on existing educational programs in the afesience. A desire for information on
existing educational programs in the area of writing (34 W& next most often indicated by
teachers. Principals (60.5%) were in agreement witthégaavith respect to a desire of teachers for
information on existing educational programs in the afeeriting. The cumulative total of these
two groups of educators indicate reading (49.7%) and math (43 8P&)areas teachers would
most like to have information on existing educationabpams and resources. Overall, more than
35% of all participants indicated teachers would like im@tion on existing educational programs

in each core academic area.
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Table 4.20
Responses to Survey Questions P25, T24. Teachers would like informagiastioy educational

programs and resources in these subjects (check all that apply):

Math Science Reading Writing Other
Principals 59 49 46 46 4
% (77.6) (64.5) (60.5) (60.5) (5.3)
Teachers 89 73 122 91 38
% (34.0) (27.9) (46.6) (34.7) (14.5)
Total 148 122 168 137 42
% (43.8) (36.1) (49.7) (40.5) (12.4)

Note: percentages will total more than 100 due to multgdpanses per respondent
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Teachers need staff development in content areas this is designed to:

Directors of instruction most often responded (50%) téethers need staff development in
content areas that is designed to enable students ¢o petform on Standards of Learning tests.
Directors of instruction next most often responded (37 thit)teachers need staff development in

content areas that is designed to enable teachers¢oatfiectively deliver math instruction.
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Table 4.21

Responses to Survey Question I111. Teachers need staff developmemnhareas that is

designed to:
Enable Effectively Better Integrate Meet Other  Total
teachersto deliver  perform technology highly
gain math on SOL into qualified
content instruction tests instruction standards
knowledge
Director/Assistant 1 3 4 8
Superintendent (
for Instruction
% (12.5) 37.5) (50.0) (100)
Total 1 3 4 8

% (12.5) (37.5)  (50.0) (100)
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Teachers most need staff development in content areas this is deeigned

Principals and teachers were in agreement on the deksjaff development. Principals
(44.7%) and teachers (40.0%) both most often responded dbbete most need staff development
in content areas that is designed to enable teachersréoafiectively deliver math instruction.
Principals (37.5%) and teachers (23.3%) next most oftponeed that teachers need staff
development in content areas that is designed to es@lalents to better perform on Standards of
Learning tests. Principals (10.5%) and teachers (18.8%)rtiusdl often responded that teachers
need staff development in content areas that is destgrisgtter integrate technology into

instruction.
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Table 4.22
Responses to Survey Questions P14, T14. Teachers most need stgffriirvah content areas

that is designed to:

Enable Effectively Better Integrate Meet Other  Toatal
teachersto deliver perform technology highly
gain math on SOL into qualified

content instruction tests instruction standards

knowledge
Principals 34 24 8 4 6 76
% (44.7) (31.6) (10.5) (5.3) (7.9)  (100)
Teachers 13 98 57 46 16 15 245
% (5.3) (40.0) (23.3) (18.8) (6.5) (6.1)  (100)
Total 13 132 81 54 20 21 321

% (4.0) (41.1) (25.2) (16.8) (6.2) (6.5  (100)




Research Centers 103

Teachers need staff development in technology for the purpose of:

Principals and teachers were in general agreemenearetdded purposes of technology staff
development for teachers. Principals (75%) most oftemareded that teachers need staff
development in technology for the purpose of using hardieaoetter deliver instruction.
Principals (69.3%) next most often responded that teaokeis staff development in technology
for the purpose of using the internet to better delivéruogon. Teachers responded in much the
same way as principals as to their perceived needs furdlegy staff development. Teachers
(56.5%) most often responded that they need staff deveftgmeschnology for the purpose of
using the internet to better deliver instruction. Tees(g5.7%) next most often responded they
need staff development in technology for the purposeionfiusrdware to better deliver instruction.
Both principals (48.7%) and teachers (32.4%) indicated temdeed staff development in

technology for the purpose of designing web sites the nhirst often.
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Table 4.23
Responses to Survey Questions P9, T9. Teachers need staff devealopasénblogy for the

purpose of (choose all that apply):

Using Using the Using Designing web  Other
hardware to  internetto  productivity sites
better deliver better software such
instruction deliver as Microsoft
instruction Office
Principals 57 52 22 37 5
% (75.0) (69.3) (28.9) (48.7) (6.6)
Teachers 146 148 70 85 23
% (55.7) (56.5) (26.7) (32.4) (8.8)
Total 203 200 92 122 28
% (60.1) (59.2) (27.2) (36.1) (8.3)

Note: percentages will total more than 100 due to multgdpanses per respondent



Research Centers 105

Teachers most need staff development in technology for the purpose of:

Principals and teachers responded in the same way asrtantist perceived needs for
technology staff development. Principals (44.3%) anchea (37.0%) indicated teachers most
need staff development in technology for the purposeionfiusrdware to better deliver instruction.
Principals (30.0%) and teachers (30.4%) indicated teachgtrsnost need staff development in
technology for the purpose of using the internet toebektliver instruction. The third most
indicated area of need for teacher technology statldpment by both principals (15.7%) and

teachers (12.6%) was for the purpose of designing web sites.
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Table 4.24

Responses to Survey Questions P10, T10. Teachers most need stgffreevah technology for

the purpose of :

Using Using the Using Designing Other Total
hardware to internetto productivity  web sites

better better software

deliver deliver such as

instruction instruction Microsoft

Office
Principals 31 21 1 11 6 70
% (44.3) (30.0) (1.4) (15.7) (8.6) (100)
Teachers 85 70 21 29 25 230
% (37.0) (30.4) (9.1) (12.6) (10.9) (100)
Total 116 91 22 40 31 300

% (38.7) (30.3) (7.3) (13.3) (10.3)  (100)




Research Centers 107

Means of delivering staff development
Teachers would take advantage of web-based educational opportunities
Superintendents (87.5%) agreed that teachers would taketaglwari web-based educational
opportunities if they were available. The remaining 12didmot have an opinion relative to this

item.
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Table 4.25
Responses to Survey Question 11. “Teachers in my school division wouddivakeage of web-

based educational opportunities.”

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Total

Agree Disagree

Superintendents 7 1 8

% (87.5) (12.5) (100)
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Teachers would take advantage of web-based staff development opportunities

Principals (65.8%) either strongly agreed or agreed thaedgbf staff development
opportunities via a web-based method would be a verybleasiethod of delivery. Teachers
(69.4%) either strongly agreed or agreed that delivertafifdevelopment opportunities via a web-
based method would be the most feasible method of delividrg.agreement between teachers and
principals on the perceived feasibility for teachersal® advantage of web-based staff
development opportunities is in keeping with the superintéatiessponse to such feasibility as
previously discussed on item S11. Twenty percent of teaemel principals had no opinion on the
feasibility of staff development delivered via a webduhmethod. Ten percent of teachers and

principals disagreed with the feasibility of staff deyghent delivered via a web-based method.
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Table 4.26

Responses to Survey Questions P24, T23. Web based staff development vexylH)eor most

(T) feasible.
Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Total
Agree Disagree

Principals 19 31 17 9 76
% (25.0) (40.8) (22.317) (11.8) (100)
Teachers 80 102 55 25 262
% (30.5) (38.9) (21.0) (9.5) (100)
Total 99 133 72 34 338

% (29.3) (39.3) (21.3) (10.1) (100)
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Feasibility of going to the research center for staff development

Principals (67.1%) indicated it would be very feasiblestaff to attend development
opportunities at the research center if the staff dgweént were offered during the summer. The
next most feasible time according to principals (59.&%¥taff to attend development
opportunities at the research center would be during thkdag. The third most feasible time
according to principals (31.6%) for staff attending develagr@portunities at the research center
was after school hours but during the school year. egadndicated the feasibility of attending
staff development opportunities at the research cantauch the same manner as principals.
Teachers (54.6%) however, indicated attending staff dpuent opportunities at the research
center would be very feasible if the staff developnvesrte offered during the workday. Teachers
(47.7%) indicated attending staff development opportureti¢se research center during the
summer as the next most feasible time for such deafélopment. Thirdly, teachers (29.4%)
indicated it would be very feasible to attend the reseeeater for staff development after school

but during the school year.
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Table 4.27
Responses to Survey Questions P23, T22. It would be feasible to goetsetreh center if staff

development were offered (choose all that apply):

During the After school During the During the
workday but during the summer weekend
school year
Principals 45 24 51 17
% (59.2) (31.6) (67.1) (22.4)
Teachers 143 77 125 35
% (54.6) (29.4) (47.7) (13.4)
Total 188 101 176 52
% (55.6) (29.9) (52.1) (15.4)

Note: percentages will total more than 100 due to multgdpanses per respondent
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Communication with the Research Center
Visits to the research center
A minority of all respondents (25.1%) have visited treeegch center. Superintendents (25%),
directors of instruction (37.5%), principals (31.6%), and teex(22.5%) indicated they had visited

the research center.
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Table 4.28

Responses to Survey Question S19, 114, P28, T26 . “I have visitedd¢hectecenter.”

114

Yes No Total
Superintendents 2 6 8
n=38 (25.0) (75.0) (100)
Director/Assistant 3 5 8
Superintendents of
Instruction
% (37.5) (62.5) (100)
Principals 24 52 76
% (31.6) (68.4) (100)
Teachers 59 200 259
% (22.5) (76.3) (100)
Total 88 263 351

% (25.1) (74.9) (100)




Research Centers 115

Direct Communication with the research center
Half of both superintendents and directors of instruadtdicated they have had direct
communication with the research center. Conversalyof all superintendents and directors of

instruction indicated they have not had direct commuioicavith the research center.
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Table 4.29

Responses to Survey Question S20, 114. “I have had direct communicatidimewitisearch

center.”

Yes No Total

Superintendents 4 4 8
% (50.0) (50.0) (100)

Director/Assistant 4 4 8

Superintendents of
Instruction

% (50.0) (50.0) (100)

Total 8 8 16

% (50.0) (50.0) (100)
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Clear delineation of what the research center is capable of offering

Most (75%) of superintendents did not have an opinion vel&bi having a clear delineation of
what staff development opportunities the research cerdeicapable of offering their individual
school divisions. A equal (12.5%) number of superintersdestth agreed with having such a
delineation relative to staff development opportunitieth@tresearch center and disagreed with

having such a delineation relative to staff developmenbppities at the research center.
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Table 4.30
Responses to Survey Question S16. “My school division has a clear delirgatioat staff

development opportunities the research center is capable of offeyiisghnol division.”

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Total

Agree Disagree

Superintendents 1 6 1 8

% (12.5) (75.0) (12.5) (100)
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Good lines of communication with the research center
Half of all superintendents responded that their indiMidabool division has good lines of
communication with the research center. An equal nuwibsuperintendents did not have an

opinion relative to the lines of communication betwdweirtschool division and the research center.
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Table 4.31
Responses to Survey Question S15. “My school division has good lines of coatiorumith the

research center in our area.”

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Total

Agree Disagree

Superintendents 4 4 8

% (50.0) (50.0) (100)
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| would like to know what the research center can offer

Directors of instruction (75%), principals (88.2%), and teeli83.2%) either agreed or
strongly agreed that they would like to know what staffelopment opportunities the research
center could offer. Twelve percent of these respondtahtsot have an opinion relative to a desire
to know what staff development opportunities were availabtbe research center and less than 1%

either disagreed or strongly disagreed with wanting sufolnmation.
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Table 4.32

Responses to Survey Questions 112, P22, T21. | would like to knothe/hasearch center can

offer.
Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Total
Agree Disagree
Director/Assistant 4 2 2 8
Superintendents of
Instruction
% (50.0) (25.0) (25.0) (100)
Principals 37 30 8 1 76
% (48.7) (39.5) (10.5) (1.3) (100)
Teachers 89 129 42 2
% (34) (49.2) (13.0) (.8)
Total 130 161 52 1 2 346

% (37.6) (46.5) (15.0) (.3) (.6) (100)
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Input
School division has had input
Half of all directors of instruction did not have anrapn relative to their school division
having had input into what the research center can thiéar individual school divisions. An equal
number (12.5%) of directors of instruction either agreedisagreed that their school division had

such input.
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Table 4.33

Responses to Survey Questions 115. “My school division has had input intthevin@search

center can offer my school division.”

124

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Total

Agree Disagree

Director/Assistant 2 4 2 8
Superintendent
for Instruction

% (25.0) (50.0) (25.0) (100)
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Sufficient input

Half of the superintendents disagreed that their indivisiciaool divisions had sufficient input
into what the research center can or cannot dffar school divisions. An equal number of
superintendents (25%) either agreed that their schoolativitd have sufficient input into what the

research center can or cannot offer or had no opinion.
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Table 4.34
Responses to Survey Question S17. “My school division has sufficiennitopwhat the research

center can or cannot offer my school division.”

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Total

Agree Disagree

Superintendents 2 2 4 8

% (25.0) (25.0) (50.0) (100)
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| had an opportunity to provide input

Principals (5.8%) and teachers (9.4%) indicated they hagportunity to provide input into
the staff development offerings provided by the reseanatece Teachers (55.1%) and principals
(60.9%) indicated they did not have an opportunity to provigatiinto the staff development
opportunities provided by the research center. More thand3@@&achers and principals indicated

that no staff development had been given by the researthbr.
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Table 4.35
Responses to Survey Question P19, T18 . “I had an opportunity to provide imptbie rstaff

development offerings provided by the research center.”

Yes No No staff Total
development
given by
research center

Principals 4 42 23 69
% (5.8) (60.9) (33.3) (100)
Teachers 22 129 83 234

% (9.4) (55.1) (35.5)

Total 26 171 106 303

% (8.6) (56.4) (35.0) (100)
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| would like to express future staff development needs
Eighty-three percent of principals and 75% of teachernsated they would like to have an
opportunity to express future staff development needstoefearch center. The remaining

(23.5%) principals and teachers indicated they would notdikeave such an opportunity.



Table 4.36
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Responses to Survey Question P21, T20 . | would like to have an oppoa@xipyess future staff

development needs

Yes No Total
Principals 60 12 72
n=76 (83.3) (16.7) (100)
Teachers 188 64 252
n=262 (74.6) (25.4) (100)
Total 248 76 324
N =338 (76.5) (23.5) (100)




Research Centers 131

Effectiveness

Was the staff development given by the research center effective?

Principals (32.2%) and teachers (15.7%) either stronghedgreagreed that the staff
development offered by the research center was eféectimeeting their needs. Teachers (36.4%)
and principals (21.0%) did not indicate an opinion on theg¥eness of staff development offered
by the research center. Nearly 45% of both principalseaxhers indicated that no staff

development had been offered by the research center.
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Table 4.37
Responses to Survey Questions P17, T16. Staff development giveuioy reseter was effective

in meeting needs.

Strongly  Agree Neutral Disagree  Strongly No staff Total

Agree Disagree development
offered
Principals 4 16 13 29 62
% (6.4) (25.8) (21.0) (46.8) (100)
Teachers 6 29 81 6 1 100 223
% (2.7) (13.0) (36.4) (2.7) (.4) (44.8) (100)
Total 10 45 94 6 1 129 285

% (3.5) (15.7)  (33.0) (2.1) (.4) (45.3) (100)
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Participation
The following staff have participated in staff development given bysleanch center
Twenty-five percent of superintendents indicated teacmisadministers from their individual
school divisions had participated in staff developmenbdppities given by the research center.
Superintendents (37.5%) also indicated that just teadtwerstheir individual school divisions had
participated in staff development opportunities given byélsearch center. Twenty-five percent of
superintendents indicated that none of their staff haitipated in staff development opportunities

given by the research center.
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Table 4.38
Responses to Survey Question S18. “The following staff of my schemrdhave participated in

staff development opportunities given at the research center (chodsatalpply

Teachers and Teachers None of my Total
Administrators staff
Superintendents 2 3 2 8

% (25.0) (37.5) (25.0) (100)




Research Centers 135

Teacher participation

Principals (39.7%) and teachers (16.9%) indicated thateesablave participated in staff
development opportunities given by the research ceRiencipals (35.6%) and teachers (60.5%)
also indicated that teachers had not participated idgaélopment opportunities given by the
research center. Teachers and principals combined (2h@kgted that no staff development was

offered by the research center.
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Table 4.39
Responses to Survey Question P15, T15 . Teachers have participateddev&iipment given by

the research center

Yes No No staff Other Total
development
given by
research center

Principals 29 26 10 8 73
n=76 (39.7) (35.6) (13.7) (11.0) (100)

Teachers 44 158 59 261
n=262 (16.9) (60.5) (22.6) (100)

Total 73 184 69 8 334

N =338 (21.9) (55.1) (20.7) (2.3) (100)
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Teachers have participated in the following staff development given bysteerch center

Most (38.2%) of principals indicated that teachers iir th&ldings had not participated in staff
development opportunities provided by the research centercidals (14.5%) also indicated
technology staff development given by the researakecavas the area in which most teachers had

participated followed by science (11.8%), and math (7.9%).
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Table 4.40

Responses to Survey Question P16. “The research center has offerdéstddpment for teachers

in my building in the area(s) of (choose all that apply). ”

Response _n %
Math 6 7.9
Science 9 11.8
Social Studies 1 1.3
Reading 1 1.3
English 0 0
Technology 11 14.5
Working with “At-Risk” 1 1.3
youth
My teachers have not 29 38.2

participated

Other 8 10.5
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Reasons for non-participation

All groups of respondents were given the opportunity tecatd reasons for staff not
participating in staff development opportunities given lgyrésearch center. These items (S21,
116, P18, and T17) were open ended in each of the four surseeyments used.

Superintendents who responded indicated distance toséarch center and uncertainty of
available opportunities as other reasons their staff baganrticipated in development opportunities
given by the research center. Directors of instomctvho responded were in agreement with
superintendents as to other reasons their staff hgobnatipated in staff development
opportunities given by the research center. Pringipb responded indicated availability of
offerings, lack of information from the research cente@available offerings, and teacher schedule
conflicts as other reasons teachers were preventedpfomipating in staff development
opportunities given by the research center. Teaceheosesponded to this item indicated teacher
schedule conflicts, distance to the research centérplknowledge of the staff development
offerings, and no staff development opportunities werengoyethe research center as other reasons

they had not participated in staff development opporasgiven by the research center.
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CHAPTER FIVE

The purpose of this study was to determine the perceived oé&d— 12 educators in the
service region of the IALR in Southside Virginia. $lehapter will summarize the findings of the
study, present a discussion of the concerns of the ghuolyide recommendations for further
research, and finally present implications for practice

Summary

The findings of the study will be summarized by six arga3 the perceived needs of K —
12 educators in the service region of the IALR locate8laathside Virginia relative to staff
development and continuing education for teachers anchadrators, (2) possible means of
delivering such staff development and continuing education appboes by the research center, (3)
the communication school divisions have had with thearebecenter, (4) the input school divisions
have had into the staff development opportunities giyetine research center, (5) the perceived
effectiveness of the staff development that has lggesn by the research center, and (6) the

participation of educators in the staff developmenthibatbeen offered by the research center.

Perceived needs of K-12 educators in Southside Virginia

As previously described, not all participants were askedsjpond to the same items in each
of the four instruments used. Items were directed tantheiduals most likely to have the
knowledge to answer the item. Summarizing the agree mg§yragree responses from all
respondents relative to perceived need for teacherdsted#iopment revealed the following. (1)
Superintendents most often indicated (in decreasing aebahers need staff development in the

areas of special education, science, and math. (8¢tns of instruction most often indicated (in
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decreasing order) teachers need staff development inghe af math, reading, science,
technology, and working with At-Risk youth. (3) Princpatost often indicated (in decreasing
order) teachers need staff development in the areasraiing with At-Risk youth, math,
technology, and reading. (4)Teachers most oftenatelit(in decreasing order) they need staff
development in technology, working with At-Risk youthdaeading. These data are summarized
in tables 5.1 — 5.3. These perceived needs are supportedéoyt tHblin which directors of
instruction, principals, and teachers indicated the grea¢esl for teacher staff development
respectfully as math, working with At-Risk youth, and texdbgy. Table 4.16 confirms the
superintendents’ perceptions regarding the need teacherfohataff development in special
education, math, and science through access to graduatarpsoigrthese areas. The perceived
need for access to graduate programs was expressed bysdaé8e), superintendents (100%),
and principals (53.9%). Superintendents most often exprédsseded for staff development in
evaluating instruction (100%) for administrators while ppats most often (43.4%) responded
they needed staff development in the area of speciaadgdnc

Directors of instruction, principals and teachers nodtein indicted (in decreasing order)
teachers need staff development in content areasttiasigned to allow teachers to effectively
deliver math instruction and to increase Standard of LearB8i@d ) test scores. Principals and
teachers responded that teachers need staff developnteciinology, which was the teachers’
most perceived need, that is designed to allow teaahdgarin how to use the internet and

hardware to better deliver instruction.
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Table 5.1

Summary (S, I, P, T) of Teacher Need Responses.

Agree or Strongly Agree or Strongly Agree or Agree or
Agree Math Agree Science  Strongly Agree Strongly Agree
Social Studies English
Superintendents 7 8 6 6
% (87.5) (100) (75) (75)
Director/Assistant 8 7 5 6
Superintendents of (100) (87.5) (62.5) (75)
Instruction
%
Principals 63 58 43 44
% (82.8) (76.3) (56.6) (57.9)
Teachers 115 117 107 141
% (43.9) (44.7) (40.8) (53.8)
Total 193 190 161 197

% (54.5) (53.7) (45.5) (55.6)
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Table 5.2

Summary (S) of Teacher Need Responses.

Agree or Strongly Agree or Strongly Agree or Agree or

Agree Arts Agree Career &  Strongly Agree Strongly Agree

Tech. Early Childhood  Special Ed.
Ed.
Superintendents 3 6 5 8

% (37.5) (75) (62.5) (100)




Table 5.3

Summary (I, P, T) of Teacher Need Responses

Research Centers

Agree or Strongly

Agree Technology

Agree or Strongly

Agree Reading

Agree or Strongly

Agree At-Risk

Director/Assistant 7 8 7
Superintendents of
Instruction
% (87.5) (100) (87.5)
Principals 59 56 70
% (77.6) (73.7) (92.1)
Teachers 193 162 190
% (73.7) (61.8) (72.5)
Total 259 226 267
% (74.9) (65.3) (77.2)

144
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Means of delivering staff development

The majority of superintendents (84.5%), principals (65.8#g,teachers (69.4%)
agreed or strongly agreed that teachers would take advaftagd based staff development
opportunities. Fewer principals and teachers indicateduld be feasible to go to the research

center at anytime than to have staff development oppbesipresented via the internet.

Communication with the research center

A minority (24.9%) of K — 12 educators within the servicaoa@f the IALR indicated
they had visited the research center while half osthgerintendents indicated they have had
direct communication with the research center andhely had good lines of communication
with the research center. A majority of directofenstruction (75%), principals (88.2%), and

teachers (83.2%) indicated they would like to know whatekearch center can offer.

Input

A minority of directors of instruction (25%), principd.3%), and teachers (8.4%) indicated
either their school division or they had input into wiaff development the research center had
offered. Superintendents (25%) agreed their school divisaal sufficient input into what the
research center could or could not offer their divisiBaradoxically, most principals (78.9%) and
teachers (71.8%) indicated they would like the opportuaigxpress their future staff development

needs to the research center.
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Effectiveness

A minority of principals (26.4%) and teachers (13.4%) ingidahe staff development that had
been offered by the research center was effectiveeigting their needs. A greater percentage of
these two groups (38.2%) indicated that no staff devedopimad been offered by the research

center.

Participation

A majority of superintendents (62.5%) indicated some @f $taff had participated in staff
development given by the research center. A minofigyrincipals (38.2%) and teachers (16.8%)
however, indicated teachers had participated in suffirdsteelopment opportunities. Technology
(14.5%) and science (11.8%) were the areas most ofteratedias staff development provided by
the research center. Reasons staff had not patédiadevelopment opportunities given by the
research center, baring schedule conflicts, includedceiped lack of pertinent communication

with the research center and the distance betweemrdearch center and school divisions.
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Discussion

Concerns that surfaced during the study included differing nsgp@tes of participants,
differing perceptions of needs, and resistance to complgtengtudy. A concern of participants
that emerged as data were analyzed was the overadliypendack of communication between the
research center and the school divisions. This aphéatge a common theme among many

respondents of all groups of participants.

The response rates of superintendents and directarstafation was 100%. The letter of
introduction sent to superintendents and follow up letteds@ephone calls to the directors may
have been responsible for this high rate of retutme rEsponse rate for principals was 70.4%. This
response rate was achieved after follow up e-mailgrg&tand personal telephone calls. This
response rate may have been increased if personaidele calls had been made to each principal.
Methods used to increase the response rate of teacbleided personal e-mails to colleagues
known by the researcher who worked in the school divsswithin the study area and e-mails to
teachers within the study area who had e-mail addressessimostheir school divisions’ web site.
The low response rate of teachers however is a negaliness for the results of this group of
participants. Reasons for this low response ratedmhezs may include too much reliance on
principals to forward participation information to teachas noted in the study design, teachers
may have less access to the internet, or are lesgataat to participate in research than the other
groups of participants. This noted weakness may b@tessoncern to the overall study in
determining the general perceived needs of K — 12 educatitres service region of the IALR
because teachers do not plan staff development. Tpenssrate of superintendents and directors

of instruction, those more likely to plan staff devel@ptnopportunities between school divisions
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and the IALR, and principals, those more likely to expaff development needs to the division
level however, were much higher as noted above. Nless, the response of teachers to their
staff development needs mirrored those of the pringipdigh would indicate that personnel in the
individual schools might be more knowledgeable about #férsteds than other groups of

respondents.

It may be reasonable to assume respondents completey swstruments based up on the
scope of their individual responsibilities. Thereforacsisuperintendents and assistant
superintendents/directors of instruction are responfblen entire school division, their individual
responses to survey instruments would indicate an owivadlon need. Collectively, these
responses would indicate the needs of the servicerrefite IALR. Their potential lack of daily
contact with students and teachers however, may presisghem to a curricular focus relative to
staff development needs in the service region ofAh&las indicated in the summary data above.
Principals and teachers on the other hand have respdresiii individual schools and classrooms,
consequently the scope of their K — 12 experiences iemeehon daily contact with the students in
the service region of the IALR. These differengestudent contact and the scope of
responsibilities between division level educators ahdaicbased educators may illustrate the need
to provide staff development geared toward meeting the pecteuwricular needs of teachers by
division level educators, such as math, science, andaspecication staff development, with the
perceived needs of teachers as indicated by schooldduehtors, such as working with At-Risk
youth and technology staff development. Such a synirgisproach to developing staff

development for the service region of the IALR mawgftopics such as using technology to teach
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math and science to At-Risk children and students wittbiisas to be very effective in meeting

the needs of all K — 12 educators within the service reditimed ALR.

Initially the IALR was accepting of the study. Theeascher was in direct communication
with the director of the IALR prior to completing teudy design and received his support for the
study. Once the letters of introduction and sample gungruments were mailed to the
superintendents of the school divisions within the semagen of the IALR, however, resistance
to the study was expressed by other staff members oAt | The staff of the IALR based their
objection to the study on their lack of funding and staiffi which to provide staff development
opportunities as well as their desire to not be resplenfab providing these staff development
opportunities (N. Franklin, personal communication, Au@®st2006). The researcher and most
likely the study participants were well aware of thegeér mandate placed on school divisions for
providing for their own staff development rather thalying on outside sources such as the IALR.
Virginia Department of Education data relative to scliontling of the eight school divisions
served by the IALR as compared to the total funding providedALR would no doubt provide
evidence of this supposition. Eventually, the survey ingtnimwere redesigned to abrogate the
IALR’s concern. The new instruments received appréaah the Institutional Review Board of
Virginia Tech and the study proceeded. Initially creatigsurvey instruments in conjunction
with the IALR may have prevented the resistance showstdffymembers of the IALR, but on the
other hand might also have skewed the study to elimimgtesderence to the IALR.

As noted earlier, the IALR was primarily establishe@aseans of revitalizing an
economically depressed area. Education of the citiz&i®puthside is one of the pillars
supporting the goal of this revitalization. To this erel 2002 Code of Virginia specifies the

following purpose for the IALR:
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Expand access to higher education in Southside Virgingdayding for adult and
continuing education, workforce training and development, ancgdeaganting programs,
including undergraduate, graduate and professional programs, thpadgérships with the
Commonwealth's private and public institutions of higher edueathe City of Danville,
County of Pittsylvania, the public schools, and the public@ivate sectors in the region

(Code of Virginia Chapter 23 §231.19).

The enumeration of public schools in this piece ollatjon appears to highlight the importance of
the public schools in providing for the education of iteeits. If the IALR is to provide for the
continuing education of Southside as noted above, thefogical to assume the first place to
begin would be with the public schools in the areaseseby the IALR. After all, K — 12 students
from the area served by the IALR who would eventually takentage of undergraduate graduate
programs noted above will come from the public schobilease areas. Partnerships with the
public schools in providing for the needed staff developrasmioted in this study would seem to
be a means of ensuring those who matriculate into @nagsponsored by the IALR would have the

requisite educational base from which to build.

The lack of funding to provide staff development forsbkool divisions served by the IALR
appears to be in conflict with its purpose as noted abdMae addition of adequate funding to
provide this staff development may be a necessary ptre dALR’s budget if it is to realize its
ultimate goal of revitalizing this economically dissed area through the education of its citizenry.
Support for such increased funding must come from the &gislin the General Assembly in
order for the IALR to properly address the stated purpopsoviding extended educational

opportunities for the children and adults of the region.
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Recommendations for Further Research
Once the study was completed, the following recommentatar further research emerged.

1. This study examined the perceived needs K -12 educators iartheesregion of one
research center located in an economically deprivedadi@ae state. Given the
increasing number of research centers, as noted eadditional studies designed to
assess the perceived needs other school divisions mayheesearch centers in other
states or regions should be conducted to add to the restlis sfudy. These additional
studies may hopefully help paint a more robust pictureehteds K-12 schools have of
research centers.

2. This study examined the perceived needs of all eight sdmasions served by the
IALR. Studies designed to examine the needs of individiredd divisions or perhaps
the needs specific to just the elementary, middle,gir &chool levels of all of the
school divisions may provide data to be used in tailoring d¢aelopment for a specific
school division or level of educator within the serwviegion of the IALR.

3. This study brought to light the perceived needs of K — 12 ¢altgcia the service region
of the IALR. These needs may also be met by resewtter than the IALR. Research

into these resources should be explored.
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Implications for Practice

1. This study collected data on the perceived needs of kdhagions within the service area
of the IALR. These school divisions have the poténtiavorking collectively to meet their
mutual needs as identified by this study. School divisiomslase the potential of taking
this study’s data to develop priority areas of staff dgyment to be discussed with the
IALR or other resources within the area that are capabieeting their needs.

2. The necessary relationship characteristics found ihtdrature between research centers
and business emphasise communication as a fundamemiabient needed for an effective
partnership. Using the existing literature to examinenebitg this relationship to include a
partnership between K — 12 public schools and research ceuatels highlight the
importance of communication in this partnership as idgta collected from this study
indicate school divisions within the service regiorihe IALR do not perceive such
communication exists. Staffs of these school divisiare desirous of having
communication with the IALR to provide input into whaf§ development and continuing
eduction is offered. An effort to increase communarabetween the school divisions
served by the IALR and the IALR should be made.

3. This study found evidence that the delivery of web-basdfidgt@elopment was not only
desirable but also feasible. This evidence provides th& Mith the opportunity to
combine its focus of broadband technology for the regitim meeting the needs of the
school divisions it serves.

4. The inclusion of funding for staff development of thelK school divisions served by the

IALR as noted in the discussion portion of this chafeaddress the needs identified in this
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study should be considered by those responsible for ekiaglisiture budgets of the IALR.
Furthermore, once funds are appropriated to deliver saffidstvelopment opportunities,
the IALR would be well advised to follow the recommenalasgi found in the literature
concerning the relationship characteristics of trust amaineunication between research
centers and industry. These characteristics may bealplel to partnerships established

between the IALR and the school divisions it serves.
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Appendix A Feedback Form

Directions: Please answer these questions relatitletsurvey instruments you pretested.
Please feel free to give your feed back on the surveymsit itself if needed. Thank you for
your assistance.

1. How long did it take you to complete?

2. Were the instructions clear?

3. Were any of the questions unclear or ambiguous? If soyavillsay which and why?

4. Did you object to answering any of the questions?

5. In your opinion, has any major topic been omitted?

6. Was the layout of the questionnaire clear/attractive?

7. Any comments
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Appendix B Letter to Participants

Dear Participant:

In the past few years there have been several attempts to assist in the economic recovery
of the people in the Martinsville/Danville areas. One part of that effort has been in providing more
educational opportunities for all people in this geographic area. Several institutions of higher
education have expanded educational offerings to assist with this problem. One such institution
has created a research center to assist with the economic development. Part of this development
is to provide more educational opportunities for the advancement of all individuals. As a result, we
feel it is important to identify the needs of the public school sector so that the entire scope of needs
can be identified. To this end we are asking you to participate in a needs survey of the school
divisions in this geographic region. We think we have a unique way of having you take the survey.
No papers, no mailing of responses, and assurance that responses are not seen directly by
anyone, even the researchers. We have put the survey on-line through the Virginia Tech Web,
and you are being asked to participate by using that survey. We think this is a unique way for
teachers to respond and hope the ease of taking the survey will interest you.

Participation in this survey is voluntary and by participating you give your consent to
gathering data. In addition there is no compensation for participation, except for the fact that you
will be doing some good to promote the working conditions of members of the teaching profession.
Data from this study will be reported only in group form and no individual response will be able to
be identified. In addition the personal demographic data will be used only for analysis and no
individual will be able to be identified. Finally, after the study is completed, all data will be
destroyed.

Participation in the study will be very simple and direct. The survey instrument is posted on
the Virginia Tech Internet Survey Program. You will be able to access the survey instrument
through the Internet at your convenience. After reading this notice you can easily complete the
survey as it is ready NOW. When you have completed the survey, you will be able to submit your
completed survey simply by clicking on SUBMIT and the job will be done, no mailings or finding an
envelope, or any of the other difficulties in a mail survey. Using the Internet assures the data will
not be seen by anyone including ourselves. Only group data will be available from the Internet.

You can use your email access to find the web site. This is done by opening the web site:

Link to Specific Survey

Directions for completing the survey instrument are provided at the site. Please don't be
intimidated by accessing the web site because it is very easy to complete.

Again we want to ask you to participate in the study by completing the survey. We think
this research is very important because it can give educators in Southside Virginia an opportunity
to express their needs for staff development.

Thank you.
Glen I. Earthman Jeff Early

Educational Leadership & Policy Studies Ph.D. Candidate
Virginia Tech Virginia Tech
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Appendix C Letter of Introduction to Superintendents
July 30, 2006

Superintendent:

As you may be aware, the Institute for Advanced Legraimd Research (IALR) is a joint venture
between Virginia Tech, Averett University, Danville Coommity College, and public and private
bodies and organizations of the region and state.pfiitvary purpose of the IALR is to revitalize
the economy of Southside Virginia. However, onépurposes is to provide for needs of
educators within its service area. Your school divissomithin this service area.

We are interested in assessing what needs your schawbditias of the IALR. Our study is
important because it gives you and your staff an oppayttmioice your needs which may be met
by the IALR. Our study involves the collection of theqaaved needs of superintendents, directors
of instruction (or assistant superintendents for instyay, principals, and teacher relative to the
IALR. We propose to send administrators a link to ahrensurvey that should take

approximately five minutes to complete. Principals wouléireca packet of information sheets for
teachers. These information sheets will explaimpmpose of the study and provide a link to the
teacher survey. Again, this survey should take approxiyniate minutes to complete. We are
enclosing drafts of the survey instruments along withriftemation sheet for teachers for your
review.

We will be happy to share the overall needs of yahosl division with you. These data may be
useful to you as you plan your own division wide staff dguelent activities. We will also be
happy to share the findings of the complete study with you.

We would like to begin the study in mid September. Pldaseot hesitate in contacting us should
you have questions regarding our study. You may contddEddy by telephone at (434) 489-
2959 or by e-mail gbearly@vt.edu You assistance in allowing us to complete the study is
appreciated.

Sincerely,
Glen I. Earthman Jeff Early
Professor Emeritus Ph.D. Candidate

Virginia Tech Virginia Tech
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Appendix D Follow up Letter to Principals
November 6, 2006

Recently you received an e-mail soliciting your partiegratn a worthwhile Virginia Tech

study designed to determine the overall staff developmedsmdeSouthside school divisions.
Thank you for your participation. If you have not yédetiathe five minute or less survey, please
use the link below to access the principal survey angEiethe instrument.

https://survey.vt.edu/survey/entry.jsp?id=115219&87

| will be happy to e-mail you this URL if you will cordme. My telephone number is
(434) 489-2959. My e-mail addressjliarly@vt.edu | would very much like to capture a
representative picture of the needs of all schoolksis within this area. Your data is very
important to the validity of my study. Your superirdent is aware of the survey and may
request a copy of the completed study. | am sure you ailt w0 have your staff needs reflected
in this important study. Your assistance in allowing me tonmete the study is most
appreciated.

The study is designed to determine the perceived staff denefdmeeds of educators.
Therefore, teacher input is needed. Your assistargatiering teacher input is vital to the
success of this study. The survey is similar to the omehich you responded and should take no
more than five minutes to complete. Please simply big&ithe teacher information sheet to
your staff and ask that they pass it along to other staffibers in your building. Please feel free
to copy the survey for immediate distribution to youffsta

| thank you in advance for your assistance. Pleasedoesitate in contacting me should you
have questions regarding this important study.

Sincerely,

Jeff Early

Ph.D. Candidate
VA Tech
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Appendix E Superintendent Survey

The partnerships between a major state universityl ilostutions of higher education, and
public and private bodies have resulted in a researchraer@euthside Virginia. Your school
division is within the service area of this researcharelease respond to the items below

relative to your staff development needs.

1. What school divison do you represent?

e Danville

L Franklin
Halifax
Henry
Martinsville
Mecklenburg

e Patrick

Pittsylvania

2. Teachersin my school division need improved access to higher education for the

purposes of continuing education in the area of math.
L Strongly Agree
> Agree

e Neutral
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> Disagree

L Strongly Disagree

3. Teachersin my school division need improved access to higher education for the

purposes of continuing education in the area of science.
> Strongly Agree

> Agree

L Neutral

> Disagree

L Strongly Disagree

4. Teachersin my school divison need improved accessto higher education for the
purposes of continuing education in the area of social studies.

L Strongly Agree

> Agree
Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

5. Teachersin my school divison need improved access to higher education for the

purposes of continuing education in the area of English.

163
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Strongly Agree
Agree

Neutral
Disagree

Strongly Disagree

6. Teachersin my school division need improved access to higher education for the

purposes of continuing education in the area of arts.

L Strongly Agree

> Agree
Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

7. Teachersin my school division need improved accessto higher education for the

purposes of continuing education in the area of career and technical education.
> Strongly Agree

> Agree

L Neutral

> Disagree
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> Strongly Disagree

8. Teachersin my school divison need improved access to higher education for the

purposes of continuing education in the area of early childhood education.
> Strongly Agree

> Agree

L Neutral

> Disagree

L Strongly Disagree

9. Teachersin my school divison need improved access to higher education for the

purposes of continuing education in the area of special education.

L Strongly Agree

> Agree
Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

10. Teachersin my school division also need accessesto continuing education in the area of:
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11. Teachersin my school divison would take advantage of web-based educational

opportunities.

> Strongly Agree
> Agree

L Neutral

> Disagree

L Strongly Disagree

12. Teachersin my school division need improved accessto higher education for the
purposes of graduate programsin the area of (choose all that apply)

I Curriculum & Instruction

= Administration and supervision
Speech Therapy

Psychology

Math

Science

Social Studies

English

Arts

Vocational Education
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" Early Childhood Education

L Special Education

Other (please specify|,

13. Administratorsin my school divison need additional staff development in the area of
(choose all that apply):

I School law

I School finance

Evaluating instruction
Special Education

Understanding the implications of NCLB Legislation

" Classroom use of technology

" Administrative use of technology

Other (please specify|,

14. Administratorsin my school divison need improved local accessto higher education for

the purposes of graduate programs (Ed.D., Ed.S., Ph.D.).
L Strongly Agree
> Agree

e Neutral
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> Disagree

L Strongly Disagree

15. My school division hasgood lines of communication with the research center in our

area.
> Strongly Agree
> Agree

L Neutral

> Disagree

L Strongly Disagree

16. My school division hasa clear delineation of what staff development opportunitiesthe

research center is capable of offering my school division.

L Strongly Agree

> Agree
Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

17. My school division has sufficient input into what the research center can or cannot offer

my school division.
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Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

18. Thefollowing staff of my school divison have participated in staff development
opportunities given at the research center(choose all that apply).

= Teachers

= Administrators

None of my staff have participated

other (please specify|,

19. | havevisted the research center.

£ ves

E No

20. | have had direct communication with the research center.

£ ves

E No
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21. Arethere any reason(s) your staff have not participated in staff development

opportunities given by the research center? (please specify)

=
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Appendix F Assistant Superintendent/Director of Instarcurvey

The partnerships between a major state universityl ilosatutions of higher education, and
public and private bodies have resulted in a researchrager@euthside Virginia. Your school
division is within the service area of this researcharelease respond to the items below

relative to your staff development needs.

1. Which school division do you represent?

e Danville

L Franklin
Halifax
Henry
Martinsville
Mecklenburg

e Patrick

Pittsylvania

2. Teachersin my school divison need additional staff development in the area of math.
> Strongly Agree

> Agree

L Neutral

> Disagree
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> Strongly Disagree

3. Teachersin my school divison need additional staff development in the area of science.
> Strongly Agree

> Agree

L Neutral

> Disagree

L Strongly Disagree

4. Teachersin my school divison need additional staff development in the area of social

studies.

> Strongly Agree
> Agree

L Neutral

> Disagree

L Strongly Disagree

5. Teachersin my school divison need additional staff development in the area of reading.
L Strongly Agree

> Agree
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> Neutral
> Disagree

L Strongly Disagree

6. Teachersin my school division need additional staff development in the area of English.

L Strongly Agree

> Agree
Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

7. Teachersin my school division need additional staff development in the area of

technology.

> Strongly Agree
> Agree

L Neutral

> Disagree

L Strongly Disagree

8. Teachersin my school divison need additional staff development in the area of working
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with " At-Risk" youth.

L Strongly Agree

> Agree
Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

9. Teachersin my school division also need staff development in these areas.

10. Teachersin my school divison most need additional staff development in the area of:

(choose one)
L Math

L2 science
Social Studies
Reading
English

Technology

L2 Working with “At-Risk” youth

Other (please specify|,
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11. Teachersin my divison need additional staff development in content (math, science,
social studies, reading, English) areasthat isdesigned (pick one)

L To enable teachers to gain content knowledge.

L To enable teachers to more effectively deliver math instruc
To enable students to better perform on Standards of begatests.

To better integrate technology into instruction.

To meet highly qualified standards

Other (please specify|,

12. My school division would like to know what the resear ch center can offer my school
divison.

> Strongly Agree
> Agree
Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

13. | havevisted the research center.

£ ves
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14. | have had direct communication with the research center.

£ ves

E No

15. My school division hashad input into what the research center can offer my school
divison.

> Strongly Agree

> Agree

L Neutral

> Disagree

L Strongly Disagree

16. What arethereason(s) your staff have not participated in staff development

opportunities given by theresearch center?
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Appendix G Principal Survey

The partnerships between a major state universityl ilostutions of higher education, and
public and private bodies have resulted in a researchraer@euthside Virginia.Your school
division is within the service area of this researcharelease respond to the items below
relative to your staff development needs.

1. Which level best describes your school? (choose one)

L Elementary
£ wmiddle
£ High

N

. Which school divison do you represent?(choose one)
Danville

Franklin

Halifax

Henry

Martinsville

Mecklenburg

Patrick

Pittsylvania

Ooooooonaonan

Governor's School

w

. Teachersin my building need additional staff development in the area of math.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

ooonon

Strongly Disagree

4. Teachersin my building need additional staff development in the area of science.
L Strongly Agree

> Agree

L Neutral

> Disagree

e

Strongly Disagree



S.
£
£
£
£
£
6.
£
£
£
£
£
1.
£
£
£
£
£

8.
£
£
£
£

e
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Teachersin my building need additional staff development in the area of social studies.

Strongly Agree
Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Teachersin my building need additional staff development in the area of reading.

Strongly Agree
Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Teachersin my building need additional staff development in the area of English.

Strongly Agree
Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Teachersin my building need additional staff development in the area of technology.

Strongly Agree
Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

9. Teachersin my building need additional staff development in the area of technology for
the following purpose(s) (choose all that apply):

-

r
r
r

Using computer hardware to better deliver instruction
Using the internet to better deliver instruction

Using productivity software such as Microsoft Office
Designing web sites

179
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Other (please specify|,

10. Teachersin my building " most" need additional staff development in the area of
technology for the following purpose (choose one):

> Using computer hardware to better deliver instruction
Using the internet to better deliver instruction

Using productivity software such as Microsoft Office

000

Designing web sites

[

Other (please specif

s 7

11. Teachersin my building need additional staff development in the area of working with
" At-Risk" youth.

L Strongly Agree

> Agree

L Neutral

> Disagree

L Strongly Disagree

12. T_]?e;chersin my building need additional staff development in the area of other (please
specify).

13. Teachersin my building " most" need additional staff development in the area of
(choose one):

£ Math

Science

Social Studies

Reading

English

Technology

Working with “At-Risk” youth

oooo0onn

[

Other (please specify|,

14. Teachersin my building " most" need additional staff development in content (math,
science, social studies, reading, English) areasthat is designed (choose one):

L To enable teachers to gain content knowledge.
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To enable teachers to more effectively deliver instruction.
To enable students to better perform on Standards of begatests.
To better integrate technology into instruction.

Oo0nn

To meet highly qualified standards.

[

Other (please specify|,

15. Teachersin my building have participated in staff development opportunities given by
the research center.
r

-

Yes
No

" No staff development has been offered

Other (please specify|,

16. Theresearch center has offered staff development for teachersin my building in the
area(s) of (choose all that apply):

L Math

Science

Social Studies

Reading

English

Technology

Working with “At-Risk” youth

ooooo0onanon

My teachers have not participated in the research cstatidevelopment

[

other (please specify}|

17. 1f your teachers participated in staff development offered by the resear ch center, was
the staff development effective in meeting my staff development needs.

L Strongly Agree
Agree

Neutral
Disagree

Strongly Disagree

ooonoanon

No staff development has been offered

[
[o0]

. Hasthere been anything that prevented teachersin your building from participatingin
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staff development opportunities given by the research center? (Please specify)

[

19. 1 had an opportunity to provide input into the staff development offerings provided by
the research center.

L ves

L No

L No staff development has been offered.
20. | would like the research center to be able to offer staff development in the area(s) of
(check all that apply):

" Math

Science

Social Studies

Reading

English

Technology

Working with “At-Risk” youth

Other (please specify|,

[ R N N R

21. | would like to have an opportunity to express our staff development needsfor the
futureto the research center.
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E ves
E No

22. 1 would like to have more information on what the research center could offer my
teachersfor staff development.

L Strongly Agree

> Agree

L Neutral

> Disagree

L Strongly Disagree

23. It would be very feasible for my staff to go to the research center if staff development
wer e offered (check all that apply):

" The staff development was offered during a workday

The staff development was offered after school but duhe school year

The staff development was offered during the summer

171 T

The staff development was offered during the weekend
24. Web based staff development opportunitieswould be a very feasible method of delivery
for my staff.
L Strongly Agree
> Agree
L Neutral
> Disagree
L Strongly Agree

25. Teachersin my building would be very interested in information on existing
educational programs and resourcesin the geographic area in these subjects (check all that

apply):
= Math

I Science

L Reading

= Writing

Other (please specify|,

26. Administratorsin my building need additional staff development in the area of (check



all that apply):

I N N B R B

School law

School finance

Evaluating instruction

Special Education

Understanding the implications of NCLB Legislation
Classroom use of technology

Administrative use of technology

Other (please specify|,

Research Centers

27. Administratorsin my building need improved accessto higher education for the
purposes of graduate programs (Ed.D., Ed.S,, Ph.D.).

e

Ooo0onon

Strongly Agree
Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

28. | havevisited theresearch center.

£
£

Yes
No

184
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Appendix H Teacher Survey

The partnerships between a major state universityl ilosatutions of higher education, and
public and private bodies have resulted in a researchrager@euthside Virginia. Your school
division is within the service area of this researcharelease respond to the items below
relative to your staff development needs.

1. Which level best describes your school? (choose one)

L Elementary
£ wmiddle
£ High

N

. Which school divison do you represent?(choose one)
Danville

Franklin

Halifax

Henry

Martinsville

Mecklenburg

Patrick

Pittsylvania

Ooooooonaonan

Governor's School

would like to have additional staff development in the area of math.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Oooonone

Strongly Disagree

would like to have additional staff development in the area of science.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

oooonoo#s

Strongly Disagree



S.
£
£
£
£
£

oooooyY ooonone

Oooonoone

0.
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| would like to have additional staff development in the area of social studies.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neutral
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

would like to have additional staff development in the area of reading.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

would like to have additional staff development in the area of English.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

would like to have additional staff development in the area of technology.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

| would like to have additional staff development in the area of technology for the

following purpose(s) (choose all that apply):

-

171 T

Using computer hardware to better deliver instruction
Using the internet to better deliver instruction

Using productivity software such as Microsoft Office
Designing web sites
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Other (please specify|,

10. 1 would "most" like to have additional staff development in the area of technology for
the following purpose (choose one):

> Using computer hardware to better deliver instruction
Using the internet to better deliver instruction

Using productivity software such as Microsoft Office

000

Designing web sites

[

Other (please specif

s 7

11. 1 would liketo have additional staff development in the area of working with " At-Risk"
youth.

L Strongly Agree
Agree
Neutral

Disagree

Ooo0onon

Strongly Disagree

12. 1 would like to have additional staff development in the area of other (please specify).

13. I would " most" would liketo have additional staff development in the area of (choose
one):

£ Math

Science

Social Studies

Reading

English

Technology

Working with “At-Risk” youth

ooonoonn

[

Other (please specify|,

14. 1 would " most" would like to have additional staff development in content (math,
science, social studies, reading, English) areasthat is designed (choose one):

L To enable teachers to gain content knowledge.

L To enable teachers to more effectively deliver instruction.



000

[
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To enable students to better perform on Standards of begatests.
To better integrate technology into instruction.
To meet highly qualified standards.

Other (please specify|,

15. | have participated in staff development opportunities given by the research center.

Yes
No

No staff development has been offered

16. The staff development that has been offered by the research center was effectivein
meeting my needs.

e

ooonoanon

17.

Strongly Agree
Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

No staff development has been offered

Has anything prevented you from participating in staff development opportunities

given by the research center? (please specify)

188
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[

18. | had an opportunity to provide input into the staff development offerings provided by
the research center.

L ves

L No

L No staff development has been offered.
19. | would like the resear ch center to be able to offer staff development in the area(s) of
(check all that apply):

" Math

Science

Social Studies

Reading

English

Technology

Working with “At-Risk” youth

71 1 1 1T

Other (please specify|,

20. I would like to have an opportunity to provide input into the staff development
offeringsthat could be provided in the future.
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E ves
E No

21. 1 would like information on staff development opportunities given by the research
center.

L Strongly Agree
> Agree

L Neutral

> Disagree

L Strongly Disagree

22. 1t would be most feasible for meto go to theresearch center to receive staff
development if (check all that apply):

" The staff development was offered during a workday

" The staff development was offered after school but duhe school year

" The staff development was offered during the summer

" The staff development was offered during the weekend

23. Web based staff development opportunitieswould be the most feasible for me.
L Strongly Agree

> Agree

L Neutral

> Disagree

L Strongly Agree

24. 1 would like to have information on existing educational programsand resourcesin the

area of (check all that apply):
" Math

I Science

L Reading

= Writing

Other (please specify|,

25. 1 would likeimproved accessto higher education for the purposes of graduate
programs.

L Strongly Agree

190
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ﬁl\)

1§

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

6. | havevisited the research center.

Yes
No

Research Centers

191



Research Centers

Appendix | Institutional Review Board (IRB) Exempt Approval

QVirginiaTech | OiTiee af Research Compliance

1RED Pratt Tiive (3407}
Blackshiarg, Vieginia 14061
4TS5 Fan SAVI31-6SY

Formail ctgress@ vl e
S
DATE: July 26, 2008 PRAIDOUCSIS) wagnwn TE0N0T)
MEMCSANDUM
T Glen Earthman
Jeffrey Early
FROM: Carmen Green

SUBJECT: IRB Exempt Approval: “Ressarch Centers as Modes of Technelogy Transfer
Fﬁ&éﬂ:ﬁgﬁlﬁumvmiw and Indusiry and the Impieations for Public K-12 Schoals”,

| hawe reviewed your request to the |RE for exemption for the above referenced project. | concur that
the research falls within the exermpt status.  Approval is granted effective as of Juty 26, 2006.

As an investigator of human subjects, your responsibilitbes include the followng:

1. Report prom roposed changes in previous. rowed human subject ressanch
amﬁes io 1IEtEI?I§EI.Fiﬁduding :ﬁangesp;n your ;Im y formns, prn:edure_i, and
investigators, regardiess of how minor. The preposed changes must not be initiates
without IRE review and approva), except where necessary fo efminate apparent
immediate hazards 1o the subjzcts.

[}

Report promptly to the IRB any inuries or other unanticipated or adverse events
imvolving risks or harms o human research subjects or others.

oo File

Tavent e Muture
WIRGINIA POLYTECHHIC IMSTITUTE UMIVERSITY AND STATE UNMIVERSITY

Aa rosad apporneaiey, afffrmanve  aolse (endrenioa
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Appendix J IRB Amendment

»
Ui off Wosesreli Complisses
[IVirginiaTech| ot b o
Elicksbury, Virgisia 061
SHIFIZ 14358 Faa: 58061910058
Boaail vl elu

et irk ey
DATE: Oetober 12 2006 T P
MEMORANDUNM
T Ghen Earthman
Jeffrey Early
FROM: Carmen Green @k‘

SUBJECT: IRB Amendment 1 Approval: “Ressarch Centers as Modes of Technology
Transfer Between the Universdy and 'ndustry and the ‘mplications for Public K-12
Schools”, IRB # D8415

This rmema is regarding the abowe referenced protocol which was previcus’y granted approval by the
IRB on July 26, 2006, You subsequently requested permission to amend your IRE applization.
Aporoval has been granted for reguested profocol amendment, effective as of Cotober 10, 2008

As an investigater of human subjects, your responsibilites include the followng

1. Re .pmmﬁﬂy roposed changes n previcus'y approves human subject reseanch
ac‘.ﬁn:rres 1o the .£EI. induding changes fo your study forms, procedures and

imvestigators, regardiess of how minor. The proposed changes must not be initiated
wihout IR3 review and approva’, except where necessary to efminate apparent
immediate hazards 10 the subjects.

Rezport promadly to the IRE any mures or other unanticipated or adwerse events
imwolwing risks or harms to human research subjects or others.

ra

oo File

lmvent the Fulure

VIRGINIA POLYTEOHWMIC IMETITUTE UMIVERSITY AND BTATE UNIVEREITY

Ax sgual epporaniry. afirnalire acnea  Arrliabien
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VITAE
Jeffrey B. Early
2444 Stony Mill Road
Danville, VA 24541
434-489-2959
jbearly@vt.edu

Education

» Tennessee Technological University, B.S., 1987 Secondary &amuGeneral Science

» Radford University, Master’s of Educational Leadershigp Saopervision,1998

» Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University - [PhEducational Leadership and
Policy Studies 2007

Licensure
State of Virginia Postgraduate Professional Licers®as of endorsement: Pre-K — 12
Administration and Supervision, Biology, Chemistry, &eheral Science Il

Experience

» Director of Special Education; Pittsylvania County Scho@804 - present

» Assistant Principal; Pittsylvania County Schools, Tuhbstigh School, 2000-2004

» Teacher; Governor’'s School for Global Economics Bachnology. 1999-2000

» Teacher; Danville City Schools, Langston Focus Cea&98 — 1999

» Teacher; Pittsylvania County Public Schools, Dan Rivightschool. 1992 — 1998

» Teacher; Danville City Public Schools, Westmoreland Midsithool. 1989 — 1992

» Teacher; Martinsville City Public Schools, Martinsvillenior High and High Schools1988 —
1989

» Teacher; Henry County Public Schools, Bassett High &cth®87 — 1988



