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Scope and Methodology

Background:

The National Staff Development Council (NSDC) asserts teacher professional development and
school improvement helps to ensure success for students (NSDC, 2007). Additionally, high
quality professional development activities are considered crucial to improving teacher
performance. To this end, this survey, initiated in 2006, is the first known of its kind surveying
the Missouri Association for Career and Technical Education (Missouri ACTE) membership
regarding the annual summer conference which serves as a primary professional development
venue for Missouri educators.

This survey was developed in response to concerns regarding declining membership and
attendance at the annual Missouri ACTE conference. Historical data provided by Missouri
ACTE indicated over the past four years membership has declined by 551, an average of 137.75
members per year, or 15.5% (See Figure 1). For the four-year period, there has also been a
greater overall decline in the number of registrations for summer conference (22.6%) than that of
membership (15.5%), representing a trend toward decreased participation. This decline can also
be seen in the rate of participation of members in the summer conference. In 2002, 88.5% of
members registered for the conference while in 2006, 81% of members registered. With
participation in summer conference declining faster than membership, this could indicate a
diminished interest in the conference. In response to these concerns, this survey was conducted
to solicit member self-reported data regarding their 2006 summer conference attendance.

Missouri ACTE Trends

4.2%)| 1.6%)

3.3%)

== Membership

== Conference
Registration

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

== Membership 3559 3410 3354 3242 3008

—— Conference 3148 2909 2870 2768 2436
Registration

Figure 1 Trends in Missouri ACTE Membership and Conference Registrations
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Purpose of Survey:

Obijectives of the Missouri ACTE member survey was to determine:

e the demographic information for conference attendees and non-attendees
e the variables and influences for attendance to summer conference
e the perceived value of attendance to summer conference

o the effectiveness of summer conference in providing a professional development
venue for Missouri ACTE members

Research Method:

Surveys are recognized as a primary method of collecting reliable and valid information directly
from participants regarding their feelings, motivations, plans, and beliefs (Fink & Kosecoff,
2005). Since potential respondents were widely separated by distance, the investigators for this
study selected a Web-based survey that provided them with refined features offering “multiple
possibilities that cannot be realized within the more limited confines of paper or interview
questionnaires” (p. 354). All participant responses were recorded in an electronic database.
Access to take the survey was allowed only when respondents provided their informed consent to
participate. The Web location of the survey was disseminated via email and made available for
the period November 6, through 18, 2006. Responses to survey questions included rank
ordering, yes or no, open-ended, and multiple choice (See Appendix A, p. 14). No personal or
institutional information was solicited or retained by the survey instrument that could tie
participants to responses. The electronic database was managed by a Web-administrator and only
aggregate data was disseminated to the investigators.

The population for this study was all members of Missouri ACTE. The sample included all
members who elected to respond to the survey. A total of 921 respondents agreed to participate
in the survey; although, not all respondents provided feedback to all of the questions. The
number of respondents who indicated they were members of Missouri ACTE totaled 896. No
information is available regarding the number of individuals who received the survey link;
however, the 2006 membership of Missouri ACTE is 3008 (see Figure 1). Based on this
information, approximately 29.8% of Missouri ACTE members responded to the survey.

This survey and analysis report will be shared with Missouri ACTE members and the
Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, Division of Career Education. Analysis
information (including a copy of this report) will be posted on the MCCE Website and may also
be referenced in a published manuscript.
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Demographic Information

Respondents who chose Area Career Center and Comprehensive High School as their institution
type constituted 68% of total respondents. Other types of institutions for Missouri ACTE
members included community colleges, four-year colleges/universities, junior high schools,
detention centers, alternative schools, private schools, industry apprenticeship programs, and
DESE. Respondents who indicated they were members of the national organization, ACTE,
constituted 65.5% (603) of the respondents.

The data indicate that average years of teaching experience for most divisions was higher than
average years of business/industry experience (See Appendix B, p. 23). The division with the
highest average teaching experience was TEAM, at 20.3 years. There were two divisions whose
average years of business/industry experience was higher than their average teaching experience,
specifically MTTA averaging 15.3 years in business/industry and 13.7 years in teaching and
MOSAHOE averaging 20.1 years in business/industry and 12 years in teaching.

The more teaching experience reported by respondents, the more likely they were to attend the
summer conference, with the biggest increase occurring following the fifth year of teaching (see
Figure 2). Respondents with 26 or more years of teaching experience were the most likely to
attend summer conference, with 99.3% of respondents attending at least a few times.
Respondents with teaching experience of five years or less were 10% less likely to attend the
summer conference than their retirement ready counterparts.

Years of teaching Portion of Have attended Average years in  Hold ACTE

experience :gzglondents ;r:elec;srlfgrfirxe business/industry membership
(n=919) times

0-5 years, n=172 18.7% 89% 9.9 64%
6-15 years, n=352 38.3% 96.9% 10.9 67.9%
16-25 years, n=252 27.4% 97.2% 8.6 65.5%
26 years or more, n=143 15.6% 99.3% 8.5 61.5%

Figure 2 Teaching Experience Breakouts
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Nine of the eleven divisions reported a majority of their teachers having 6 to 25 years of
experience. Only two divisions fall outside this range, making up 1.5% of all respondents to this
question (See Figure 3). The range with the highest for each division has been highlighted in

grey.

Teaching Experience by Division

Division 0-5 Years 6-15 Years 16-25 Years 26+ Years

n =892 # % # % # % # %
MACS 6 37.5 3 18.8 4 25 3 18.7
MBEA 52 17.3 125 41.7 77 25.7 46 15.3
MCCTA 15 16.5 20 22 36 39.6 20 22
MCEA 17 24.6 32 46.4 15 21.7 5 7.3
MOEFACS 18 16.1 34 30.4 37 33 23 20.5
MOSAHOE 10 20 25 50 14 28 1 2
MSCA 7 25.9 5 18.5 6 22.2 9 33.3
MSNA 3 9.6 10 32.3 11 35.5 7 22.6
MTTA 8 10.5 39 51.3 18 23.7 11 14.5
MVATA 24 24 45 45 20 20 11 11
TEAM 1 5 5 25 9 45 5 25
Total 161 18 343 38.5 247 27.7 141 15.8

Figure 3 Teaching Experience by Division
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The distribution of respondents over years of business/industry experience is quite different than
noted above in years of teaching. Respondents making up the range 0 to 15 years are 78.5% of
total respondents to this question (See Figure 4). The range with the highest for each division has
been highlighted in grey.

Business/Industry Experience by Division

Division 0-5 Years 6-15 Years 16-25 Years 26+ Years

n =890 # % # % # % # %
MACS 6 37.5 7 43.7 2 12.5 1 6.6
MBEA 122 40.9 135 45.3 33 11.1 8 2.7
MCCTA 45 48.9 30 32.6 9 9.8 8 8.7
MCEA 27 39.1 26 37.7 15 21.7 1 1.5
MOEFACS 66 58.9 33 29.5 9 8 4 3.6
MOSAHOE 3 6.1 11 22.5 15 30.6 20 40.8
MSCA 15 55.6 7 25.9 3 11.1 2 7.4
MSNA 18 58.1 6 19.4 4 12.9 3 9.6
MTTA 11 14.5 28 36.8 22 28.9 15 19.8
MVATA 59 59 26 26 8 8 7 7
TEAM 11 55 7 35 2 10 0 0
Total 383 43 316 35.5 122 13.7 69 7.8

Figure 4 Business/Industry Experience by Division

When respondents were asked to provide feedback regarding their level of participation in the
2006 summer conference, they were provided four options (I attend every year, | have attended a
few times, | have never attended and | have no knowledge of ACTE, MOACTE or the summer
conference). For purposes of this report, respondents who chose | attend every year or | have
attended a few times were considered Attendees and respondents who chose | have never
attended or | have no knowledge of ACTE, MOACTE or the summer conference were considered
Non-Attendees.

Self-reported data from Attendees and Non-Attendees was similar as to reasons for holding
membership in Missouri ACTE, with Professional development topping the list in both groups at
62.5% (see Figures 5 and 6). A distant second place for holding membership includes
Advocacy/legislative support and School/institution requirement. Non-Attendees generally had
approximately two years more business/industry experience than Attendees, while having
approximately seven years less teaching experience than Attendees. Non-Attendees reported
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they were 44.1% less likely to hold membership in the national organization (ACTE) and 48.5%
of Non-Attendees responded they were not members of any Missouri ACTE Division.

Attendees: Non-Attendees:
Demographic information for respondents Demographic information for respondents
who have attended summer conference at who have never attended summer conference
least a few times
Average years in teaching 14.8 Average years in teaching 7.5
Average years in business/industry 9.5 Average years in business/industry 11.7
Type of institution: Type of institution:
Comprehensive HS 38.3% Comprehensive HS 34.3%
Area Career Center 30.4% Area Career Center 17.1%
Hold ACTE membership 67.1% Hold ACTE membership 22.9%
Primary membership reason: Primary membership reason:
Professional Development 62.5% Professional Development 62.5%
Advocacy 16.0% School/Inst requirement 25%
Figure 5 Attendee Information Figure 6 Non-Attendee Information

Of Attendees with less than five years experience, 55.2% held Missouri ACTE membership for
Professional development, 72.7% used information gleaned at the conference in their classroom
at least Occasionally, 9.3% paid their own expenses to attend the conference, and 39.5%
indicated a keynote address is at least Important.

Summer Conference Attendance (variables and influences)

Attendees identified no specific variables having a primary negative impact on their attendance
at the summer conference. Since None was not an optional answer to this question, of the 107
respondents who chose Other, 67.3% (72) indicated they could not identify any negatives to the
conference. The two variables reaching the highest percentage of having a negative influence on
respondents’ attendance were Date of conference at 13.9% and Relevance of general session
programming to my work at 18.7%.

Respondents who indicated they were members of the national organization totaled 603, 86.6%
of which also indicated they attended the summer conference at least a few times. Nearly 80%
of total respondents indicated they attended the Missouri ACTE summer conference every year
and an additional 17% indicated they attended a few times. Approximately 44% of Attendees
pay for some portion of their own expenses to attend this conference.

Of respondents who attended the conference at least a few times, 46.3% indicated the Relevance
of general session programming to my work had no influence on their decision to attend the
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conference, with an additional 17.7% indicating a negative influence on their decision to attend.
Interestingly, 15.9% of respondents who attended the conference at least a few times indicated
The relevance of division session programming to my work had either no influence or a negative
influence on their decision to attend the conference.

The survey provided respondents who indicated attendance at the 2006 opening keynote address
with an unlimited character text box to provide feedback regarding the helpfulness of the
opening session (See Appendix A, Question 12a). Evaluation of the responses revealed, 44 of
the 365 received (12.1%) identified that the keynote address did not provide useful information,
14 (5.3%) indicated they did not remember the opening session, and 206 (56.4%) indicated the
session was motivational, inspiring, or entertaining. If the intent of the keynote address is to
provide pertinent, useful information to conferences goers, one may assume that approximately
74% are not getting the content they expected. From this information coupled with the negative
impact (or lack of any impact) of the general session programming on one's decision to attend
the conference, it could be inferred that changes in the general session programming need to
occur. Following are a few of the comments provided to Question 12a:

I expected to hear a key note speaker that would give me something that I can use
in the classroom rather than a 'let's feel good about teaching' talk

The opening session was boring and didn't help me as far as professional
development goes

| feel the money could be better spent on content specific training, or training
focused on CTE

It was ok...I suppose. My opinion about opening sessions is that they are
extremely long and repeat each other. They are intended to be motivational, but
every conference has an opening session speaker and they all repeat the same
information and take twice as long as they should. 1 would really prefer to spend
the time in a session learning something new rather than listening to the same old
'lets love education’ speech. If I didn't love teaching | would go back to being an
accountant...save the fee and give us something concrete!!

A few other comments include:

I enjoy the first session and speaker because it allows us all to gather as one
united body to see our leadership, honor those who have won awards and | enjoy
a motivating speaker as a kickoff to a great week of division meetings.

It was energizing and promoted camaraderie among attendees
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Value of Attendance

Analysis of survey data implies that general session programming does not positively influence
attendance at the conference. Respondents indicating Relevance of the general session to my
work as a negative or non-influence on their attendance at the conference reached 64%. This
information coupled with the lack of useful information obtained from the keynote address as
indicated previously, suggests change to more classroom-focused programming including
content related featured speakers. A planned change to feature instructional practice may
increase the benefit of the general session and positively impact overall satisfaction with the
conference experience. Doing so may constitute a beginning for reducing or turning around the
current trends toward declining new membership and attendance.

Nearly 48% of conference Attendees indicated they pay some portion of their expenses to attend
the summer conference. Interestingly, this indicates having to pay for some of their own
expenses does not influence nearly half of the conference goers who still attend the summer
conference.

Respondents were asked to identify the frequency at which they used information obtained at any
session at any Missouri ACTE summer conference in their classroom (See Appendix A,

Question 14). Available responses were Frequently, Occasionally, Seldom, and Never. Figure 7
below identifies the types of institutions represented by members who responded with
Frequently. This information could assist in determining target markets for the summer
conference. Additionally, summer conference attendance rates for respondents who Frequently
use information in their classrooms was nearly 79% higher for those who attend every year
versus those who have attended a few times (89.4% attend every year, and 10.6% have attended
a few times). Creating avenues that allow for members to more consistently attend the
conference seems very important.

Likelihood of Frequently Using

Conference Material by Institution Type

Comprehensive High School 63.9%
Combination MS/Comprehensive HS 60.8%
Area Career Center 51.3%
Middle School 46.2%
Four Year College/University 41.2%
DESE 35.0%
Private/Technical College 25.0%
Community College 24.7%
Industry Apprenticeship Program 8.3%

Figure 7 Uses of Conference Materials by Institution Type
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Professional Development Effectiveness

Six questions were asked specifically about professional development criteria of the Carl D.
Perkins Career and Technical Improvement Act of 2006. With the increased use of Perkins
funding by institutions to fund professional development activities for teachers and
administrators, it is important Perkins requirements are addressed when planning professional
development. The importance conveyed by respondents to the Perkins requirements is reflected
in Figure 8. Responses supported five of the six requirements at 88% or higher at the Very
Important or Important level. The six questions are ranked below according to responses
provided. Most notable in Figure 8 is the lack of importance placed on using scientifically-based
data to determine content.

Question % of respondents

How important is it that professional development activities: identifying this topic
as Very Important or
Important

#25) ensure teachers can effectively use applied learning that contributes to the 96.9%

academic and career and technical knowledge of their students?

#22) be classroom-focused and have a lasting impact on classroom instruction? 96.3%

#23) be high quality, in depth, sustained, and intensive? 91.8%

#24) assist teachers in effectively developing rigorous, challenging and integrated 91.4%

academic and CTE education curricula?

#20) provide training in the integration and use of rigorous academics in conjunction 88%
with technical subjects?

#21) use scientifically based data to determine content? 68.6%

Figure 8 Professional Development Questions

Determining content based on scientifically proven results is another component of the Carl D.
Perkins Career and Technical Improvement Act of 2006. If data are to provide meaningful
guidance in the process of continuous improvement, teachers and administrators require
professional development regarding analyzing data, aligning curriculum and assessment,
designing authentic assessment of various forms, and understanding which assessment provides
for desired outcomes (NSDC, 2007). According to Noyce (2000), teachers are a vital component
to creating a data-driven culture within schools. Apparently, this concept is not completely
endorsed by the respondents to this survey (See Figure 8). To garner greater support for
scientifically-based data to determine content of professional development activities, the data
infer that a portion of the summer conference should focus on assisting teachers in using data to
improve instruction. Doing so would include identifying questions relating to student
performance, and gathering and analyzing pertinent data to guide the instructional process. Such

2006 Missouri ACTE Survey Final Report
Published April 2007 9



programming would provide Attendees with an understanding of the potential contributions data-
based professional development adds to the conference experience.

Discussion and Implications

According to Lowden (2005), it is important for professional development activities to focus on
improving instructional practice. Although 90.5% of conference goers who have attended
summer conference at least a few times use information obtained from the conference in their
classroom at least Occasionally, this survey did not evaluate changes to instructional practice.
Universal and consistent professional development has a positive effect on the improvement of
instructional practice and as such should be addressed when planning professional development.

It is important for professional development assessment to be focused on how activities provide
learning experiences rather than the participants' satisfaction with the experience (Lowden,
2005). With some modification, the survey used in this exercise can be delivered on a routine
(possibly annual) basis to help assess participant learning. Another improvement may be to
modify the conference evaluation to include questions regarding how information may be used in
the classroom or how the participant sees the information influencing instructional practice.
More useful information for future conference planners would be available if in the evaluation
participants were to identify sessions they attended that had application to their classroom.

Identifying current and future goals for the conference and their relationship to Missouri ACTE
"Purposes"” may be a topic for further study by Missouri ACTE. Although Missouri ACTE's
"Purposes” were not evaluated as part of this survey, the question begs asking, should the
conference goals be reflective of Missouri ACTE goals or purposes? Without identifying any
statistical significance, Figure 9 below exhibits some confusion (as was exhibited throughout
most of the divisions as well) about the primary purpose of Missouri ACTE.

What is the Primary Purpose of Missouri ACTE?

Advocate for CTE Professional Development
DESE Members 41.4% >< 50%
All Other Members 47.9% 40%

Figure 9 Primary Purpose Differences
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The investigators conducting this survey recognize a study limitation in that the questions
presented for feedback did not further examine what respondents' believed to be the primary
purpose of Missouri ACTE. Thus, additional research is needed regarding whether a primary
purpose is important, whether the organization can fulfill more than one primary purpose
effectively, and if the summer conference should be reflective of the organization's purpose.

All surveys contain some component of bias in "attitudinal composition” (Krosnick, 1999).
Respondents often answer surveys according to their personal and/or organizational beliefs,
feelings, attitudes, and what they are experiencing at any given moment. Analysis of the
respondent data revealed that some respondents had been predisposed or biased to some extent
regarding the primary purpose of the survey. Potential bias was most notable through responses
concerning division sessions being changed or discontinued. Based on the depth and breadth of
the comments made by members of individual divisions, there appeared to be a significant
concern regarding this topic (See Appendix C, page 48). While the intent of this survey was to
determine reasons for declining attendance at summer conference, division session programming
was not specifically excluded as it may impact future conference attendance. Therefore, it is
recommended bias be taken into account when considering any recommendations or implications
of this survey.

Consistent with US ED (2000), the investigators for this survey believe improvement in
instructional practice would be positively influenced by high-quality, consistent, and universal
professional development; criteria also stipulated in the professional development standards of
the new Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Improvement Act of 2006 (Perkins 2006). If the
framers of the summer conference wish to continue to provide relevant information to teachers
and other educators that influences instructional practice and contributes to their reform efforts,
these criteria must remain as the central focus. The central issue brought to light by respondent
feedback, albeit somewhat biased, was that respondents highly value division specific content.
Additional feedback suggests respondents clearly understand the importance of a majority of the
professional development criteria set out by Perkins 2006. This understanding becomes integral
to a more consistent approach throughout all Missouri ACTE divisions when determining
appropriate conference content and activities. Therefore, a need also exists for conference
committees and planners to consider ways of incorporating consistent and universal content,
driven by supporting professional development activities across all divisions, into future
conferences.
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MOoOACTE Survey 2006

OPENING PAGE:

Purpose of the Study: The purpose of this research is to gather perceptions,
concerns, and issues with MOACTE and its summer conference.

Researchers: Terri Fayle, Paul Mackay, and Larae Watkins. University of Central
Missouri (UCM), Department of Career and Technology Education, Missouri Center
for Career Education.

Description of Research Method: The study involves completing a short online
survey, approximately 10 minutes in length. The survey instrument will be
disseminated via email and listserv and be available for the period November 6,
2006 through November 18, 2006. Access to the survey will be allowed only when
you have provided consent to participate by clicking the | Agree button below.
Results and data will be shared with MOACTE members and the Department of
Elementary and Secondary Education. No information that can identify you is
requested.

Request for Participation: We are inviting you to participate in this study. Once
submitted, we will not know who submitted a completed survey. Consistent with
federal guidelines on research involving human subjects, the following are
guaranteed:

e Study participants must be over the age of 18.

e Participation in this study is voluntary.

e There is no penalty for declining to participate.

e Participants have the right to withdraw at anytime without penalty.

e Participation in this survey is anonymous.

e Participation in this survey poses no risks of injury, illness, emotional distress, or
loss of privacy.

e You may contact the UCM Institutional Compliance Official regarding subjects’
rights (Office of Sponsored Programs, 660-543-4264).

If you are over the age of 18, you may give your consent to participate in
this study by clicking on the "I Agree™ button below. Thank you!

| HAVE READ THIS CONSENT FORM AND AGREE TO PARTICIPATE

| AGREE |
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MOoOACTE Survey 2006

How many years have you been teaching? Choose one

How many years of business/industry experience do you have? Choose
one:

At what type of institution are you employed? Choose one from the list
below

» Area Career Center

L2 Middle school

> Comprehensive High School

C Combination Middle School/Comprehensive High School
C Community College

C Private/Technical College

C Industry Sponsored Apprenticeship Program

> Four Year College/University

C DESE

C Other

Are you a member of the national organization (ACTE)? Choose one from

the list below

e

Yes

ENo

e Do not know
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MOoOACTE Survey 2006

What is the primary purpose of MOACTE? Choose one from the list below

e

O 0O 0O o0 o0 nn

Professional development

Advocate for career education

Protect your teaching/administrative positions
Protect your division's goals

Networking opportunities

Publications provided

Do not know

Other

What is your primary division? Choose one from the list below

e

O O 0o 0 o0n0nonannan n

MACS - Missouri Association of Career Services

MBEA - Missouri Business Education Association

MCCTA - Missouri Council of Career & Technical Administrators
MCEA - Marketing & Cooperative Education Association
MOEFACS - Missouri Educators of Family and Consumer Sciences
MOSAHOE - Missouri State Association of Health Occupation Education
MSCA - Missouri School Counselor Association

MSNA - Missouri Special Needs Association

MTTA - Missouri Trade & Technical Association

MVATA - Missouri Vocational Agricultural Teachers Association
TEAM - Technology Education Association of Missouri

I am not currently a member of MOACTE
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MOoOACTE Survey 2006

What is the primary reason you hold membership with MOACTE? Choose
one from the list below

C School/institution requirement
C Advocacy/legislative support
C Technical updates

> Professional development

e

Other

Does your division sponsor any other meetings for your division during the
year that include professional development? Choose one from the list below

e Yes
C No

e Don't know

How would you describe your summer conference attendance? Choose one
from the list below

C | attend every year

C I have attended a few times

C I have no knowledge of ACTE, MOACTE or the summer conference
e

I have never attended

Identify the funding source for your expenses to attend the conference.
Choose all that apply

& Not sure

r Local district

& Carl Perkins Act

& Personal/Self-funded
-

Other
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What portion of conference expenses were you expected to pay (not
covered by your school/institution)? Choose all that apply

-

None

All
Registration
Travel/Mileage

Lodging

I I N I B

Other

Did you attend the opening keynote address at the 2006 summer
conference? Choose one from the list below

e

Yes

ENo

e Do not remember

Given that you attended the opening keynote address at the 2006 summer

conference, how was the opening session helpful? Fill in

How important is an opening session?

Slightly
Very Important Important Important Not Important
L C L C

How often have you used information obtained at any session at any
MOACTE summer conference in your classroom?

Frequently Occasionally Seldom Never

C e C C
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Who plans your division's conference sessions? Choose one from the list
below

Division leadership team
DESE

Combination of DESE/Division leadership team

O 0O 0O 0o

Not sure

Of the following, identify whether the item positively or negatively
influenced your decision to attend past conferences.

Positive Negative No Influence

Date of conference (last week of July) E e -
Conference location (Springfield) E e -
Length of the conference e - C
Quality of the lodging/accommodations E - C
Ease of the registration process e - C
Financial assistance from my institution E e -
Relevance of division session ' ' o
programming to my work

Relevance of general session » ' o
programming to my work

Quality of professional development e - C
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Quality of networking opportunities e C
Quiality of the exhibits/trade show e i
Other - i

Identify the primary item that positively influenced your attendance.
Choose one from the list below

e

Date of conference (last week of July)

Conference location (Springfield)

Length of the conference

Quality of the lodging/accommodations

Ease of the registration process

Financial assistance from my institution

Relevance of division session programming to my work
Relevance of general session programming to my work
Quality of professional development

Quality of networking opportunities

Quality of the exhibits/trade show

O 0O 0O 00 n0680n0mam0n.a:0n o

Other
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Identify the primary item that negatively influenced your attendance.
Choose one from the list below

e

O 0O 0O 00 n00n0mam0n8ma.0n8n 0o

Date of conference (last week of July)
Conference location (Springfield)
Length of the conference

Quality of the lodging/accommodations
Ease of the registration process

Financial assistance from my institution

Relevance of division session programming to my work

Relevance of general session programming to my work

Quality of professional development
Quality of networking opportunities
Quality of the exhibits/trade show

Other

Of the following, identify whether the items are true or false regarding
your conference attendance.

True

Encouraged by my administrator -

Part of my contract commitment/salaried »

time

Attendance required C

Opportunity to network with my school »
colleagues

2006 Missouri ACTE Survey Final Report
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Opportunity to attend sessions sponsored

by different divisions (other than my own EZ e -
division)
Other E e i

How important is it that professional development activities provide
training in the integration and use of rigorous academics in conjunction
with technical subjects?

Slightly
Very Important Important Important Not Important
L C L C

How important is it that professional development activities use
scientifically based data to determine content?

Slightly
Very Important Important Important Not Important
L C L C

How important is it that professional development activities be classroom-
focused and have a lasting impact on classroom instruction?

Slightly
Very Important Important Important Not Important
L C L C

How important is it that professional development activities be classroom-
focused and have a lasting impact on classroom instruction?

Slightly
Very Important Important Important Not Important
L C L C
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How important is it that professional development activities be high quality,
in depth, sustained, and intensive?

Slightly
Very Important Important Important Not Important
e e e e

How important is it that professional development activities assist teachers
in effectively developing rigorous, challenging and integrated academic and
CTE education curricula?

Slightly
Very Important Important Important Not Important
L C L C

How important is it that professional development activities ensure
teachers can effectively use applied learning that contributes to the
academic and career and technical knowledge of their students?

Slightly
Very Important Important Important Not Important
L C L C

Please make any other comments here:

You have reached the end of the survey.

FINAL PAGE:

If you would like to go back through the questions to review or change your
responses, please click on the "Review Responses" button below.

If you are satisfied with your answers, please submit your responses by clicking on
the "Submit Responses" button below.
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MOACTE Survey - MACS Results

# of Respondents Avg years teaching Avg years Bus/Ind
(total respondents 921) | 16/ 1.7% 13 9.9
Institute Type MOACTE Primary Purpose Primary Membership Reason
# % # % # %
Area Career Center 8 50.0%|Advocate for CE 7 43.8%|Prof development 11 68.8%
Community College 5 31.3%)]|Prof development 5 31.3%]|Schooll/institution req 3 18.8%
Comprehensive HS 2 12.5%{Networking ops 2 12.5%|Technical updates 2 12.5%
Other 1 6.3%] Protect divisions's goals 1 6.3%]| Other 0 0.0%
Combo MS/Comp HS 0 0.0%|Other 1 6.3%| Advocacy/legis support 0 0.0%
Middle School 0 0.0%]|Do not know 0 0.0%
4-Year College/University 0 0.0%|Protect teach/admin position 0 0.0%
DESE 0 0.0%
n=| 16 100% n= 16 100% n= 16 100%
Member of ACTE Div Holds Other Meetings My Conference Attendance
Yes 10 62.5%|Yes 15 93.8%|Attend every year 14 87.5%
No 5 31.3%|No 0 0.0%|Attended several times 1 6.3%
Do not know 1 6.3%|Don't know 1 6.3%]|Never attended 1 6.3%
No knowledge of ACTE,
MOACTE or conf 0 0.0%
n=| 16 100% n= 16 100% n= 16 100%
Expense Funding Source Attendee Pd Expenses Who plans For Your Division
Carl Perkins Act 10 52.6%]|None 10 71.4%|Division leadership team 9 60.0%
Local district 6 31.6%| Travel/Mileage 2 14.3%|{Combo DESE/Division 5 33.3%
Personal/Self-funded 2 10.5%]Other 1 7.1%|{Not sure 1 6.7%
Other 1 5.3%|All 1 7.1%|DESE 0 0.0%
Not sure 0 0.0%|Registration 0 0.0%
Lodging 0 0.0%
n= (chose multiple) 19 100% n= (chose multiple) 14 100% n=| 15 100%
Keynote Attendanc Keynote Importance Frequency Conf Info Used in
Classroom
Yes 9 60.0%]Very important 2 13.3%|Frequently 7 46.7%
No 6 40.0%|Important 6 40.0%|Occasionally 5 33.3%
Do not remember 0 0.0%|Slightly important 3 20.0%]|Seldom 0 0.0%
Not important 4 26.7%]|Never 3 20.0%
n= 15 100% n= 15 100% n= 15 100%
Identify how the following items influenced your decision to attend past conferences:
Positive Negative No Influence
Date 6 40.0%]|Date 1 6.7%]|Date 8 53.3%
Division session relevance | 12 80.0%|Division session relevance 1 6.7%|Division session relevance 2 13.3%
Exhibits/Trade Show 6 40.0%|Exhibits/Trade show 1 6.7%|Exhibits/Trade show 8 53.3%
Financial Assistance 12 80.0%|Financial assistance 1 6.7%|Financial assistance 2 13.3%
General session relevance 6 40.0%|General session relevance 1 6.7%|General session relevance 8 53.3%
Length 8 53.3%|Length 0 0.0%(Length 7 46.7%
Location 9 60.0%|Location 0 0.0%]Location 6 40.0%
Lodging 7 46.7%|Lodging 1 6.7%|Lodging 7 46.7%
Networking 13 86.7%| Networking 0 0.0%|Networking 2 13.3%
Prof dev quality 11 73.3%|Prof dev quality 1 6.7%|Prof dev quality 3 20.0%
Registration 9 60.0%|Registration 0 0.0%|Registration 6 40.0%
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Identify the primary (single) item that influenced your decision to attend past conferences:

Primary Positive

Primary Negative

Division session relevance 5 33.3%|Exhibits/Trade show 4 26.7%
Financial Assistance 3 20.0%|General session relevance 3 20.0%
Networking 3 20.0%|Other 3 20.0%
Location 2 13.3%|Date 2 13.3%
Date 1 6.7%|Length 2 13.3%
Prof dev quality 1 6.7%|Lodging 1 6.7%
Exhibits/Trade Show 0 0.0%|Division session relevance 0 0.0%
General session relevance 0 0.0%|Financial assistance 0 0.0%
Length 0 0.0%|Location 0 0.0%
Lodging 0 0.0%|Networking 0 0.0%
Other 0 0.0%|Prof dev quality 0 0.0%
Registration 0 0.0%|Registration 0 0.0%

n= 15 100% n= 15 100%

Identify whether the items are true or false regarding your conference attendance:
True False Not considered

Attendance required 3 20.0%)|Attendance required 7 46.7%| Attendance required 5 33.3%
Encouraged by admin 9 60.0%]|Encouraged by admin 3 20.0%]|Encouraged by admin 3 20.0%
Networking op 14 93.3%]|Networking op 0 0.0%|Networking op 1 6.7%
Opportunity to attend Opportunity to attend Opportunity to attend
sessions from other divs 7 46.7%|sessions from other divs 1 6.7%|sessions from other divs 7 46.7%
Part of my contract 2 13.3%|Part of my contract 7 46.7%|Part of my contract 6 40.0%

The following questions relate directly to Perkins IV professional development requirements. How
important is it that professional development activities:

Provide training in integration and use of

Use scientifically based determine

Be classroom-focused and have a lasting

rigorous academics in conjunction with content? impact on classroom instruction?
technical subjects?
Very important 5 31.3%|Very important 1 6.3%|Very important 5 31.3%
Important 7 43.8%|Important 10 62.5%|Important 5 31.3%
Slightly important 0 0.0%(Slightly important 4 25.0%)|Slightly important 2 12.5%
Not important 4 25.0%]|Not important 1 6.3%]| Not important 4 25.0%
n= 16 100% n= 16 100% n= 16 100%
Be high quality, in depth, sustained, and Effectively developing rigorous, Ensure teachers can effectively use
intensive? challenging, and integrated academic and | applied learning that contributes to the
CTE education curricula? academic and career and technical
knowledge of their students?
Very important 7 43.8%|Very important 6 37.5%|Very important 7 43.8%
Important 7 43.8%|Important 6 37.5%|Important 6 37.5%
Slightly important 2 12.5%|Slightly important 4 25.0%)|Slightly important 3 18.8%
Not important 0 0.0%|Not important 0 0.0%|[Not important 0 0.0%
n= 16 100% n= 16 100% n= 16 100%
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MOACTE Survey - MBEA Results

# of Respondents

Avg years teaching

Avg years Bus/Ind

(total respondents 921) 300 32.6%

14.5

8.9

Institute Type

MOACTE Primary Purpose

Primary Membership Reason

# % # % # %
Comprehensive HS 152 51.2%|Prof development 152 50.7%|Prof development 217 73.1%
Area Career Center 51 17.2%|Advocate for CE 128 42.7%|School/institution req 37 12.5%
Combo MS/Comp HS 46 15.5%|Protect divisions's goals 7 2.3%|Advocacyl/legis support 23 7.7%
Community College 19 6.4%]| Do not know 5 1.7%|Technical updates 13 4.4%
Other 12 4.0%|Networking ops 4 1.3%|Other 7 2.4%
Middle School 7 2.4%)|Protect teach/admin position 2 0.7%
4-Year College/University 7 2.4%|Other 2 0.7%
DESE 3 1.0%)
n=|297 100% n= 300 100% n= 297 100%
Member of ACTE Div Holds Other Meetings My Conference Attendance
Yes 152 50.7%|Yes 271 90.6%|Attend every year 230 76.9%
No 136 45.3%(No 9 3.0%|Attended several times 64 21.4%
Do not know 12 4.0%]|Don't know 19 6.4%|Never attended 5 1.7%
No knowledge of ACTE,
MOACTE or conf 0 0.0%
n= 300 100% n= 299 100% n= 299 100%
Expense Funding Source Attendee Pd Expenses Who plans For Your Division
Local district 132 37.8%]|None 166 52.4%|Combo DESE/Division 147 50.0%
Carl Perkins Act 117 33.5%]|Other 55 17.4%]|Not sure 70 23.8%
Personal/Self-funded 75 21.5%]All 39 12.3%|Division leadership team 54 18.4%
Other 18 5.2%|Travel/Mileage 23 7.3%|DESE 23 7.8%
Not sure 7 2.0%|Registration 19 6.0%
Lodging 15 4.7%
n= (chose multiple) 349 100% n= (chose multiple)] 317 100% n=| 294 100%
Keynote Attendance Keynote Importance Frequency Conf Info Used in
Classroom
Yes 163 55.4%|Very important 32 10.9%|Frequently 201 68.6%
No 130 44.2%|Important 106 36.2%|Occasionally 73 24.9%
Do not remember 1 0.3%|Slightly important 108 36.9%|Seldom 14 4.8%
Not important a7 16.0%|Never 5 1.7%
n= 294 100% n=| 293 100% n= 293 100%
Identify how the following items influenced your decision to attend past conferences:
Positive Negative No Influence
Date 144 49.1%|Date 48 16.4%|Date 101 34.5%
Division session relevance 264 90.4%]|Division session relevance 12 4.1%|Division session relevance 16 5.5%
Exhibits/Trade Show 188 64.4%| Exhibits/Trade show 22 7.5%|Exhibits/Trade show 82 28.1%
Financial Assistance 213 73.2%|Financial assistance 20 6.9%|Financial assistance 58 19.9%
General session relevance | 106 36.2%]|General session relevance 45 15.4%|General session relevance 142 48.5%
Length 214 73.0%]|Length 17 5.8%|Length 62 21.2%
Location 185 63.4%]|Location 41 14.0%]Location 66 22.6%
Lodging 183 62.9%]|Lodging 5 1.7%]|Lodging 103 35.4%
Networking 259 88.7%]|Networking 3 1.0%]|Networking 30 10.3%
Prof dev quality 273 93.5%| Prof dev quality 9 3.1%|Prof dev quality 10 3.4%
Registration 207 70.9%]|Registration 14 4.8%|Registration 71 24.3%
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Identify the primary (single) item that influenced your decision to attend past conferences:

Primary Positive

Primary Negative

Division session relevance |127 43.2%|General session relevance 50 18.7%
Prof dev quality 69 23.5%|Date 45 16.9%
Financial Assistance 35 11.9%|Other 38 14.2%
Location 25 8.5%|Location 35 13.1%
Networking 14 4.8%|Financial assistance 30 11.2%
Other 9 3.1%|Exhibits/Trade show 23 8.6%
Date 6 2.0%|Length 18 6.7%
Exhibits/Trade Show 4 1.4%|Division session relevance 10 3.7%
General session relevance 2 0.7%|Registration 7 2.6%
Registration 1 0.3%]|Lodging 5 1.9%
Lodging 1 0.3%]Prof dev quality 4 1.5%
Length 1 0.3%]|Networking 2 0.7%

n= 294 100% n=| 267 100%

Identify whether the items are true or false regarding your conference attendance:
True False Not considered

Attendance required 102 34.8%]|Attendance required 125 42.7%|Attendance required 66 22.5%
Encouraged by admin 160 54.8%|Encouraged by admin 39 13.4%|Encouraged by admin 93 31.8%
Networking op 246 84.2%|Networking op 12 4.1%|Networking op 34 11.6%
Opportunity to attend Opportunity to attend Opportunity to attend
sessions from other divs 62 21.1%|sessions from other divs 113 38.4%|sessions from other divs 119 40.5%
Part of my contract 30 10.3%|Part of my contract 156 53.6%]|Part of my contract 105 36.1%

The following questions relate directly to Perkins IV professional development requirements. How important
is it that professional development activities:

Provide training in integration and use of
rigorous academics in conjunction with
technical subjects?

Use scientifically based determine content?

Be classroom-focused and have a lasting
impact on classroom instruction?

Very important 147 49.2%|Very important 46 15.4%]|Very important 227 75.7%
Important 115 38.5%|Important 131 44.0%|Important 69 23.0%
Slightly important 28 9.4%|Slightly important 91 30.5%]Slightly important 4 1.3%
Not important 9 3.0%]|Not important 30 10.1%]|Not important 0 0.0%
n= 299 100% n= 298 100% n= 300 100%
Be high quality, in depth, sustained, and |Effectively developing rigorous, challenging| Ensure teachers can effectively use applied
intensive? and integrated academic and CTE education| learning that contributes to the academic
curricula? and career and technical knowledge of their
students?
Very important 150 50.0%|Very important 148 49.7%|Very important 194 64.9%
Important 135 45.0%|Important 129 43.3%|Important 99 33.1%
Slightly important 13 4.3%|Slightly important 16 5.4%| Slightly important 5 1.7%
Not important 2 0.7%]|Not important 5 1.7%|{Not important 1 0.3%
n= 300 100% n= 298 100% n= 299 100%
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# of Respondents

Avg years teaching

Avg years Bus/Ind

(total respondents 921)

| 92/ 10.0%

17

8.9

Institute Type

MOACTE Primary Purpose

Primary Membership Reason

# % # % # %
Area Career Center 56 60.9%)|Prof development 45 48.9%| Prof development 46 50.0%
Community College 18 19.6%|Advocate for CE 36 39.1%]|Advocacy/legis support 21 22.8%
DESE 6 6.5%| Networking ops 4 4.3%|School/institution req 11 12.0%
4-Year College/University 5 5.4%|(Do not know 3 3.3%|Other 8 8.7%
Other 2 2.2%|Other 2 2.2%|Technical updates 6 6.5%
Private/Tech College 2 2.2%|Protect divisions's goals 1 1.1%
Comprehensive HS 1 1.1%|Protect teach/admin position 1 1.1%
Combo MS/Comp HS 1 1.1%
Ind Spons Appren Prog 1 1.1%
Middle School 0 0.0%
n=| 92 100% n= 92 100% n= 92 100%
Member of ACTE Div Holds Other Meetings My Conference Attendance
Yes 88 95.7%|Yes 84 91.3%|Attend every year 83 91.2%
No 3 3.3%]|No 4 4.3%|Attended several times 8 8.8%
Do not know 1 1.1%[Don't know 4 4.3%|Never attended 0 0.0%
No knowledge of ACTE,
MOACTE or conf 0 0.0%
n=| 92 100% n= 92 100% n= 91 100%
Expense Funding Source Attendee Pd Expenses Who plans For Your Division
Carl Perkins Act 58 53.7%|None 70 76.1%|Combo DESE/Division 40 44.0%
Local district 31 28.7%|Other 12 13.0%|Division leadership team 39 42.9%
Personal/Self-funded 10 9.3%| Travel/Mileage 4 4.3%|[Not sure 11 12.1%
Other 8 7.4%|All 4 4.3%|DESE 1 1.1%
Not sure 1 0.9%]| Registration 1 1.1%
Lodging 1 1.1%
n= (chose multiple) 108 100% n= (chose multiple) 92 100% n=| 91 100%
Keynote Attendanc Keynote Importance Frequency Conf Info Used in
Classroom
Yes 73 80.2%)|Very important 21 23.6%|Frequently 32 36.0%
No 18 19.8%|Important 39 43.8%|Occasionally 37 41.6%
Do not remember 0 0.0%|Slightly important 22 24.7%|Seldom 15 16.9%
Not important 7 7.9%]|Never 5 5.6%
n= 91 100% n= 89 100% n= 89 100%
Identify how the following items influenced your decision to attend past conferences:
Positive Negative No Influence
Date 32 36.4%|Date 10 11.4%|Date 46 52.3%
Division session relevance | 61 68.5%|Division session relevance 13 14.6%]|Division session relevance 15 16.9%
Exhibits/Trade Show 36 40.9%|Exhibits/Trade show 8 9.1%|Exhibits/Trade show 44 50.0%
Financial Assistance 73 82.0%|Financial assistance 1 1.1%|Financial assistance 15 16.9%
General session relevance | 37 41.6%|General session relevance 20 22.5%|General session relevance 32 36.0%
Length 43 48.9%|Length 8 9.1%|Length 37 42.0%
Location 43 48.3%(Location 9 10.1%jLocation 37 41.6%
Lodging 39 43.8%|Lodging 5 5.6%|Lodging 45 50.6%
Networking 76 85.4%| Networking 1 1.1%]|Networking 12 13.5%
Prof dev quality 60 67.4%|Prof dev quality 10 11.2%|Prof dev quality 19 21.3%
Registration 57 64.0%]|Registration 2 2.2%|Registration 30 33.7%
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Identify the primary (single) item that influenced your decision to attend past conferences:

Primary Positive

Primary Negative

Division session relevance | 22 25.0%|Division session relevance 15 18.8%
Networking 20 22.7%|General session relevance 10 12.5%
Prof dev quality 15 17.0%|Date 9 11.3%
Financial Assistance 12 13.6%]|Exhibits/Trade show 9 11.3%
Location 8 9.1%|Location 9 11.3%
Date 5 5.7%|Other 7 8.8%
Other 4 4.5%|Prof dev quality 7 8.8%
Exhibits/Trade Show 1 1.1%]Length 5 6.3%
General session relevance 1 1.1%]Lodging 4 5.0%
Length 0 0.0%|Networking 3 3.8%
Lodging 0 0.0%|Registration 2 2.5%
Registration 0 0.0%|Financial assistance 0 0.0%

n= 88 100% n= 80 100%

Identify whether the items are true or false regarding your conference attendance:
True False Not considered

Attendance required 26 29.2%|Attendance required 41 46.1%| Attendance required 22 24