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When participating in a large-scale, web-based professional development program, to what
degree do teachers participate? How useful do they find the program? To what degree do they
feel supported in their e!orts? What are the associations between participation, evaluation of
services, and the level of service teachers receive? MyTeachingPartner provides several levels
of support to teachers, and each participant’s involvement in the project varies in terms of
assigned level, frequency of logging in to the site, and the time she spends on it. This paper
compared key data sources, including web navigation logs and teacher survey responses, to
describe the relationship between teachers’ perceptions of support, their specific project
interactions, and the level of service they receive. We explored ways that a large-scale pro-
fessional development project such as MTP can benefit from identifying and nurturing those
elements that best foster teacher perceptions of support.
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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

In recent years, more rigorous standards for
measuring student achievement and higher levels of
accountability have drawn increased attention to the
importance of trained, e!ective teachers. The signing
of the No Child Left Behind Act in 2002 mandated
state plans for promoting academic achievement for
all school children. Now more than ever, the impor-
tance of high-quality, ongoing professional develop-
ment for in-service teachers has become a paramount
issue in Pre-K-12 education. Quality teacher training

can help build more e!ective teacher-child interac-
tions, which can lead in turn to improved child out-
comes (NICHD ECCRN, 2002; Maxwell & Cli!ord,
in press; Cassidy et al., 1995; Howes, 1997).

These outcomes, and thus the need for profes-
sional development, are perhaps most important at
the Pre-K level. During the year before they enter
kindergarten, students have the opportunity to
develop skills in language, literacy, and social rela-
tionships. These categories of achievement are strong
predictors for academic success in later years;
their e!ects are so important that the early years of
school are seen as a ‘‘critical period’’ for future suc-
cess (Alexander & Entwisle, 1988; Pianta & Walsh,
1996; Vernon-Feagans, 1996). Despite the impor-
tance of teachers’ abilities to foster these skills, many
Pre-K teachers have little or no knowledge of these
subjects, resulting in great variability in both class-
room practices and teaching quality (Bryant et al.,
2002). This underscores the need for consistent,
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high-quality professional development for Pre-K
teachers (Maxwell & Cli!ord, in press). Delivering
such assistance is made di"cult by the fact that there
are increasing numbers of Pre-K centers across the
United States (Cli!ord, Early, & Hills, 1999), as well
as by the limited time that teachers have to partici-
pate in development opportunities.

The MyTeachingPartner project (MTP) is one
potential solution to this problem. MyTeachingPart-
ner is an ‘‘at-scale’’ technology-driven program that
provides 235 teachers with professional development
resources. The core of these resources includes:

– The MTP Curriculum for Language and Literacy Development
(Justice et al., 2003), a 36-week set of child-driven activities
that focus upon language and literacy development (see
Figure 1);

– Banking Time (Pianta & Hamre, 2001), a set of techniques de-
signed to build positive, supportive relationships between a tea-
cher and her students; and

– The PATHS Curriculum (Greenberg & Kusche, 1994), a 36-
week set of activities designed to promote skills for developing
positive social relationships.

The resources were combined in a total package
that was tested and refined with the involvement of
teachers. (Kinzie et al., 2005).

Teachers were assigned to three study condi-
tions, each of which received di!erent levels of service
and support. The hope was that teachers who receive
the highest level of support and service would also
show the greatest gains in terms of classroom mea-
sures and student achievement, and that teachers
receiving any service and support beyond what they
already receive would show some gains. The three
levels of support for MTP are as follows:

– The 66 teachers in the ‘‘Materials’’ group were given an iBook
computer and access to a website which contained electronic
versions of the MTP Curriculum, Banking Time, and PATHS.
The website provided a total of 370 pages. These teachers were
not required to access the website, or to implement the curricula.

– The 89 teachers in the ‘‘Website Access’’ or ‘‘Web’’ group also
received iBooks, as well as printed versions of the MTP Curric-
ulum and the PATHS curriculum. These teachers were pro-
vided all related materials and manipulatives for the curricula,
as well as access to the ‘‘full-featured’’ MTP website. This site

Fig. 1. MyTeachingPartner (MTP) language and literacy activity.
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contains everything the Materials group teachers received, as
well as additional teacher development resources such as tools
for reflecting upon and improving key teaching techniques,
video demonstrations of activities, and more. The website pro-
vided a total of 1,280 pages. Teachers in this group were not
required to regularly use the MTP website, although they were
encouraged to, as the site acted as the primary avenue by
which teachers could access support services o!ered by MTP.
As a condition of their participation, these teachers were
expected to implement both curricula in their classrooms on a
daily basis.

– The 80 teachers in the ‘‘Consultancy’’ group received every-
thing the ‘‘Web’’ teachers did, as well as a videoconferencing
camera, and the opportunity to participate in a bi-weekly dis-
cussion over the internet with a teaching consultant aimed at
helping teachers develop their teaching practice. These teachers
also received an additional section of the MTP website in
which they reviewed video clips of their own teaching (re-
corded by teachers on videocassettes that are sent to MTP and
then edited by their consultants), and to reflect on their
strengths as well as opportunities for improvement (Kinzie et
al., 2005). The website provided a total of 1,304 pages. Consul-
tancy teachers were required to regularly access the MTP web-
site as part of their participation in the project, as well as
implement the two MTP curricula in their classrooms on a daily
basis.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Two important considerations of any model of
professional development are related to the extent to
which teachers are continuing to participate in the
process, and whether they feel the project is useful to
(and therefore supportive of) their e!orts to improve
their teaching practice. Kent (2004) notes that in
terms of professional development, ‘‘the best teachers
never assume they have arrived, but constantly strive
to refine their practice’’ (p. 427). This underscores the
importance of an ongoing, long-term commitment to
professional development on the part of partici-
pants—teachers must continue to participate over
time (Birman et al., 2000; Guskey, 2003; Kanaya et
al., 2005; Lang & Fox, 2003) and be supported over
time (Klinger, 2004) in order to improve their
teaching practice.

E!ective professional development opportunities
include evaluative components (Guskey, 2003;
NSDC, 2001) in which participants and others are
allowed the chance to express their opinions. Results
gathered from responses can be used to improve the
overall process—professional development is more
e!ective when teachers feel that development
opportunities are connected to their own teaching
needs (Boudah & Mitchell, 1998; Ingvarson et al.,
2005). In other words, teachers find professional

development more e!ective when they find it per-
sonally and professionally useful.

In traditional models of teacher development,
these evaluative tasks can be achieved by simple
measures of participation in training opportunities
(e.g., workshops), and by opportunities for teachers
to express opinions and identify needs. In an at-scale
e!ort like MTP, gauging teachers’ sense of the pro-
ject’s usefulness and their engagement in it becomes
problematic due to the large number of participants,
as well as the geographical distance that separates
them. However, such e!orts are important, and in
this paper we will address the following questions:

• Does participation in MTP vary by the level of service
teachers receive?

• Do teachers’ perceptions of the value of MTP vary by the
level of service they receive?

If there exists a positive correlation between
levels of support and project participation, there
may be some useful implications for developers of
professional development opportunities for teach-
ers—especially as related to the kind and amount
of support that should be provided to potential
participants.

METHODOLOGY AND DATA SOURCES

To help gauge teachers’ sense of involvement
with MTP, and their perceptions of the project’s
usefulness to their practice, we collected several types
of data during the first year of the project.

Data Source: Web Server Logs

The MTP web server captured data on website
use for the 213 teachers who used the website from
mid-December, 2004, to mid-June, 2005. For each
page a teacher visited after logging in, the server
recorded the Uniform Resource Locator (URL, or
‘‘address’’) of the page, and calculated the total
number of seconds spent on it. The collection of these
data allowed for analysis of the frequency and
duration of website visits by individual teachers or of
entire participating groups (e.g., Web or Materials).

Data Source: Teacher Evaluation Surveys

All participants were asked to respond to an end-
of-year evaluation survey. The web-based survey was
tailored to be appropriate for each participant group.
Teachers were asked to indicate the frequency of
general technology use and the amount of time they
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spent on MTP-related tasks and the extent to which
they agreed or disagreed with statements about the
ease of use and value of various MTP components. A
total of 204 teachers completed this survey (an 86.8%
response rate). For both web server and survey data,
we used analysis of variance (ANOVA) to determine
if significant di!erences existed between participating
groups, and if so, then used post-hoc tests to describe
the di!erence(s) between the three study conditions.
Anything below a p-value of 0.05 was considered
statistically significant.

Data Source: Focus Groups

Focus groups held at the end of the year pro-
vided additional data related to teacher participation
in MTP and perceptions of support in MTP. All
participating teachers were o!ered the opportunity to
join one of nine focus groups in which they were
asked to share their opinions and ideas about the
usefulness of the project, the aspects of it that worked
well, and opportunities of improving it. A total of 111
teachers (47.2% of total participants) took part: 42
from the Consultancy group (52.5% of the total
teachers in that group), 55 ‘‘Web’’ teachers (61.8% of
all Web teachers), and 14 ‘‘Materials’’ teachers
(17.5% of that group). Focus group leaders wrote
summaries of each meeting, organized by topic (i.e.,
comments about the Language and Literacy curric-
ulum, PATHS, Technology and the Website, the
consultancy [when appropriate], surveys, and assess-
ments). Our project manager reviewed and synthe-
sized these summaries, creating a single summary
document (Kraft-Sayre, 2005).

FINDINGS

The following section presents results for each of
the research questions, organized by data source. The
statistics and comments are descriptive of teachers’
experiences and responses.

Does Participation Vary by the Level of Service
Teachers Receive?

Web Tracking Data

Web tracking data indicate that 213 teachers
logged into the website a total of 4,558 times over the
six-month period from mid-December, 2004 to mid-
June, 2005. This translates to a mean of about 21
logins per teacher, with an average visit of
7.25 minutes. Further examination provides an
understanding of between-group di!erences; relevant
data are summarized in Table I.

In terms of logins, an analysis of variance
between groups (ANOVA) indicates a significant
di!erence exists (F (2, 210) = 66.81, p £ .05), and
post-hoc tests indicate that teachers in the Consul-
tancy group logged-on significantly more often than
teachers in both the Materials and Web groups. The
length of each group’s average website visit is sig-
nificantly di!erent from the others (ANOVA
F(3, 211 = 28.042, p £ .05): the Materials group
teachers spent the most time during each visit, and
Consultancy group teachers spent longer than those
in the Web group.

Survey Items

The end-of-year evaluation survey also provided
indicators of teacher participation in MTP. Teachers
were asked to indicate the frequency with which they
performed MTP-related tasks (such as implementing
the teaching activities). The Materials group was sig-
nificantly di!erent from the other two groups in all
measures: fewer preparation days per week (ANOVA
F(2, 201 = 46.54); fewer preparation minutes each
time (ANOVA F(2, 201 = 15.27); fewer delivery days
per week (ANOVA F(2, 201 = 81.26); and fewer
delivery minutes each time (ANOVA F(2, 201) =
26.19). Table II provides summary statistics for the
use of MTP’s Language and Literacy Curriculum.

Table I. Web use data

Group
Total Teachers
Who Logged in

Total Number
of Logins

Logins Per
Teacher M (SD)

Total Time Spent Per
Teacher (mins) M (SD)

Average Session
Length Per Teacher
M (SD)

Average Number
Of Pages Visited
Per Session M (SD)

Materials 50 319 6.38 (7.33) 69.50 (192.79) 10.89 (20.04) 7.69 (10.13)
Web 79 790 10.00 (12.20) 41.51 (58.11) 4.15 (8.39) 6.17 (7.46)
Consultancy 84 3,429 40.82 (28.92) 311.17 (280.42) 7.62 (11.22) 6.98 (6.91)
All groups 213 4,558 21.31 (25.41) 153.97 (237.35) 7.25 (11.76) 6.89 (7.29)

382 Whitaker, Kinzie, Kraft-Sayre, Mashburn and Pianta



Other survey questions asked teachers about the
frequency of their implementation of the social rela-
tionship activities. Since these elements were used
much less frequently, a di!erent response format was
used. Teachers indicated their frequency on a scale of
1 (not at all) to 5 (daily). Materials group teachers
implemented Banking Time significantly less often
than the other two groups (ANOVA F(2,
201) = 14.17, p = .05). Materials group teachers did
not receive the PATHS curriculum and therefore did
not provide responses to these items. No significant
di!erences existed between the Web and Consultancy
groups on implementation of the social relations
activities. A summary of these data is presented in
Table III.

Do Teachers’ Perceptions of the Value of MTP Vary
by the Level of Service They Receive?

Survey Items

Assessing teachers’ perceptions of the value of
MTP for their teaching practice and professional
development was possible through an examination of
survey and focus group responses. The first set of
survey items related to teachers’ sense of being sup-
ported in their practice; teachers indicated their level
of agreement on a scale of 1(strongly disagree) to 4
(strongly agree). When asked whether the MTP
website adds value to their teaching practice, the
Materials teachers’ responses were significantly less
positive (ANOVA F(2, 201) = 9.25); than those of

Table III. Frequency of use for social relationship-building activities

Group

Weekly Frequency
Of Teaching PATHS
Lessons M (SD)

Weekly Frequency
Of Using PATHS
‘‘Kid of the Day’’
Activities M (SD)

Weekly Frequency Of
Using ‘‘Banking Time’’
Sessions M (SD)

Materials – – 1.24 (0.67)
Web 2.96 (0.85) 3.90 (1.34) 2.23 (1.33)
Consultancy 3.04 (0.74) 4.09 (1.37) 2.34 (1.25)
All groups 3.0 (0.80) 3.99 (1.35) 2.05 (1.26)

Table IV. Teacher perceptions of value for MTP language and literacy and PATHS curricula

Group

L&L Activities
Are Useful For Teaching
Skills That Children In
My Classroom Need M (SD)

L&L Activities Are More
Useful To Me Than
Other Early Childhood
Curricula M (SD)

L&L Activities Are
a Valuable Addition
To My Teaching
Practice M (SD)

L&L Activities Are
Worth The Time I Spend
Preparing And Delivering
Them M (SD)

PATHS Activities
Promote Skills
That The Children
In My Classroom
Need M (SD)

Materials 3.17 (0.74) 2.37 (0.90) 3.60 (0.63) 3.60 (0.63) – a

Web 3.68 (0.65) 2.85 (0.89) 3.62 (0.63) 3.59 (0.68) 3.52 (0.57)
Consultancy 3.71 (0.58) 3.03 (0.57) 3.76 (0.53) 3.76 (0.57) 3.58 (0.61)
All groups 3.58 (0.68) 2.81 (0.88) 3.68 (0.59) 3.67 (0.62) 3.55 (0.59)

a Materials group teachers did not receive the PATHS curriculum and therefore were not presented this item

Table II. Frequency and duration of use for MTP language and literacy curriculum

Group

Preparation days
Spent Per Week
M (SD)

Preparation Minutes
Spent Each Time M (SD)

Delivery Days Spent
Each Week M (SD)

Delivery Minutes
Spent Each Time
M (SD)

Prep + Delivery
Total Minutes Spent
M (SD)

Materials 1.02 (1.15) 12.07 (12.05) 1.39 (1.44) 10.43 (9.42) 22.50 (20.46)
Web 3.32 (1.46) 24.11 (15.60) 3.86 (1.36) 23.29 (10.03) 47.41 (21.20)
Consultancy 3.32 (1.51) 27.78 (17.24) 4.16 (0.95) 22.35 (11.84) 51.14 (23.20)
All groups 2.80 (1.71) 22.82 (16.63) 3.42 (1.66) 20.42 (11.89) 43.24 (24.51)
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the other two groups. Table IV summarizes teachers’
responses to other items about the curricula.

As far as perceived utility of MTP, there were no
significant di!erence between teachers in Consultancy
and Web groups, but those in the Materials group
responded significantly less positively on all items: the
usefulness of activities related to children’s needs
(ANOVA F(2, 201) = 11.66); usefulness of activities
relative to other curricula (ANOVA F(2, 201) =
8.94); whether activities were a valuable addition
(ANOVA F(2, 201) = 24.49) and if activities were
worth the time required to use them (ANOVA
F(2,201) = 13.65).

Focus Groups

Teachers’ responses to focus group questions
indicate varied perceptions about the overall useful-
ness of the project (all quotations and summaries
below are from Kraft-Sayre, 2005).

Consultancy Group. Overall, Consultancy group
teachers were ‘‘impressed at how well-organized the
project was,’’ and—more directly related to percep-
tions of value—‘‘expressed gratitude to be part of the
program.’’ Participating Consultancy teachers ‘‘feel
like they are bettering themselves.’’ Some felt the
activities made them more ‘‘intentional’’ in their
teaching of literacy skills. There are other indications
that this group expressed a high level of perceived
usefulness, and many Consultancy teachers indicated
that the consultancy itself was the most useful and
beneficial component of participating in MTP. Neg-
ative comments were generally related to the di"culty
of implementing student assessments and the lack of
time teachers felt they had to respond to consultants’
prompts. There were no negative comments from
teachers in this group about the overall usefulness or
worth of participating in MTP.

Web Group. Teachers in the Web group also had
praise for aspects of the project, but far fewer com-
ments were directly related to perceptions of its pro-
fessional usefulness. Additionally, there were more
negative comments voiced by this group. Most posi-
tive comments were directed towards things about the
project that teachers ‘‘liked,’’ but didn’t necessarily
find as motivators towards professional improve-
ment. Critical comments from teachers in this group
were directed at ways the project could be made more
useful to teachers.

Materials Group. Teachers in the Materials
group reported a ‘‘very positive experience with
MTP.’’ Some found the project so beneficial that they

purchased, with their own money, materials and
manipulatives to use for MTP activities (these had
been provided to other groups). The majority of po-
sitive comments from this group were similar to those
made by the Web group—indicating portions of
MTP they appreciated, though not directly connect-
ing them to usefulness in their teaching. The critical
comments also followed in the vein of Web teachers’
remarks.

DISCUSSION

Do Degrees of Participation Vary by the Level
of Service Teachers Receive?

Overall, results indicate that teachers’ degrees of
participation in MTP are associated with the level of
service they receive. Regarding the web-based aspects
of the project, Consultancy teachers—who receive the
highest level of service and the fullest version of the
website (1,304 possible pages to visit)—tend to log in
more frequently and for longer than teachers in both
other groups. And while there is no statistically sig-
nificant di!erence between the Web group teachers
and the Materials group teachers in terms of login
frequency, the amount of time each group spends on
the site is significantly di!erent from that of the
others, and can also be associated with the level of
service teachers receive. While the Materials group
teachers logged in less often than other teachers, they
spent significantly more time during each website visit
than did teachers in either the Consultancy or Web
groups, perhaps because this was their only access to
the MTP activities (the other two groups received the
activities in print as well as web-based form). This
would also explain the relatively high number of
pages visited per session by teachers in the Materials
group. Teachers in all groups visited roughly the
same number of pages overall.

The frequency of Consultancy group logins is at
least partially explained by the fact that, in order to
view the edited videos of their teaching (as required
for interaction with their consultant), they must log in
to the site at least twice per month. However, this fact
only accounts for an average of about 10 logins (the
mean number of consultancy ‘‘cycles’’ reported for
each teacher); on average, Consultancy teachers are
visiting the site more often than that. Although fur-
ther analysis is necessary to determine what these
teachers are doing on the site in each visit, it appears
that the viewing of videos does play a significant role
in the consultancy group’s use of the website: when
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page hits in the ‘‘consultancy’’ section are excluded,
consultancy teachers only visit 5.67 pages per login
(as compared to 6.98 when including the consultancy
section).

When considering participation as a function of
implementing MTP activities and other such tasks,
Materials group teachers again di!er from the other
groups. These teachers spend considerably less time
preparing to implement and actually implementing
the MTP curriculum. This di!erence is not unex-
pected; teachers in this group were not expected to
implement the curriculum as a condition of their
participation.

Do Teachers’ Evaluations of the Usefulness of MTP
Vary by the Level of Service Participating Teachers
Receive?

The level of service received does appear to play
a role in teachers’ evaluations of the project’s use-
fulness. This is probably due to several factors.
Teachers in the Materials group received the lowest
level of service, and thus there were fewer things that
could be helpful to them—many of the items cited as
useful by teachers in the other groups were not pro-
vided to Materials group teachers. Further, teachers
in this group were not required to use any of the
resources they did receive; it is possible that they
really never had a chance to find out that some of the
MTP activities would have been useful.

Teachers in the two groups (Materials and Web)
were similar in their evaluation of the usefulness of
key aspects of the project. As both were expected to
use both the curricula and the website—and as the
contents of both of these items were nearly identical
for both groups—it is not surprising that teachers in
these groups found the website and items related to
the curricula of similar usefulness. The addition of
the consultancy service did not influence teachers’
perceptions of the value of other components of the
MTP service.

LIMITATIONS

There are several factors which may be con-
sidered as limitations in this study. First, there is
likely a self-selection process at work as related to
Materials teachers’ use of—and feelings about—the
website and activities. These teachers were not
required to use the site or implement the curricu-
lum; as a result, those who chose to participate in
these ways probably did so because they expected
them to be useful. This preference would likely

skew survey responses related to perceptions of
usefulness towards more positive responses. Simi-
larly, teachers who participated in focus groups did
so voluntarily, presumably because they felt a desire
to provide feedback on the project. It is possible that
these teachers had more positive opinions to express,
which may set them apart from other teachers in
their groups.

IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE
AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE
RESEARCH

This study indicates a correspondence between
the level of support teachers receive and their par-
ticipation in, and evaluation of, a professional
development program. This association implies at
least one guideline that may be of benefit for persons
developing professional development opportunities
for educators.

Teachers will voluntarily spend time participating
in a professional development opportunity they find
useful. Overall, MTP teachers participated in the
project at or above anticipated levels. While consul-
tancy teachers may have been further encouraged to
do so through their interactions with their consul-
tants, there were no such checks for web teachers,
who participated at levels approximately equal to
those of consultancy teachers. Most encouragingly,
materials teachers (who were not expected to partic-
ipate) were also engaged in the project—and, on one
measure (length of visits to the website) exceeded
levels of participation of teachers in the other two
groups. As noted, some materials teachers even pur-
chased resources with their own money, which may
indicate that—if provided a professional develop-
ment opportunity that they deem personally or pro-
fessionally useful—teachers may be willing to spend
some of their own money and time on resources
necessary to participate.

This study reports on a preliminary attempt to
gauge the associations between the levels of service
teachers receive in a professional development pro-
gram, and their engagement with, and sense of value
of, that program. Further research will be useful to
describe the impact of the project. Our next step is an
attempt to describe how consultation support a!ects
teachers’ abilities to be reflective about their own
teaching—one of the main goals of the consultancy.
We will also describe the e!ects of teacher partici-
pation in MTP on child outcomes—measures of
student achievement and growth in the Pre-K year
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and beyond. These approaches will help inform ways
to describe the impact of professional development
models such as MTP on teaching practice.
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