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ABSTRACT
SCOTT MCNAMARA

EFFECTIVENESS OF PODCASTS AS PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT FOR
TEXAS SPECIAL EDUCATION ADMINISTRATORS

AUGUST 2018

Special education administrators oversee students with disabilities’ education, which
includes physical education (PE). However, it has been well-reported that special
education administrators have a dearth of knowledge with regard to PE for students with
disabilities (Gray, 2016; Stewart, 2010). The ability of traditional professional
development (PD) to provide special education administrators with the knowledge
required to effectively supervise PE services for students with disabilities is hindered by
access and cost barriers (Healy, Block, & Kelly, 2016). Online PD may potentially
overcome these barriers as it can be made available to special education administrators at
their convenience. One form of online PD is called content acquisition podcasts (CAPS),
which are podcasts developed using the Cognitive Theory of Multi-Media Learning
(Mayer, 2008), that have been shown to be a quick and efficient tool to disseminate
knowledge to educators (Kennedy, Kellems, Thomas, & Newton, 2015). The purpose of
this study was threefold; to determine: (a) CAPs effect on special education
administrators’ knowledge acquisition (KA) of content related to APE services; (b)
special education administrators’ perceptions of CAPs for PD purposes; and (c) whether

or not the special education administrators’ school district employment of an APE teacher
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impacts their KA and perceptions of CAPs. The study involved three data collection
components: (a) a demographic survey, (b) a pretest, posttest, and retention test that
assessed their knowledge of PE for students with disabilities, and (c) a Perceptions of
Professional Development Survey (Buschang, 2012) to assess their perception of CAPs.
In total 29 participants met the inclusion criteria and completed the pretest and posttest;
however only 21 completed all three tests. Results revealed that those who only
completed the pretest and posttest had a significant increase in knowledge; however,
those who completed retention test had significantly lower retention test scores compared
to their posttest scores. Further, overall perceptions of the CAPs as an effective form of
PD were quite high. The discussion involves an interpretation of the findings and
recommendations for PD for special education administrators that focuses on content

related to PE for students with disabilities, and the use of online PD and CAPs.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

The Education for All Handicapped Children Act, enacted in 1975 and last
reauthorized in 2004, is now titled the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA,
2004). IDEA mandates that children from the ages of three to 21 with disabilities be
provided a free and appropriate public education. Further, it ensures that students served
in special education receive physical education (PE), which must occur within the least
restrictive environment (LRE). According to the Government Accountability Office
(GAO, 2010), schools throughout the United States (US) face various challenges in
achieving successful inclusion of students with disabilities in PE. This pertains
particularly to obstacles such as lack of support from special education administrators,
lack of accessibility to curriculum, lack of LRE options, and lack of preparation of
general PE teachers to teach students with disabilities effectively. Findings from the
GAO (2010), as well as relevant literature (e.g., Gray, 2016; Hays, Njorio, & Silliman-
French, 2011; Stewart, 2010; Tripp & Zhu, 2005), indicate there may be a need for
additional training with regard to PE for special education administrators, in order for
them to effectively supervise and monitor PE services delivered to students with
disabilities.

In Texas, the special education guidelines explain that PE for students with
disabilities may be provided by PE teachers, special education teachers, or related service

personnel (e.g., physical therapist, occupational therapist) who have the necessary



knowledge to teach PE (19 Texas Administrative Code § 89.1131; Buchanan,
Silliman-French, & Jensen, 2002). However, specially designed PE, also known as
adapted PE (APE), is frequently provided by an APE teacher (Dunn & Leitschuh, 2014).
The Texas Best Practices in APE Manual (Silliman-French & Buswell, 2018) explains
that although Texas guidelines allow related service personnel to administer APE
services, it is not considered a best practice. However, related service personnel
providing APE services may sometimes be a realistic necessity as there is a severe lack of
APE teachers in the state of Texas (Young & Silliman-French, 2013), and these related
service personnel can supplement and complement PE instruction. However, should not
replace or substitute for APE or general PE. Indeed, PE is an integral component of
special education and is supported within IDEA (2004) and has numerous,
well-documented benefits associated with it (Li et al., 2016). These benefits include:

(a) physiological (e.g., increased muscular strength, increased flexibility, decreased
obesity levels), (b) cognitive functioning, (c) social participation, and (d) psychological
well-being (e.g., self-esteem; GAO, 2010; Li et al., 2016; Rimmer, Rowland, & Yamaki,
2007; Wong et al., 2015).

In accordance with LRE, APE services can occur in a multitude of settings (e.g.,
general PE, segregated class, hospital) within students with disabilities’ curriculum, that
are deemed most appropriate for the needs of the individual student. APE programs have
the same overall objectives as general PE programs; however, APE programs specialize
in making accommodations and modifications to personalize the programs to meet the

individual needs of students with disabilities (Dunn & Leitschuh, 2014). Adapted



physical educators are unique compared to general PE teachers, as they need knowledge
about both PE curriculum (e.qg., sport skills, locomotor skills, and fundamental motor
skills) and skills associated with special education (e.g., adaptations, behavior
management, assessment; Kwon & Block, 2014). Some states require teachers who teach
APE to be certified (e.g., Michigan, Minnesota), however in Texas, this is not state
requirement. Although there is not a requirement for state credentials for APE, many
districts in Texas prefer APE teachers with national certifications to teach APE in their
districts (Buchanan et al., 2002).

Special education administrators are especially pertinent to effective APE service
delivery for students with disabilities, as they directly oversee special education programs
(e.g., APE). Special education administrators are unique in that they need to understand
the variety of curricula and accommodations needed within students with disabilities’
school days (Gray, 2016; Thompson & O’Brian, 2007; Tripp & Zhu, 2005). In fact, one
of the primary barriers that disrupts and prevents APE teachers from effectively
delivering services to students with disabilities is the lack of perspective and support
from special education administrators (Columna, Lieberman, Lytle, & Arndt, 2014;
GAO, 2010; Stephens, Silliman-French, French, & Kinnison, 2011).

Special education administrators’ support towards various educational practices and
programs has a great deal of influence on school interest, availability of services, and the
financial priorities of a school (Coelli & Green, 2012; Frick, Faircloth, & Little, 2013).
Pickens and Dymond (2014) explained that in relation to specific content areas within

special education, the degree of special education administrators’ knowledge and their



perceptions towards specific educational areas will give those specific areas “priorities
within school districts and the resources allocated to support these priorities” (Pickens &
Dymond, 2014, p. 291). In addition, it was noted that if special education administrators
do not fully understand or perceive the importance of an educational area, students with
disabilities may not receive that type of education service and then would also not be able
to benefit from it. These key points can easily be related to a field such as APE, which is
often overlooked within special education (DeMatthews, 2014; GAO, 2010; Gray, 2016;
Stephens et al., 2011).

One of the major roles of special education administrators is to provide crucial
leadership for all special education programs, such as APE. In addition, their role is to
improve teaching and student learning indirectly through their influence on staff
motivation, commitment, and working conditions (Leithwood, Harris, & Hopkins, 2008).
However, Tripp and Zhu (2005) stated that the most serious concern for the field of PE
for students with disabilities is the lack of guidance from administrators. Special
education administrators are able to guide school curricula and budgets that may
incorporate PE programming for students with disabilities (Parrish & Wolman, 2004;
Tripp & Zhu, 2005). Special education administrators need regular professional
development (PD) to better understand and advocate for quality and evidence-based PE
programs for students with disabilities (e.g., Gray, 2016; Stephens et al., 2011). However,
there is little empirical research on PD for special education administrators and thus it is
difficult to develop quality PD for special education administrators (Camburn, Goldring,

Sebastian, May, & Huff, 2016).



IDEA (2004) stated that PD opportunities should be provided to special education
administrators to ensure appropriate educational services for students with disabilities. In
Texas, some regional education service centers offer PD workshops on the topic of APE
(Buchanan et al., 2002); however, there is insufficient literature to explain to what extent
special education administrators are using these resources to improve their abilities or
their employees’ abilities to deliver effective PE services to students with disabilities. In
the past, school administrators only received occasional PD (Myers, 2017). Recent
literature suggests that this is beginning to change as school districts realize the
importance of providing ongoing PD opportunities to school administrators (Myers,
2017). In addition, research has shown that across the US special education
administrators in particular have a significant need for additional PD (Montieth, 2000;
Myers, 2017; Thompson & O’Brian, 2007), especially in the areas of federal and state
special education mandates (Davidson & Algozzine, 2002; Pontius, 2010).

Crockett, Becker, and Quinn (2009) conducted a trends analysis on scholarly articles
that had been published in the area of special education administration between 1970 and
2009. The investigators were able to identify 474 scholarly articles that pertained to
special education administration, with 40% (n = 189) being identified as data-based
research, rather than professional commentaries. It was found that 5% (n = 23) of the
research articles focused on leadership preparation and development, which focused
specifically on special education administrators’ jobs and program issues they needed to
address. Between 2000 and 2009, 11 research studies were identified that focused on

leadership preparation and development. The content within the majority of these studies



between 2000 and 2009 focused on the need for knowledgeable special education
administrators and on high-quality special education instruction.

Further, within the overall trends analysis, Crockett et al., (2009) found that 10%

(n = 46) of the research articles targeted personnel training and development, which
focused specifically on personnel issues, such as providing professional support and
preparing teachers. In addition, the majority of these articles were published between
1980 and 1989. From the trends analysis, areas that were specifically identified as
requiring additional research was the way in which special education administrators “use
technology and how they communicate and disseminate information” (Crockett et al., p.
15), and how they receive information on current issues in special education. Lastly, it is
important to note that one of the key points made by the authors of this trends analysis
was that there is very little research that supports the practices (e.g., mentoring,
developing a positive school climate) of special education administrators.

One medium of PD, online PD, may be useful to bridge the knowledge gap among
special education administrators related to APE. Online settings are becoming an
increasingly popular format for PD (e.g., Healy, 2015; Masters, De Kramer, O'Dwyer,
Dash, & Russell, 2010). Online PD differs from traditional PD as it has the ability to
overcome accessibility and cost barriers (Healy et al., 2016). There is a growing amount
of research that has demonstrated the effectiveness and potential of online PD for a
variety of types of teachers (e.g., special educators, Erickson, Noonan, & McCall, 2012;
physical educators; Healy, 2015). This research has generally revealed that educators

who have participated in online PD have increased their knowledge in their subject area



and improved their instructional practices (Erickson et al., 2012; Ertmer, Bai, Dong,
Khalil, Hee Park, & Wang, 2002; Fisher, Schumaker, Culbertson, & Deshler, 2010;
Healy, 2015; Hoban, Neu, & Castle, 2002). In addition, participating teachers generally
viewed the online setting as an informative and innovative way to acquire their PD
(Ertmer et al., 2012; Healy, 2015; Hoban et al., 2002). However, there is a lack of
research focused on the implementation of online PD for school administrators, with little
research focused on online PD in the field of special education administration (Bizzell,
2011; Fulton, McNamara, & Dillon, 2018; Howley. Chadwick, & Howley, 2002;
Leithwood & Levin, 2008).

More specifically, there is a lack of information on the type (e.g., face to face; online)
of PD school administrators receive (Nicholson, Harris-John, & Schimmel, 2005) and
what type is effective in supporting the development of desired leadership behaviors and
positively influencing student with disabilities’ achievement (Bizzell, 2011; Howley
et al., 2002; Leithwood & Levin, 2008; Salazar, 2007). With the research currently
available, it has been shown that school administrators view online PD favorably as these
techniques allow the convenience to connect, collaborate, and exchange information with
others in similar professional circumstances across geographical distances (Dempsey &
Stephens, 2011; Duncan, 2011; Ertmer et al., 2012; Fulton et al., 2018; Hoban et al.,
2002). Furthermore, online PD for school administrators has shown to contribute to
significant increases in their knowledge, as it offers resources administrators find helpful
(Dempsey & Stephens, 2011; Duncan, 2011; Hoban et al., 2002). Administrators are able

to use tools such as podcasts, online classes, and social networks that can make



meaningful connections between administrators across the country, which can enable
them to increase their abilities to effectively design, implement, and supervise programs
for students with disabilities (Duncan, 2011). Although there is some research that
supports the use of online PD for school administrators, it should be further examined to
determine if it is a useful form of PD to increase knowledge specifically for special
education administrators.

One method of online PD that has become increasingly popular is the use of podcasts
(Kennedy et al., 2015). Within this rise of online learning, podcasts have been noted as an
educational phenomenon, with social and ‘media-rich’ features of online learning, which
exemplifies the uniqueness and broad appeal of online learning (Kidd, 2012). One
example of an emerging type of podcast used in research is content acquisition podcasts
(CAPs; Kennedy et al., 2015). CAPs are podcast that distribute audio and video
information and embeds evidence-based instructional design principles to deliver content
(Kennedy et al., 2015). CAPs are able to blend the desirable features of podcasts
(e.g., accessibility) with validated instructional design principles. Learning advantages of
CAPs include (a) increased accessibility; (b) less time constraints, as the learner can
engage with them in a setting of their choice, (c) increased learner centeredness, and
(d) expert content with embedded evidence-based practices are explained and are
accessible to many people (Carlisle, Thomas, & McCathren, 2016; Kidd, 2012).

Even though CAPs have many qualities that can enhance the learning of participants,
there are several issues with using CAPs that has been found within a majority of the

empirical literature. Two areas of most concern are that most research on podcasts has



offered little guidance on how to develop and implement podcasts (Tsagkias, Larson,

& De Rijke, 2010). Furthermore, the creation of podcasts in research often does not
adhere to any specific theoretical framework that guides instructional design (Carlisle

et al., 2016; Clark, 2009; Mayer, 2011). Using a strong and relevant theory to guide the
development of any intervention is an essential but often skipped step in the instructional
design process (Mayer, 2008). Therefore, developing and utilizing CAPs offers promises
for creating instructional materials that have used theoretically-based instructional design
principles and are easy to use.

Research with CAPs has shown that participants (i.e., undergraduate students and
practicing teachers) find CAPs to be useful, accessible, relevant, and assist with the
overall learning process (Kay, 2012; Healy, 2015; Luna & Cullen, 2011). Although there
is a wide-range of literature that has examined CAPs within the field of education (Kay,
2012; Kennedy et al., 2015; Healy, 2015), it is not known to what extent they would have
an impact on the knowledge of special education administrators. It is difficult to
generalize information about PD from other populations within education (e.g.,
undergraduates) to special education administrators, as there is a severe lack of empirical
research on how this population is impacted by PD. To date, there is also a dearth of
research focusing on any form of online learning with school administrators, with even
fewer studies focusing on special education administrators (Camburn et al., 2016;
Nicholson et al., 2005). The use of CAPs for special education administrators may be
particularly advantageous, as this population has a severe lack of time due to their

extensive job duties (Camburn et al., 2016). For example, special education



administrators may have an increased benefit from using CAPs as form of PD, as they
allow for increased accessibility. Thus, it is essential to determine the effectiveness of
specific forms of PD, such as CAPs, for special education administrators, as this
information will assist in developing PD to meet their specific and unique needs.
Significance of the Problem

Numerous barriers prevent APE services from being effectively delivered to students
with disabilities. One barrier is the lack of support special education administrator
provide to APE services, which is partially due to a lack of knowledge pertinent to
effective APE service delivery (Gray, 2016; Hays, et al., 2011; Stewart, 2010; Tripp &
Zhu, 2005). For instance, special education administrators’ understanding of special
education laws is essential to provide effective and legally correct special education
services to students with disabilities (Yell, Thomas, & Katsiyannis, 2012). However,
Davidson and Algozzine (2002) reported that 47% of special education administrators
need additional training with regard to special education law. A lack of knowledge of
special education law could affect their knowledge about specific areas of special
education (e.g., LRE). It is essential to identify practices to increase special education
administrators’ knowledge of APE programs. There is also a significant lack of research
on the use of online PD for special education administrators to improve their knowledge
in their field (Bizzell, 2011; Fulton et al., 2018; Howley et al., 2002; Leithwood & Levin,
2008). Finally, it is also important to note that there is an apparent lack of experimental
research in the field of special education administration, especially in relation to PD

(Camburn et al., 2016; Montieth, 2000). Reasons for this lack of research on PD may be
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directly related to the fact that school administrators are particularly constrained by a lack
of time (Camburn et al., 2016). Therefore, this investigation aims to examine the
effectiveness of using CAPs to increase Texas special education administrator’s
knowledge of APE services.
Theoretical Basis of the Study

Several theories were examined that may have served as the theoretical foundation for
this investigation. The two theories that best fit this investigation were the cognitive
theory of multimedia learning (CTML; Mayer, 2008) and the andragogy theory
(Knowles, 1975). The CTML was selected as the primary theoretical framework that
guided the development of the CAPs, whereas the andragogy theory (i.e., adult learning
theory) was selected as a set of guiding principles that directed the development of the
online PD.
Cognitive Theory of Multimedia Learning

The cognitive load theory (Sweller, 1988) and the dual-processing theory (Bagui,
1998) formed the foundation for Mayer's (2001) CTML which provides an empirically
validated design process for developing online PD, which was used to create the three
CAPs used for this investigation. The cognitive load theory was designed to provide
guidelines intended to assist in the presentation of information in a manner that optimizes
intellectual performance, while taking into account the inherent limitations of concurrent
working memory load on learning during instruction (Sweller, 1988). The dual-
processing theory holds that both visual and auditory information can be used when

recalling information (Bagui, 1998).
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The CTML has three assumptions for learners: (a) there are two separate channels for
processing verbal and visual information (i.e., dual channel assumption); (b) there are
limits in the amount of information that can be processed in each channel (i.e., limited
capacity assumption); and (c) learners engage in active learning by attending to relevant
information and organizing selected information into mental representations and
integrating mental representations with prior knowledge (i.e., constructive learning
assumption; Mayer, 2008; Mayer, Dow & Mayer, 2003). In response to these
assumptions, the instructional design of online PD must (a) reduce extraneous processing
(i.e., any cognitive processing that does not support the instructional goal); (b) manage
essential processing (i.e., any cognitive processing that does support the instructional
goal); and (c) cultivate generative processing (i.e., cognitive processing used to organize
and integrate incoming and prior knowledge; Bagui, 1998; DelLeeuw & Mayer, 2008;
Mayer, 2008, see Table 1). Mayer’s (2001) CTML was used for this investigation to
provide guidelines in creating effective CAPs to use when attempting to increase special
education administrators’ knowledge of APE services. Mayer (2008) highlighted a
number of principles to apply when developing multimedia for presentations to meet the

multimedia learning assumptions.
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Table 1

Cognitive Processing During Learning

Cognitive Description Instructional Goal

Processing

Extraneous Extra information not related to Reduce extraneous stimuli
goal of instruction, caused by poor and instruction

design
Essential Tries to accurately represent Break lesson into key
essential material points and focus on main
points

Generative Tries to make sense of essential Use social cues to motivate

material caused by learner’s effort  the learner to understand
and focus the material

Reducing extraneous processing. There are five evidence-based instructional
methods have been developed to reduce excessive and irrelevant extraneous processing
when developing multimedia for online PD: (a) coherence, (b) signaling, (c) redundancy,
(d) spatial contiguity, and (e) temporal contiguity (Clark, 2002; Mayer, 2008; see Table
2). The coherence principle explains that individuals learn best when extraneous stimuli
are excluded. Using gratuitous visuals, text, and sounds can negatively impact the
learning process. The principle of signaling involves the highlighting of the essential
material. The redundancy principle explains that displaying graphics with audio and text
can negatively impact the learner, so it is more effective to present the learner with audio
narration and visuals only. The spatial contiguity principle explains that information
shown in pictures and words should be presented close together to prevent the need for
additional scanning. Lastly, the principle of temporal contiguity refers to the need for

audio and visual instruction to be presented simultaneously, rather than in succession.
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Table 2

Five Principles to Reduce Extraneous Processing

Principle Description
Coherence principle Delete extraneous material
Signaling principle Highlight essential material
Redundancy principle Do not add onscreen captions to narrated graphics
Spatial contiguity principle  Place printed words near corresponding part of graphics
Temporal contiguity Present spoken words at same time as corresponding
principle graphics

Managing essential processing. The second element key to effective instruction
within multimedia use is managing essential processing (DeLeeuw & Mayers, 2008).
Three principles are used as guidelines when developing multimedia to achieve effective
management of essential information. First, the segment principle guides the developers
to break down large portions of material into smaller pieces. Experiments have shown
material presented in segments to be learned more effectively, than when presented
continuously (Mayer, 2008). The pre-training principle explains that learning can be
increased using cues and images, which can be connected to the learner’s prior
knowledge. Finally, the modality principle allows learners to develop deeper
understanding of multimedia that include integrated audio and visuals.

Generative processing. When extraneous processing is reduced and essential
processing is effectively used, then cognitive processing can be used to organize and
integrate incoming and prior knowledge. Mayer (2008) created three principles to help
with this process when creating multimedia. The personalization principle explains
people learn best when information is presented in informal speech with a conversational

style compared to a formal academic tone. The voice principle explains that people learn
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better from a human voice with a local accent than from computerized voices or from a
foreign accent. Lastly, the multimedia principle explains that people learn better through
words and pictures presented together rather than when either is presented alone.
Adult Learning Theory

As well as incorporating the principles from the instructional design CTML
theories into the design and delivery of the CAPs for special education administrators, it
is important to also consider relevant learning theories to design effective PD. Andragogy
is a theory and practice of educating adult learners. Knowles (1975) makes the argument
that pedagogy is the art and science of teaching children, is fundamentally a teacher-
centered model specifically developed for teaching children (Ozuah, 2005). The
andragogy theory explains that children and adults have significant differences in
learning characteristics, and the teaching strategies that should be used for adult learning
conflicts with traditional pedagogy (Knowles, 1989; Ozuah, 2005). Knowles (1989)
explained that the andragogy theory follows five distinct assumptions that differ from
traditional pedagogy. The five assumptions outline that adult learners, compared to child
learners, have greater: (a) self-concept (i.e., adults have a more mature self-concept and
are more self-directed); (b) personal and professional experiences; (c) readiness to learn;
(d) orientation to learning (i.e., the ability to immediately apply new knowledge); and (e)
motivation to learn (Knowles, 1975; Smith, 2002; Terehoff, 2002). Knowles’s andragogy
theory was chosen as the most appropriate theory to guide this investigation because: (a)
it is a widely known and used theoretical framework for adult learning (Terehoff, 2002),

and (b) research has documented its effectiveness for the development and
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implementation of online PD tools for adults (e.g., Healy, 2015; Quinney, Smith, &
Galbraith, 2013).
Purpose

The purpose of this study was threefold. The purpose was to determine: (a) CAPs
effect on special education administrators” knowledge acquisition (KA) of content related
to APE services; (b) special education administrators’ perceptions of CAPs for PD
purposes; and (¢) whether or not the special education administrators’ school district
employment of an APE teacher impacts their KA and perceptions of CAPs.
Null Hypotheses

Based on the research design of this study, there are four null hypotheses:

1. There will be no significant change in content knowledge scores between the
tests (pretest, posttest, retention test), for special education administrators.

2. There will be no significant interaction between the special education
administrators’ school district’s employment of APE teachers and the change
in their content knowledge scores between the tests (pretest, posttest, retention
test).

3. There will be no significant effect of the special education administrator’s
school district’s employment of APE teachers on their perception of the
CAPs.

4. There will be no significant correlation between the special education
administrators’ perception of the CAPs and the change in their content

knowledge scores from pretest to posttest to retention test.
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Research Questions
For the purpose of the study, there are four research questions:

1. How will the use of CAPs impact special education administrators” KA of

content on APE?

2. How will special education administrators’ KA of APE content from the CAPs

be impacted by whether their school district employs APE teachers?

3. How will special education administrators perceive CAPs as a method of

receiving PD?

4. How will special education administrators’ perception of the CAPs correlate

with their KA from the CAPs?

Delimitations
The study was subject to the following delimitations:

1. Participants were included if they were a current school administrator in
Texas, with at least three years of experience, and their primary job was to
monitor and supervise special education programs.

2. Participants were recruited from emailing the contacts on the Texas Education
Agency’s administration list serve.

3. Only content knowledge, demographics information (e.qg., status of school
district’s employment of APE teachers), and perception of the online PD were
assessed.

4. Only three APE content areas, which were developed into three CAPs, were

agreed on by the panel of experts as being most important for special
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education administrators in order to know to effectively monitor and supervise
an APE program.

Content experts involved in the objective and transcript validation process of
the CAPs have expertise in APE. The APE content experts validated all three
CAPs based on the standards from the Adapted Physical Education National

Standards (APENS; Kelly, 2008) and pertinent information specific to APE.

Assumptions

The study was subject to the following assumptions:

1.

2.

3.

Participants will provide honest responses in self-reporting.

The instruments developed for this study will have limited measurement
errors that could be attributed to the instrument itself, the participant, or the
environment.

Participants will listen to each CAP in their entirety.

Definition of Terms

Within the context of this study, the terms were defined as follows:

1.

Adapted Physical Education (APE): Specially designed PE that meets the
unique needs of students with disabilities, including individualized programs
that develop physical and motor fitness; fundamental motor skills and
patterns; and performance in aquatics, dance, individual and group games, and
sports (Dunn & Leitschuh, 2014; IDEA, 2004). APE is a direct instructional

service frequently provided by an adapted physical educator.
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. Andragogy Theory: The art and science of guiding adult learning and adult

education (Knowles, 1975).

. CAP 1 Content: The content for the first CAP focused on federal laws that

address APE. Specifically, this CAP focused on federal laws, such as IDEA
(2004) and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, that have pertinent

information with regard to APE (see Appendix K).

. CAP 2 Content: The content for the second CAP focused on the inclusion and

LRE as defined by IDEA (2004) for students with disabilities in a PE setting.
Specifically, it focused on best practices and general guidelines with regard to
inclusion and LRE in PE that should be in place to ensure that students with
disabilities are included into the general education PE setting as much as

possible (see Appendix J).

. CAP 3 Content: The content for the third and final CAP focused on effective

teaching behaviors of APE teachers. These effective teaching behaviors
included research-based APE teaching strategies that have been found to be
beneficial to use while instructing students with disabilities (see Appendix L).
. Cognitive Theory of Multimedia Learning (CTML). The CTML is based on
three main assumptions: there are two channels for processing information
(auditory and visual); there is limited channel capacity; and learning is an
active processing, selecting, organizing, and integrating information (Mayer,

2001).
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7. Content Acquisition Podcasts (CAP): An instructional strategy that embeds
evidence-based instructional design principles to package and deliver critical
content (Kennedy et al., 2015).

8. Theory-Experts: The experts who determined the CAPs adherence to the
principles of the CTML. These experts included APE graduate students at the
investigator’s university. These experts watched a training video on Mayer’s
(2008) CTML principles, participated in a 10-minute discussion about the
principles, and needed at least an 80% score (10 out of 12 correct) to pass a
knowledge posttest on the principles.

9. APE Experts: The experts for (a) the CAP topic identification, (b) the CAP
objective validation process, and (c) the CAP transcript validation process and
for the KA test content. These experts included APE higher education
professionals and public school APE teachers who have at least three years of
experience in the field of APE and are nationally certified APE teachers
(i.e., CAPE). These experts were identified at the National Consortium for PE
for Individuals with Disabilities’ (NCPEID) national conference or through
NCPEID contacts from the investigators’ dissertation committee.

10. APE Test Validation Experts: The experts for the KA test content were
experts currently on an APENS exam revision committee, who were working
on validating a new version of the APENS exam. These experts were
identified through NCPEID contacts from the investigators’ dissertation

committee.
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11. Knowledge Acquisition (KA): Involves the acquisition of knowledge from
documents, online tools, and experts. “The knowledge may be specific to the
problem domain or to the problem-solving procedures, it may be general
knowledge (e.g., knowledge about business), or it may be meta-knowledge
(i.e., knowledge about knowledge)” (Turban, Sharda, & Delen, 2011, p.177).

12. Online Professional Development (PD): Processes and activities accessible
online that serves to enhance professional knowledge, skills and attitudes of
educators (Healy, 2015).

13. Professional Development (PD): Processes designed to enhance the
knowledge and skills to be used to improve student, teacher, and educational
program outcomes (Guskey, 2002).

14. Special Education Administrator: School leaders whose primary role is to
supervise and monitor special education programs within a school district. In
addition, for this study, special education administrators must have a valid
administrator’s license in Texas, and at least 3 years of experience as a special

education administrator.
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW

The purpose of this investigation was to determine (a) content acquisition podcasts
(CAPs) effect on special education administrators’ knowledge acquisition (KA) of
adapted physical education (APE) content; (b) special education administrators’
perceptions of CAPs for professional development (PD) purposes; and (c) whether or not
the special education administrators’ school district employment of an APE teacher
impacts their KA and perceptions of CAPs. The following sections provide support for
the use of online PD tools, such as CAPs, as a means to increase knowledge of adult
learners in the field of education. Specifically, the purposes of the literature review were
to: (a) gather quality research articles to acquire an in-depth understanding of the topics
related to this investigation; (b) support the appropriateness of the theoretical framework
(i.e. Cognitive Theory of Multi-Media Learning [CTML]) used in this investigation; and
(c) determine methodological designs that can be applied to this investigation.

Method

Initial Search Procedure

Potential relevant articles published in the past 15 years (i.e., 2002-2017) were
initially located through online indexing system searches. The investigator conducted a
search of the literature using the indexing systems of Academic Search Complete,
Education Administrator Abstracts, ERIC, Professional Development Collection,

ProQuest Nursing and Allied Health Database, PsychINFO, and SPORTDiscus.
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Keywords used for the searches includes “adapted physical education,” “school

administration,” “special education administration,” “educational leadership,”

29 ¢¢ 99 ¢C

“professional development,” “adult learning,” “podcast,” and “andragogy”.
Criteria for Inclusion

To be considered for this literature review, articles needed to meet the following
inclusion criteria: (a) published between April, 2002 and April, 2017; (b) published in
English language journals; (c) located in peer-reviewed publications (i.e., books and book
chapters were excluded); and (d) utilized an experimental/quasi-experimental,
correlational, single-subject, or qualitative research design. Only articles that met these
criteria were eligible for evaluation.
Adapted Physical Activity Taxonomy

The Adapted Physical Activity Taxonomy (APAT; Carano, 2014) was used to
evaluate individual research articles and to determine the strength of the
recommendation. The APAT was developed to evaluate research studies within the field
of adapted physical activity. The APAT is comprised of two parts of review: (a) review
for quality of study and (b) review for level of recommendation. The APAT is divided
into separate scales to be used for four types of research designs that are:
(a) experimental/quasi-experimental designs, (b) single subject design, (c) correlational
design, and (d) qualitative design. Using this review process, the investigator provided a

systematic review of the relevant research in the field related to the current investigation.

In addition, other relevant articles were included within the literature review to provide a
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clearer scope of the literature around this investigations topics (i.e., school
administration, online learning, APE).
Quiality of Strength of Study

The research design and components of each identified article determined the APAT
level. Each ranking level indicate a separate strength of the study; a level ranking of one
indicates a strong study, a level ranking of two indicates a moderate study, and a level
ranking of three indicates a weak study. Each section of the article (e.g., method, results)
is evaluated for quality (Carano, 2014).
Level of Recommendation

The APAT’s second portion is used to determine the level of recommendation for
each research study in this literature review. There are three levels of recommendation
(Carano, 2014). Level A recommendations can be made if one of the following criteria is
met: (a) the results of the study hold significant value and can be applied to multiple
settings related to adapted physical activity, (b) consistent findings using randomized
trials or relating to a systematic review, or (c) interventions were validated and relevant
to populations including individuals with disabilities. A Level B recommendation can be
made when evidence-based recommendations provide direct benefits for individuals with
disabilities that are not based on opinion or field-based experiences, but do not provide a
significant outcome that can be applied to educational, recreational, or disability sport
settings. Level B recommendations include limited or inconsistent evidence relating to
adapted physical activity. Level C recommendations are made when the study is based on

opinion, consensus, practice or field-based experiences, or studies that do not directly
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relate to benefiting individuals with disabilities through physical activity. This review
process was used to develop tables that include a summary of the quality indicators and
level of recommendation for all of the studies that met the inclusion criteria (see
Appendix B). In addition, other relevant articles that did not meet the inclusion criteria
were included within this literature review to provide a more comprehensive scope of the
literature around the topic of online PD for school administrators.
School Administration and Adapted Physical Education

School administrators are able to positively impact staff and students in a variety
ways (e.g., improve content knowledge, school atmosphere; Damiani, 2014; Gray, 2016).
However, it is very challenging for school administrators to be proficient in
understanding all curriculum areas within a school, with PE being a curriculum area that
is often overlooked by school administrators (DeMatthews, 2014; GAO, 2010; Gray,
2016). With regard to PE, school administrators should be responsible to (a) ensure that
their schools have an adequate amount of time for students to receive quality PE, (b)
ensure that qualified staff are teaching PE, (c) provide the resources needed for PE, and
(d) develop an atmosphere that promotes wellness and health for both staff and students
(Leidl, 2007).
School Administrators’ Lack of Background Knowledge

Findings from the GAO (2010) indicate there is a significant need for training for
special education administrators to supervise effectively PE services delivered to students
with disabilities. This may be related to special education administrators’ lack of

adequate knowledge with regard to special education laws, which are essential to provide
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effective PE services to students with disabilities (Davidson & Algozzine, 2002; Yell

et al., 2012). Most general school administration certification programs train future
special education administrators (Monteith, 2000; Powell, 2009); however, most of the
general administration school programs in the United States (US) do not include
sufficient coverage of special education, with some of the general school administration
programs only requiring one special education course or the course is offered as an
elective (Davidson & Algozzine, 2002; Yell et al., 2012; Hirth & Valesky, 1991).

Witt (2003) surveyed 94 general school administration certification programs across
the US and how well their programs address special education. The participants were
university educational leadership department chairs and were asked questions pertaining
to certification endorsements, course offerings, and their perception of how well special
education issues are addressed in their programs. Witt found that although the
participants valued the inclusion of key special education topics within their programs,
there was a perceived need for improving the amount of special education topics covered.
In addition, and perhaps most alarmingly, approximately half of general school
administration programs did not require any special education courses. Another related
factor is that Hirth and Valesky (1991) found, through survey data from department
chairs of educational leadership programs at 66 universities that many of the special
education courses are only offered at the undergraduate level, rather than at the more
appropriate graduate level. This leads to various issues and gaps in knowledge of school
administrators in areas related to special education (e.g., law, PE; Coelli & Green, 2012;

Davidson & Algozzine, 2002).
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Davidson and Algozzine (2002) surveyed 264 beginning administrators on their
perception of their knowledge of procedural safeguards in Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA, 2004). The participants were selected from a rigorous school
administration fellows’ program at a university, and were about to graduate or graduated
within the last four years. They found that 47% of the participants reported a ‘limited’ or
‘basic’ knowledge of special education law. The authors concluded that effective
leadership depends upon the acquired knowledge and understanding that administrator
has for laws, policies, and regulations governing the system. A lack of knowledge of
special education law could affect their knowledge and ability to implement specific
components of the law effectively, such as ensuring APE in provided to students with
disabilities that are in need of APE services. In addition, Mathis (2005) examined the
impact of a training program on school administrators’ knowledge of special education
law. There were three required courses designed to address special education
administration competencies, with four areas of emphasis: core, assessment, special
problems, and internships. Participants consisted of principals, assistant principals, and
special education administrators who were either enrolled (n = 42) or not enrolled in the
training program (n = 48). Mathis developed an instrument to assess three subscales:

(a) administrators’ knowledge of special education law, (b) application of knowledge of
the law, and (c) their ability to make decisions regarding compliance with law. The
results of this study suggests that individuals who receive training in the area of special
education administration were better equipped to ensure the provision of special

education services to students with disabilities.
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With regard to PE for students with disabilities, a topic often overlooked or only
briefly mentioned even in the special education introduction courses offered by
universities. For instance, Hays et al. (2011) analyzed 33 special education college course
textbooks published between 2005 and 2011 and found that 19 textbooks (57%) had no
mention of PE for students with disabilities. In addition, in only six of the texts was the
correct term adapted physical education even used, while two used adaptive physical
education, and one used both terms. In one text, APE was identified as a related service
and only one textbook discussed that PE was a part of the definition of special education
in IDEA (2004). Hays et al. (2011) found that APE was minimally mentioned within
special education textbooks, which leads to a greater likelihood that special education
administrators may not fully understand the curriculum area of APE.

School Administrators’ Perspectives of Physical Education

Special education administrators’ perspective of PE is a primary barrier that disrupts
and prevents effective PE service delivery to students with disabilities (GAO, 2010;
Stephens et al., 2011; Trip & Zhu, 2005). In some of the interviews conducted by the
GAO (2010) there were state, district, and school officials that cited a lack of importance
placed on PE as a school academic subject compared to other subjects (e.g., math). In
fact, school officials explained that the greater emphasis on assessments for curriculum
such as reading and math mandated by federal law has led to a reduction in the number of
PE classes required. In addition, the GAO reported that school administrators did not feel

like they are given much guidance on implementing PE programing for students with
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disabilities and need more information and PD with regard to PE for students with
disabilities.

Hodge and Akuffo (2007) found that urban PE teachers reported that they only have
contact with their school administrators when student behavior becomes a concern or
when scheduling conflicts arise; this led to PE teachers feeling less valued than other
teachers. Another study used a questionnaire to collect data from PE teachers in Texas on
the barriers to provide PE services effectively (Barroso, McCullum-Gomez, Hoelscher,
Kelder, & Murray, 2005). The questionnaires were given to a group of PE teachers
annually after an in-service training on PE for four consecutive years. Each time the
questionnaire was delivered, it was given to a new set of participants, with 241
participants. The barriers that were perceived to be the largest obstacles to providing
quality PE services included feeling that PE was a low priority to school administrators
and excessively large class sizes. The authors concluded that the lack of funding and low
priority placed on PE, in comparison to other academic subjects, resulted in large barriers
to implementing quality PE programs.

Gray (2016) conducted an investigation on various school professionals’ knowledge
and perceptions of the fields of PE for students with disabilities, which found that school
administrators had a general lack of knowledge and low perceptions in relation to PE.
The investigator surveyed school administrators (n = 34), PE and APE teachers (n = 23),
general education classroom teachers (n = 281), special educators (n = 57), and
para-professionals (n = 67) on how well their school was meeting PE standards and their

perceptions towards PE for students with disabilities. With regard to their perceptions, it
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was found that the school administrators had a significantly lower perception of role of
PE for students with disabilities when compared to PE and APE teachers. In addition, it
was found that a majority of students with disabilities did not have PE or APE written
into their individualized education programs (IEP). School administrators, compared to
PE and APE teachers, had a significantly lower understanding of PE content standards;
however, the school administrators had a significantly higher understanding of PE
content standards compared to the special education and general education teachers.
Lastly, it was also found that overall the participants who had higher levels of PD or
college courses related to PE also had significantly higher scores with regard to their
understanding of PE content standards; however this cannot be attributed to the school
administrators in this study, as a vast majority of them did not indicate the level of
training they had received with regard to PE. This study suggest that school personnel,
including school administrators, may have a lack of knowledge and low perceptions with
relation to PE for students with disabilities, and thus are in need of PD that focuses on PE
for students with disabilities. To facilitate PD for school administrators effectively, an
understanding of the literature on PD for school administrators is needed.
Professional Development for School Administrators

There is a lack of experimental research with school administrators and PD,
especially in relation to special education administrators (Camburn et al., 2016; Crockett
et al., 2009; Montieth, 2000). Camburn et al. (2016) conducted a literature review on
experimental research within educational leadership and PD, in which they pointed out

that there may be challenges with regard to conducting experimental studies that examine

30



the effectiveness of school administrators’ PD. Challenges that were noted included (a) a
lack of fidelity of implementation of the intervention, which means failure to enact the
core components of the intervention; and (b) school administrators are a particularly
difficult group when conducting experimental designs, as this group is constrained by a
lack of time, lack of interest, and varying levels of encouragement from their district
staff. In addition, they also found that literature related to experimental evidence of the
effects of school administrator training programs (i.e., PD and pre-service programs) is
very limited.
Need for Professional Development for School Administrators

The need for additional PD for school administrators has been well-established,
especially in areas relating to special education (Camburn et al., 2016; Crockett et al.,
2009; Davidson & Algozzine, 2002; Monteith, 2000; Pontius, 2010; Powell, 2009; Witt,
2003). Boscardin, Weir, and Kusek (2010) administered a national survey to all of the
states within the US, inquiring about the requirements necessary to attain and retain a
school administration credential and found that only 19 out of the 50 states reported a PD
requirement for school administrators to retain their state administration credential. A
wide variability in requirements also emerged between states with PD requirements
ranging from 42 to 180 hours to be completed within a 2 to 5 year range.

Thompson and O’Brien (2007) surveyed 66 special education administrators using
the Illinois State University Special Education Director Needs Survey to determine their
PD needs, topics they perceived to be the most important to their positions, and their

career paths to becoming special education administrators. Thompson and O’Brien
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(2007) found there was a significant need to better understand best practices in special
education instruction, legislation, and assessment. Further, it was found that most often
special education administrators had at least one year of experience as a special education
teacher, prior to becoming administrators (83%), with the next most commonly reported
prior work experience being related service providers (27%; e.g., physical therapist).
Despite their previous experience in education settings, many special education teachers
do not often have a full understanding of instructional leadership or of other curriculums
(e.g., PE), which may lead them to be poor leaders for all of the academic fields within
the realm of special education (Gray, 2016). For instance, Stewart (2010) found, through
surveying administrators who oversaw APE programs that most administrators are
uncertain whether they even need to perform regular evaluations and eligibility standards,
and whether there are evaluative criteria that exist for PE for students with disabilities.
This suggests that school administrators need more refined PD that is developed using a
guiding framework that addresses a variety of areas within the field of special education,
including APE.
School Administration Professional Development and Adult Learning

Terehoff (2002) wrote a conceptual article that focused on how school administrators
can improve teacher PD through using adult learning principles to develop learning
environments. Terehoff hypothesized that many school administrators may believe that
teacher PD should be based off pedagogy principles, however, it is well-documented that
adults learn much differently than children (Knowles, 1975). Further, it is explained that

using adult learning principles allow school administrators to focus on the learning
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process rather than the content. This article concludes with the notion that it is important
to develop PD that is grounded in adult learning principles, as these principles will not
only increase the learners’ abilities, but will also allow them to control their own
learning. For example, Dawson (2015) conducted a multiple case study which explored
support for teacher learning through Professional Learning Communities (PLC), which
utilized the andragogy theory as a framework, as school administrators should use the
andragogy theory to provide a foundation to support PD (Knowles, 1989). In addition, the
theory of andragogy and PLCs are strongly associated with one another, as PLCs are
rooted in self-directed learning and being able to apply knowledge to one’s professional
life (Dawson, 2015). The participants included principals (n = 3) and teachers (n = 13)
that were involved in PLCs. Dawson used interviews, focus groups and document
analysis as primary data sources for this study. This investigation found that PLCs paired
with adult learning theory principles provide school administrators the tools to guide
teacher learning. In addition, it has also been well-documented that school administrators
have greater learning outcomes when their PD is developed using adult learning
principles (Monteith, 2000).

Styles (2010) surveyed and interviewed 37 Texas school administrators on their
perceptions of their college administration programs and their perceptions of Knowles’s
(1975) theory of andragogy within their administration programs. The results found that
there was a need for more instruction in the areas of curriculum, instruction, and
assessment. However, it was found that none of the participants were familiar with

Knowles’s theory of adult learning prior to the study. In addition, through in-depth
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interviews and explanation of the adult learning theory, some participants elaborated that
they felt many of the andragogy principles (e.g., self-directed learning) were in almost
every facet of their educational leadership courses. However, other participants expressed
that Knowles’s concepts were only addressed when discussing PD for teachers. Further,
two administrators stated that they felt that two of Knowles’s principles, adult learning is
problem-based rather than content-oriented and experiences provide the basis for
learning, were not adequately met throughout their programs. It is not only important for
school administration programs to use adult learning principles, but for the program to
teach these concepts as well, as school administrators should keep them in mind while
supervising their teachers and seeking their own PD opportunities (Terehoff, 2002). The
results from this study lead to a consensus that school administration preparation
programs should have more emphasis placed on Knowles’s principles of andragogy.
Although there is a lack of research on PD specifically crafted for special education
administrators, a few researchers have examined the effectiveness of college courses for
this population. Monteith (2000) examined the use of a college program to train 27
school administrators on how to design, develop, and effectively supervise programs for
students with disabilities in the least restrictive environment (LRE). The course
development was guided partially by Knowles’s (1975) andragogy theory, as the
experiences and prior knowledge of the participants guided the program development and
implementation. The program consisted of five college courses in special education
administration (e.g., assessment in special education, supervising programs for educating

students with disabilities) and involved a face-to-face mentoring program. Participants
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responded to an open-ended questionnaire that was related to their perceptions of the
effectiveness of the course. The overall results were positive, specifically that
organizational and motivational strategies incorporated in the program contributed to its
success. The results of this study suggest that learning experiences that are developed
with Knowles’s adult learning principles for school administrators are successful and
significantly impact the learners’ KA.
Types of Professional Development

The traditional delivery model for PD for school administrators has involved
short-term PD that is delivered by experts (Bizzell, 2011; Nicholson et al., 2005;
Spanneut, Tobin, & Ayers, 2012). Nicholson and colleagues conducted an analysis of
previous literature related to PD for school administrators and state PD guidelines for
school administrators. The investigators found that although many states are beginning to
use a variety of modes (e.g., online modules, video conferencing) for PD, the majority of
PD is still being delivered through a traditional in-service model. For example, one study,
conducted by Miller et al. (2016), examined the use of a two-year leadership PD program
on approximately 100 school administrators’ learning, efficacy beliefs, and behaviors.
The leadership PD program was developed based on a meta-analysis of leadership studies
(Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 2003). The leadership PD program was offered through
an intensive series of two-day PD sessions that allowed school administrators to apply
what they learned between sessions. The participants were randomly assigned to an
experimental group (i.e., received two years of the PD) and the control group (i.e.,

received no PD). Using surveys, Waters, Marzano, and McNulty (2003) found that the
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school administrators from the experimental group had improved knowledge, efficacy
belief, and behavior outcomes. These outcomes were related to targeted leadership
responsibilities, with the largest impact on school administrators’ sense of efficacy for
instructional improvement. Although well-designed traditional PD has shown to have
significant improvements in a variety of areas for school administrators, the ability for
them to receive the knowledge and skills they need is hindered by time  (i.e., two
years of PD), access, and cost barriers (Healy et al., 2016).

Bizzell (2011) interviewed 13 principals about the different types of PD they
received, including online PD. The principals within this study described traditional PDs
they had received and discussed other types of PD that utilized technology such as online
articles, online modules, and webinars. Of the total 13 participants, six had received
minimal online PD, with the other seven having received no online PD, suggesting that
online PD was a seldom-used mode of PD for principals. Further, it was found that
quality PD has three main components embedded within it. For PD to be of high quality,
it needs to be (a) on-going, (b) job-embedded, and (c) connected to school improvement
goals on initial learning and continued leadership behaviors of school administrators.
Spanneut et al. (2012) conducted a similar study with 273 principals that identified their
level of need for PD, as well as their preferred PD delivery methods to receive it. Of all
the participants, 33% ranked self-paced online modules as a preferred means of PD
delivery and 36% ranked university coursework that was partially online as their
preferred means of PD delivery. The findings from these two studies suggest that

although school administrators may prefer the use of online learning, many of them are
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not engaging in online PD. It is important for more accessible forms of PD (i.e., online
PD) that are specifically developed for school administrators to be further examined.
Online Professional Development

Online learning began becoming popular in the mid-2000s and is continuing to
become a widely used form of education, with 5.5 million students in the US taking at
least one online course in 2012 (Ginder & Stearns, 2014). One attributing factor for the
rise in popularity of online education may be recent research that has indicated that
traditional workshops often fail to result in significant changes in practice and perception
(Terehoff, 2002; Teras, 2016). For example, the Learning Policy Institute (Darling-
Hammond, Hyler, & Gardner, 2017) reported that traditional forms of PD rarely allow
learners to connect content to their own experiences. In addition, traditional forms of PD
for teachers and school administrators often occur in short one-day workshops that cover
a large range of topics; these have been shown to have little impact on teacher practice
and student achievement (Guskey, 2002; Guskey & Yoon, 2009).

Online learning allows learning to occur synchronously (i.e., allows learners to
engage at the same time as the content is being presented) and asynchronously
(i.e., learning occurs without fixed intervals between the presentation of content and
learners’ responses; Healy, 2015; Moore, 2007). Synchronous learning is commonly used
in traditional forms of PD, and allows for opportunities for learners to engage with one
another and the instructor in real-time. The use of asynchronous learning within online
PD creates an environment that is more flexible and offers personalized learning

opportunities (Healy et al., 2016; Hoban et al., 2002; Masters et al., 2010; Moore, 2007).
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For example, Terds (2016) used a narrative analysis approach to examine the learning
experiences of seven educators who participated in an asynchronous collaborative online
PD program. The online program consisted of a semester-long online course on
educational technology and assessment for higher education faculty. The online program
was founded on the concept that teachers need to be aware of their teaching approaches
and focus on the learners’ experiences. The program had the participants engage in
on-going discussions with one another, complete modules at their own pace, and develop
a project. All seven participants had positive reflections at the end of the online course.
The results suggest that while collaborative online PD can be challenging due to the
different learning needs, expectations, and preferences of the participants, it can
potentially lead to significant professional growth. Indeed, the results further suggest that
an online PD setting should emphasize individualized pacing and the development of
self-regulation skills (e.g., persistence, self-reflection).

Masters et al. (2010) used a randomized controlled trial to study an online PD’s effect
on the knowledge and instructional practices of 255 fourth grade English language
teachers. The teachers were randomly assigned to an experimental group (i.e., received
the online PD) and a control group (i.e., did not receive the online PD). The experimental
group participated in three online courses, each requiring about four to six hours of
participation per week for seven weeks. The online PD combined independent reading
and activities with peer discussions. Data was gathered through a survey on their
instructional behaviors, and a pretest and posttest on the specific content from each

course. The experimental group received a significant increase in KA compared to the
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control group for each course. Studies such as these display that online PD for educators
can drastically increase their knowledge in specific content areas.

Little research has been conducted on online learning and in-service school
administrators (Bizzell, 2011; Fulton et al., 2018; Nicholson et al., 2005; Spanneut et al.,
2012); however, there has been some more in-depth research conducted on online
learning with pre-service school administrators and educational leadership programs.
Hoban et al. (2002) conducted a study that examined students in an online educational
administration program and evaluated whether it was comparable to what students
learned in face-to-face classes. Surveys from online students (n = 11) were compared to
students in face-to-face settings (n = 125). Students in both types of courses performed
comparably academically and both were generally satisfied with the quality of instruction
in their program. In addition, findings showed that students who enrolled in online
courses, even if they had concerns, liked the flexibility of the online course and planned
to take more online courses.

Duncan (2011) used critical social theory to explore how pre-service and new school
administrators can challenge their assumptions about learning and teaching through
online dialogue with others in similar professional situations. The online course collected
data using interviews and discussion posts from five educational leadership graduate
students and the instructor for the course. The findings from the study showed that all of
the participants saw value from using an online discussion format to make the content
more relevant and productive to leadership practice concepts. Further, it was reported that

allowing them to reattempt assignments better utilized the process of learning and

39



allowed for critical thinking to occur. Flumerfelt (2007) examined if an online
educational leadership program can develop student leadership outcomes with 13
educational leadership graduate students, with nine of the students already being in
school administration positions. The program was a two-year distance learning school
administration degree program, and the driving concept for the development of the online
learning environment was to make the lessons relevant to school administrators’
practices. Data was collected through discussion board interactions, surveys, writing
samples and interviews. The participants reported that the key to their success in the
program relied on good online instruction, as well as student-to-student and
student-to-faculty interaction. Collectively, these findings show the importance and
impact of online learning for school administrators; for example, on-going feedback and
discussion posts were some of the strategies that have shown to benefit school
administrators. In addition, these findings also highlight the need for quality online
learning for this population.

Although little research has been conducted exclusively with in-service school
administrators and online PD (Bizzell, 2011; Fulton et al., 2018; Nicholson et al., 2005;
Spanneut et al., 2012), a few studies have solely examined in-service school
administrators’ knowledge and perception changes from online PD. Ertmer et al. (2002)
conducted an online PD study with school administrators that examined changes in
school administrators' knowledge on technology integration and their perception toward
online PD. There were eight administrators enrolled in a semester-long course that

participated in 16 discussion forums related to technology. Pre and post surveys revealed
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significant changes in their knowledge about technology integration, as well as methods
they could use to support teachers to integrate technology effectively into their teaching.
Further, interviews and course discussions were used to collect additional data on the
administrators’ perceptions of the online PD. The data suggested that as the course
progressed, administrators gained ideas about what technology integration should look
like, as well as how technology might be implemented within various settings. In
addition, discussions revealed that the school administrators believed that online PD
might be an effective way to increase confidence and knowledge about various topics for
other school administrators and educators.

Online learning for special education administrators may be particularly
advantageous, as this population has a severe lack of time due to their extensive
professional duties (Camburn et al., 2016). Dempsey and Stephens (2011) examined an
online special education administrator preparation program in the state of Wisconsin. The
program was developed because of the need for additional certified special education
administrators in rural areas. Using an online format allowed those who needed licensing
for their jobs to be from a range of geographical areas, which otherwise may have proven
to be a major barrier. Within the program, the students received courses in the areas of
special education law, leadership, and finance. This program was evaluated after four
years. Follow-up feedback showed the students had high levels of satisfaction with the
program. These findings suggest that using an online learning setting for special
education administrators may be effective, especially for those who have geographic

barriers to accessing quality face-to-face PD. Although this study examined the impact
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of online programs for special education administrators, this study provided an overview
of the entire program, rather than offering in-depth details on the specific strategies and
tools employed to increase special education administrators’ KA. Thus, additional
research is needed on specific types of online PD, such as podcasts, that may potentially
overcome barriers associated with more traditional forms of PD (e.qg., cost, accessibility;
Healy et al., 2016) for special education administrators.

Podcasts as Online Professional Development in Education

Vogt (2015) documented that between 2008 and 2015 there has been over a 100%
increase in Americans who listened to podcasts. In 2008, only 11% of Americans had
listened to a podcast, whereas in 2015 over 33% of Americans have listened to a podcast
(Vogt, 2015). Further, in 2008, only 9% of Americans listened to podcasts on a monthly
basis, while in 2015 17% of Americans listened to podcasts on a monthly basis. Early
research on college student perception of the use of podcasting in classes has been
positive; numerous studies have found that students find podcasts to be useful, relevant,
and helpful with the overall learning process (Kay, 2012; Luna & Cullen, 2011).

To the best of the investigator’s knowledge, there is no research to date to examine
the effects of podcasts, validated or non-validated, on school administrators. However,
there are a number of studies that have examined the impact of podcasts on a variety of
other populations (e.g., undergraduate students, teachers, graduate students; e.g., Healy,
2015; Kennedy et al., 2016b; Luna & Cullen, 2011). For example, Luna and Cullen
(2011) conducted an exploratory study that examined 51 nursing and social work

graduate students’ perception on the use of podcasts in college courses in relation to adult
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learning theories. Luna and Cullen (2011) developed the podcasts used in this study
through using the adult learning theory of reflective learning (Jarvis, 2002) and the
Knowles’s (1975) adult learning assumptions. All the participants were given reading
assignments to learn content throughout their courses, and for one week were given one
podcast to learn new content. Overall, the consensus was that the podcast improved their
learning, with some listening to the podcast multiple times. More students (76%) agreed
that the podcast enhanced their learning of the content compared to of the students who
found the reading assignments to enhance their learning (62%). Luna and Cullen (2011)
also revealed that 12% of the students did not find the podcast to be helpful, whereas
32% of the students did not find the reading assignments to be helpful. Lastly, it was
found that 75% of the students believed using podcasts to learn new content was a good
use of their time, whereas only 65% of the students believed that the reading assignments
to learn new content was a good use of their time. These findings show that using
podcasts to complement adult learning principles may deepen learners’ understanding of
content compared to more ‘traditional”’ styles of learning. However, it should be noted
that this study did not follow Mayer’s (2008) CTML principles to develop the podcasts.
Carlisle et al. (2016) conducted a similar investigation that examined the effects of
using a validated CAP to teach 25 special education undergraduates on the topic on
language development when compared to another group that read a practitioner-friendly
article. Undergraduate students (n = 50) were randomly assigned to either the CAP group
or a comparison group. The CAP was created using Mayer’s (2008) CTML and the 12

accompanying instructional design principles, discussed previously in the introduction.
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Furthermore, a fidelity checklist (Kennedy, Hart, & Kellems, 2011) and a design
principle checklist (Driver, Pullen, Kennedy, Williams, & Ely, 2014) which had been
developed in previous studies were also used to validate the newly constructed CAPs.
The CAP was divided into three main sections: (a) definitions of the terms, (b) a
statement of purpose, and (c) examples of intervention activities. The CAP was 10-min in
length and had three pause points after each main section. During the pause points, the
participants were to reflect on the content learned and to take notes if needed. Both
groups were instructed to complete a required textbook chapter reading before class and
received an expert guest lecture on these topics following the experimental conditions.
All the participants were given a pretest and posttest with regard to the materials covered.
There were no pretest differences between groups. At the posttest, the CAP group
significantly outperformed the comparison group on declarative knowledge and
application items in language development, and learned new material on the topic at a
faster rate.

Healy (2015) conducted a randomized experimental study to determine the
effectiveness of using an online PD course, which included podcasts, to teach 51 PE
teachers how to implement peer tutoring into their classes. The experiment group (n = 27)
participated in the online PD course and the control group (n = 21) did not participate in
the online PD course. The online course structure was created using the concepts and
theory of andragogy (Knowles, 1975). The CTML principles were used for the creation
of the tools used in the course and presentations (Clark, Mayer, & Thalheimer, 2003;

Mayer, 2008). The study collected data through (a) a pre and posttest on the concepts of
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peer tutoring covered in the courses and podcasts; (b) self-report of the teachers’ ability
to implement peer tutoring; and (c¢) Buschang’s (2012) Perceptions of Professional
Development survey to assess their perception of the online PD setting. The investigator
found that the experimental group had a significant increase in knowledge related to peer
tutoring compared to the control group; in addition, the majority of PE teachers positively
perceived the online PD setting. This investigation demonstrated how CAPs that are
designed and developed using Mayer’s CTML and Knowles’s adult learning principles

can be an effective online learning tool.
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CHAPTER Il
METHODOLOGY

This study focused on special education administrators and has a threefold purpose to
determine: (a) content acquisition podcasts (CAPs) effect on special education
administrators’ knowledge acquisition (KA) of adapted physical education (APE)
content; (b) special education administrators’ perceptions of CAPs for professional
development (PD) purposes; and (¢) whether or not the special education administrators’
school district employment of an APE teacher impacts their KA and perceptions of
CAPs. This investigation was divided into two distinct phases. Phase | is the formation of
the CAPs and Phase 11 is the intervention and data collection.

Phase I: Formation of Content Acquisition Podcasts

Development of Content Acquisition Podcasts

One form of PD that have been shown to be an effective delivery of instruction on a
variety of topics (e.g., learning disabilities; Kennedy, Newton, Haines, Walther-Thomas,
& Kellems, 2012; inclusive PE; Healy, 2015) has been CAPs, which are podcasts that
embed evidence-based instructional design principles to package and deliver critical
content (Kennedy et al., 2015).These previous investigations, as well as the theory of
andragogy (Knowles, 1975) and the cognitive theory of multi-media learning (CTML,;
Mayer, 2008), were used to develop three separate CAPs for the current investigation.
Three steps were used to create validated CAPs for this investigation: (a) developing the

content topics through surveying APE experts, (b) developing the objectives and
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transcripts with APE-expert feedback, and (c) applying the theories to the CAPs with

theory-expert feedback; see Table 3.

Table 3
Three Validation Steps for Content Acquisition Podcasts
(1) Develop Content (2) Develop Transcripts (3) Apply Theories to
CAPs

-14 potential topics -Investigator developed -Theory-experts watched
identified objectives and transcripts video explaining the
-APE experts were -Investigator’s advisor gave CTML
surveyed on the topics feedback on the objectives ~ -Theory-experts reviewed
-Guiding question focused  and transcripts and gave feedback on how
on what content gave -APE experts gave well the CTML were
special education feedback on objectives and  applied to each CAP

administrators knowledge  transcripts
to supervise APE

Topic identification. The first step in creating the CAPs was to identify the content.
The guiding question to develop the content was, “What content would effectively give
special education administrators the knowledge needed to supervise and monitor APE
programming for students with disabilities?” Fourteen topics were identified using the
previous literature that has identified key issues in the field of APE (Columna et al.,
2014; GAO, 2010; Hays et al., 2011; Krueger, DiRocco, & Felix, 2000; Rizzo, 2013;
Tripp & Zhu, 2005). A five-point Likert scale survey was used to ask each APE expert to
rank the topics they believed were most important, on a scale from one (i.e., not
important) to five (i.e., very important), for special education administrators to
understand and apply to effectively supervise and monitor APE programing. The 14
topics identified were (a) the federal law specific to PE for students with disabilities
(GAO, 2010; IDEA, 2004); (b) how PE teachers should be included in the IEP process

(Columna et al., 2014; Krueger et al., 2000); (c) the PE curriculum and APE teachers role
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in the development of the curriculum (Hays et al., 2011; Tripp & Zhu, 2005);

(d) effective teaching behaviors for APE teachers (GAO; Rizzo); (e) inclusion in PE
(GAO, 2010; Rizzo, 2013); (f) assessment of motor behavior (Rizzo, 2013; Tripp & Zhu,
2005); (g) transition services (Krueger et al., 2000; Rizzo, 2013); (h) response to
intervention in APE (Rizzo, 2013); (i) certification and qualifications of APE teachers
(Rizzo, 2013); (j) behavior management (Rizzo, 2013); (k) accessible facilities and
appropriate equipment (GAO, 2010; Rizzo, 2013); and, (I) sports and extracurricular
activities (GAO, 2010).

There was also an open-ended portion of the questionnaire for the APE experts to
specify additional areas not already identified that they believed to be essential for special
education administrators to understand. The topic selection survey was delivered at the
NCPEID national conference to 15 APE higher education professionals and APE
teachers. Next, a second survey was developed using the same Likert scale and directions
from the initial topic selection survey, but it only included the five highest ranked topics
from the previous survey. The more refined topic selection survey was then sent to nine
nationally certified APE teachers via email. The top three ranked topics were used to
create the content of three separate CAPs (Healy, 2015).

Content development. Subsequently, specific learning objectives were developed for
each CAP that involved the topics identified from the initial topic selection panel (see
Appendix C). The APENS (Kelly, 2008) was used to develop the objectives for each
topic. To validate the objectives, a three-step process occurred. First, the primary

investigator developed three objectives for each CAP. Next, the investigator’s primary
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advisor reviewed the objectives and through discussion, a consensus was reached on the
specific wording and focus. Lastly, the objectives for each topic were sent to APE experts
(i.e., APE higher education professionals and APE teachers) through the primary
investigators’ advisor in order to keep the confidentiality of the experts. Eleven of the
APE experts were the same as those from the initial topic selection APE expert panel,
while three additional APE experts were recommended through the investigator’s
dissertation committee members. The APE experts were asked to use a five-point Likert
scale (1 = not important, 5 = very important) to give their perspective on the importance
of each learning objective for each topic. In addition, the APE experts were asked
whether they believe there are other objectives that they think are necessary to fulfill the
needs of special education administrators. A rating of two or less resulted in using the
APE experts’ feedback to make edits to the objectives, after which the revised objectives
were sent to the APE experts for another round of feedback; this process occurred twice
before all of the objectives were agreed upon by all parties.

To develop validate the transcript for each CAP, a very similar process to the
objective validation process were conducted. First, the investigator developed transcripts
to be used in each CAP that presented information focused on the previously determined
objectives within approximately 10 minutes, as to adhere to the CTML principles (Mayer,
2008; see Appendix D). Second, the investigator’s primary faculty advisor read the
transcripts, and through discussion, a consensus was reached on the specific content and
verbiage. Third, and finally, each transcript along with a validation survey were sent to

two APE experts who had conducted research or had experience in the area of the content
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that the transcript focused on. For example, the transcript that focused on federal laws
and APE was sent to experts who had either conducted research pertaining federal laws
and APE, or had practical experience with ensuring compliance with federal laws. The
transcript surveys were sent through the primary investigator’s advisor to validate that the
content of the CAPs aligned with the previously established objectives. Each transcript
was divided into two or three sections, with each section focusing on a specific area that
related to the topic. For example, within the transcript that focused on federal laws and
APE, one section focused on how IDEA (2004) effects APE.

In all, seven APE experts reviewed the transcripts, more specifically three reviewed
the transcript that focused on teaching practices, two reviewed the transcript that focused
on inclusion and LRE, and two other APE experts reviewed the transcript that focused on
federal laws. APE experts were asked for their expertise on two items: (a) the content
script for each CAP and (b) how well the transcript content related to the identified
objectives. There was also an open-ended portion of the questionnaire for the experts to
elaborate on their feedback. The APE experts were asked to identify other objectives and
areas related to each CAP’s topic that they deemed necessary to include. The APE
experts evaluated each item using a five-point Likert scale. A rating of two or less
resulted in using the APE experts’ feedback to make edits to the transcripts, after which
the transcript were sent to the APE experts for another round of feedback; this process
only needed to occur once before all of the transcripts were agreed upon by all parties.

Applying the theory of andragogy. The andragogy theory of adult learning was

used as a theoretical foundation for the online PD design. Specifically, Knowles’s (1975)
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four principles of adult learning were used to guide the design of the CAPs and the
instructional cues given in PsychData. Knowles’s adult learning principles were used
because they have demonstrated to be successfully integrated into other adult education
online courses (e.g., Healy, 2015; Quinney et al., 2013). To ensure adults were able to
apply their experiences to the CAPs and to make the CAPs more relevant, the learners
(i.e., special education administrators) were given a prompt prior to listening to each CAP
to encourage them to think about a PE teacher in one of their schools who they believed
they could collaborate with and guide to develop a more effective PE program for
students with disabilities.

To ensure meaningful learning and autonomy for the learners, a variety of strategies
were offered throughout the CAPs, and the special education administrators were able to
choose what strategies to use in their current situations. For example, although the
intervention provided many strategies that a special education administrator can use to
include the PE teacher in the IEP process, the special education administrators has the
ability to choose which strategies they could incorporate to increase PE teacher
participation in the IEP process. The participants were involved in the evaluation process
through the use of the Perceptions of Professional Development survey (Buschang, 2012)
to rate the effectiveness of the PD at the end of the entire session. In addition, the PD was
implemented to be flexible and available all at once; this allowed the special education
administrators, within a two-week timeframe, to choose when to complete the listening of
each CAP in its entirety. Although the learners were involved in the evaluation of the

intervention, the learners were not be involved in the planning and design of the
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intervention and the CAPs, as literature and expert feedback were the primary factor
considered while planning and designing the intervention and the CAPs.

Knowles’s (1975) second and third principles relate to the importance of experience
for adult learners and the need for the learning to be relevant to their professional and
personal lives. This principle underlies the design of the online PD. Prior to listening to
the CAPs, the learners were prompted in PsychData to reflect on their experiences and
challenges with regard to PE programing for students with disabilities. Identifying
experiences and challenges increases the learners' motivation and focus. For example,
before listening to a CAP on the topic of federal laws and PE, a prompt appeared online
and asked the participants to, “Think about the different placement options your school
offers with regard to PE while you listen to this CAP. ” After listening to each CAP,
learners were prompted to reflect on how the CAP related to PE programming within
their schools. For example, a reflective prompt given was, “After listening to the CAP on
federal laws and PE, reflect and identify how you could incorporate more PE placement
options within your school”. However, in relation to Knowles’s second and third
principles, special education administrators who oversee APE programs has a lot more
experience and the ability to make the content relevant to their professional lives
compared to special education administrators who do not oversee APE programs.
Furthermore, during the duration of this intervention, many of the learners did not have
the opportunity to put the information learned into action in a meaningful way in their

professional lives, as this is a short-term online program.
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According to Knowles (1975), the final principle of adult learning is that curricula
should be problem-centered and related to real-life scenarios. To fulfill this principle, the
CAPs offered special education administrators strategies to overcome problems that have
been identified in the literature related to PE programming with students with disabilities.
For example, the CAPs have discussions that cover in-depth the different LRE placement
options in a PE setting and how these could be implemented in different ways in a
multitude of settings (Decker & Jansma, 1995). It should be further noted that special
education administrators who do not oversee APE programs might not be able to relate
the information within the CAPs to their own professional scenarios; however, from
listening to the CAPs, they should have the preliminary knowledge and an increased
motivation to develop an APE program within their district.

Applying the Cognitive Theory of Multimedia Learning. Knowles’s (1975) theory
of adult learning provided guiding principles for the online PD. However, specific design
principles were applied to the CAPs to develop multimedia presentations that effectively
presented information to the learners. This is essential, as the presentation of content, not
simply the content, is imperative for effective learning and use of multimedia (Mayer,
2008). Mayer’s (2008) principles provided structure for the development and presentation
of the CAPs. Healy (2015) used the same guiding principles when developing peer-
tutoring podcasts for PE teachers. Healy’s (2015) investigation revealed that listening to
podcasts resulted in a significant increase in knowledge for PE teachers compared to PE
teachers who did not complete the online PD course, as well as the PE teachers; the PE

teachers perceived the online environment as a positive setting for PD.
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In accordance with Mayer’s (2008) theory, 12 evidence-based principles were used to
reduce extraneous stimuli, manage essential processing, and foster generative processing.
The five principles to be used to engage the learners and to reduce extraneous stimuli to
enhance the learning process are: (a) the coherence principle, the removal of extraneous
words, pictures, and sounds; (b) the redundancy principle, enables people to learn better
from animation and narration; (c) the signaling principle, the organization of the
presentation should include cue words to serve as headings that help give an overview of
the separate topics; (d) the spatial contiguity principle, connected words and pictures
should be presented near one another; and, (e) the temporal contiguity principle,
connected words and pictures should be presented simultaneously. To ensure successful
management of essential processing and that the content is presented in a format that
maximizes cognitive processing, three principles were used: (a) the segmenting principle,
which explains that learning is enhanced when a multimedia lesson is presented in
segments; (b) the pre-training principle, which explains that learning is enhanced when
learners know the names and characteristics of the main concepts; and (c) the modality
principle, explains that learning is enhanced when pictures and narration are combined.
Lastly, to ensure successful generative processing three principles were used to help the
learner process the multimedia: (a) the personalization principle, explains that people
learn best when information is presented in informal speech with a conversational style;
(b) the voice principle explains that people learn better from a human voice with a local
accent; and (c) the multimedia principle explains that people learn better through words

and pictures presented together.
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Content Acquisition Podcasts Review Process

After the transcripts were finalized and visuals were added, the investigator recorded
the three separate CAPs. To ensure the application of the principles of the CTML (Mayer,
2008), two theory-experts provided feedback on each CAPs. Reviewers first watched a
training video on Vimeo®© on how to apply the principles of the CTML. Examples of the
principles were provided in the video. In addition, the theory-experts attained at least an
80% on a 12-item investigator-developed CTML test to ensure the theory-experts
understood the CTML. With regard to reviewing the CAPs’ adherence to the CTML, the
theory-experts used a design principle checklist that was specifically designed by Driver
et al. (2014) to validate CAPs’ adherence to the 12 principles within the CTML (see
Appendix E).

Once the CAPs were ready to be listened to by the participants, they were uploaded to
PsychData, which was made available through the primary investigator’s university.
PsychData gave participants access to instructions on how to listen to the CAPs and
assessments. The CAPs were uploaded to a private YouTube channel. At the end of each
CAP, there were reminders to go back to PsychData for the directions for the next step.
After every two to three minutes, each YouTube video of a CAP ended prior to the next
key point on the topic being discussed, which aligns with the CTML (Mayer, 2008).
Further, PsychData gave prompts before and after listening to each section of each CAP

to promote reflection and apply the information to real-life situations.

55



Phase I1: Intervention

Participant Recruitment

Purposive sampling was used to recruit special education administrators to participate
in this investigation. Recruitment occurred through an emailed invitation to the 706
special education administrators on the Texas Education Agency’s list-serve for the
2017-2018 academic school years (see Appendix F). All participants were incentivized to
join and completed all aspects of the study. The first 10 participants who completed the
intervention and all the components of data collection received a $30 Amazon gift card.
An additional 15 participants who completed the intervention and all components of data
collection were entered in a raffle to win a $15 Amazon gift card. In addition, in the
email it was explained that the participants should then be given a two-week period to
listen to all three CAPs on APE services. The email also included a link to access
PsychData. Within PsychData, there were directions for the participants to guide them
through the requirements for the study. In addition, there were links to the surveys, the
tests, and the CAPs. Potential participants were asked to complete an online eligibility
criteria questionnaire to ensure they met the inclusion criteria for the study, prior to being
able to begin the interventions. Inclusion criteria included (a) being a current special
education administrator, (b) having a valid administrator’s license in Texas, and
(c) having at least three years of experience as a special education administrator.

Research Design and Procedures

This investigation used a quasi-experimental design. The investigator evaluated the

effects of CAPs on special education administrators’ KA regarding how to effectively
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monitor and supervise APE programming for students with disabilities. In addition, the
investigator examined the participants’ perceptions of CAPs as a PD tool. Prior to
participating in the intervention, participants received an email containing access to
PsychData, which contained the informed consent and a demographics survey. If the
potential participants chose to be involved in the investigation, they were prompted to
take the demographics survey. The demographics survey gathered information
concerning the participant’s job and their school district. Further, the survey asked if they
have APE teachers they supervise, and if so, how many of them they supervise.

After the participants filled out the demographics survey, they were given instructions
to complete an APE pretest, which was based on the APENS (Kelly, 2008). Following
the time given for the participants to listen to the CAPs, they were given a follow-up APE
posttest, which covered similar content knowledge given in the pre-test. The participants
also completed a post-intervention survey on their perceptions of PD. Lastly, three weeks
after the intervention was concluded, the participants completed a content knowledge
retention test; see Table 4 for further information on the research procedures.

Table 4

Research Procedures
Step 1: Initial email that contains the informed consent form and a link to PsychData.
Step 2: Within PsychData, participants completed a demographics survey and a
knowledge pretest on APE content.
Step 3: Participants listened to and engaged with all three CAPs within a two-week
period, they also took a perceptions survey after listening to each CAP.
Step 4: Participants took a post knowledge test and a post perceptions survey after
completing the intervention.

Step 5: Three weeks after the intervention, the participants took a retention knowledge
test.
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Data Collection

Three measures were administered to participants in this study. Information collected
from special education administrators included a: (a) demographics survey, (b) pre, post,
and retention test of content knowledge, and (c) a post-intervention survey on the
perceptions of PD. The following section describes each of the data collection tools.
Demographics Test

Prior to the study, the participants took a demographics survey (see Appendix G).
This survey included typical demographic information, such as age and gender. It also
included questions specific to professional experience and education, such as the total
number of years in administration, whether they have APE teachers in their schools and
the amount of APE teachers currently in their schools, and college degree(s) held.
Content Knowledge Test

A pretest, posttest, and retention content knowledge test were administered to all
participants (see Appendix I). Each of the tests used 21 multiple choice questions that
were taken from a pool of 53 questions, with seven questions dedicated to each of the
three previously identified topics, at varying levels of difficulty. The participants were
asked not to use outside resources to answer these items. The pretest was completed after
the demographic survey was completed, and was the last data component the participants
completed prior to engaging in the intervention. The posttest was completed after the
entire intervention was completed. The retention test was taken three weeks after the
completion of the intervention, and the participants had one week to complete the test. In

addition, the pretest and retention test had 11 identical questions. All of the tests were
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developed through creating 53 test items based on the three APE topics selected for the
CAPs. The test items were validated by an expert group (N = 4) who formed a committee
that oversaw the validation of a revised APENS exam. For each test item, the expert
group was asked to evaluate based on the statement “The above question and answer set
are effective in assessing special education administrators.” The expert group used a
five-point Likert scale to evaluate the effectiveness of each question, with one
representing strongly disagree and five representing strongly agree. An apriori criterion
of three was set, meaning a score of greater than or equal to three meant that the test item
was deemed effective. The expert group was also asked to provide feedback on questions
that did not meet the set criterion (Healy, 2015).

The test questions were pilot tested with 11 educational leadership graduate students
to determine the difficulty and reliability of the questions. The difficulty of the questions
was based off the graduate students’ scores, with each question categorized as basic,
challenging, or very challenging. The difficulty of the test questions was determined
through using a test item discrimination analysis from software provided by
Blackboard®©. Test items that had a discrimination score of .1 or less and had a low
internal consistency coefficient (< .5) when paired with the other test items were
eliminated from the test bank. The internal consistency coefficient was also used to
determine the quality of the test items, as it has been reported that when conducting an
item discrimination analysis with a small sample size, the item analysis should not be the

sole instrument used to determine the quality of the test items (McGahee & Ball, 2009).
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Each topic within each test had approximately the same amount of questions based on the
difficulty of the test items.

For example, if Topic One of the pretest has two basic questions, four challenging
questions, and two very challenging questions, then topic one of the posttest may have
two basic questions, three challenging questions, and three very challenging questions.
Kuder-Richardson 20 (KR20) coefficients were used to determine the internal
consistency of the test items (Kuder & Richardson, 1937; the total test =.78;
pretest = .56; posttest = .55; retention test = .66). KR20 was used to determine internal
consistency rather than Cronbach’s Alpha as the test items were dichotomous. In
addition, it has been reported that reasonable values for KR20 coefficients range between
.5 and .8 (McGahee & Ball, 2009). Bivariate correlation analyses were also used to
determine parallel reliability between the pre, post, and retention tests. All of the tests had
a significant correlation between one another (pretest and posttest, p = .04; pretest and
retention test, p = .002; posttest and retention test, p = .003).

Perceptions of Professional Development Survey

The participants completed an adapted version of the Perceptions of Professional
Development survey after each CAP was listened to, as well as after the entire
intervention was completed to gather their perception on the effectiveness of the CAPs as
a PD tool (Buschang, 2012; see Appendix H). The surveys completed after each CAP had
eight questions. Five of the questions used a five-point Likert scale (1 = strongly
disagree, 5 = strongly agree), which asked them to rate how much they agreed with given

statements about different components (e.g., effectiveness, interest level) of the CAPs.
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For example, one statement was, “This podcast was helpful,” and another statement was
“This podcast was interesting.” In addition, the perception surveys given after each CAP
had two open-ended questions pertaining to what they enjoyed about the CAP.

There was also a post-intervention perceptions survey which asked 11 questions with
regard to their PD. Within the post-perceptions survey six of the questions used a
five-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree) which asked them to
rate how much they agreed with given statements about different components (e.g.,
effectiveness, interest level) of the PD as a whole. There were also five open-ended
questions pertaining to subjects such as how to improve the CAPs and which CAP they
enjoyed the most. For data analysis purposes, the given answer for the first question on
the post-intervention perception survey, “How would you rate your overall experience
with the entire online professional development program?”” was used as the participants’
overall score for their perceptions of the CAPs as a PD tool. The purpose of the
perceptions surveys was to elicit participants’ perceptions of the effectiveness of their PD
experience, if goals of the PD were met, how serious the participants took the PD, and the
perceived strengths and weaknesses of the PD session (Buschang, 2012).

Data Analysis

The descriptive statistics were analyzed for all of the demographic information.
Multiple ANOVAs and Pearson’s correlations were used to analyze selected data.
Cohen’s d values are reported as effect sizes, with values interpreted as small (0.0 - 0.2),

medium (0.3 - 0.5), and large (greater than 0.6; Cohen, 1988). The alpha level for all
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analyses was set at .05. The data analysis has been divided by the four previously
discussed null hypotheses:

1. There will be no significant change in content knowledge scores between the
tests (pretest, posttest, retention test), for special education administrators. A
repeated measures ANOVA was used to analyze whether there were any
significant differences in the special education administrators’ test scores
between the three tests. In addition, of the participants who only completed
the pretest and posttest, an additional repeated measures ANOVA was used to
determine whether there was any significant differences in the special
education administrators’ test scores between the pretest and posttest. Sidak
post-hoc tests were used to detect any the source of significant differences.

2. There will be no significant interaction between the special education
administrator’s school district employment of APE teachers and the change in
their content knowledge scores between the tests (pretest, posttest, retention
test). A 2 x 3 mixed factorial ANOVA was used to examine the interaction
between the participants’ school district employment of APE teachers and the
CAPs’ effects on their KA (pretest, posttest, retention test). In addition, of the
participants who only completed the pretest and posttest, a one-way ANOVA
was used to examine the interaction between the participants’ school district
employment of APE teachers and the CAPs’ effect on their KA (pretest,
posttest). Sidak post-hoc tests were used to detect the source of significant

interactions.
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3. There will be no significant effect of the special education administrator’s
school districts employment of APE teachers on their perception of the CAPs.
A one-way ANOVA was used to analyze whether their school district
employing APE teachers had an impact on how they perceived the
effectiveness of the CAPs.

4. There will be no significant correlation between the special education
administrators’ perception of the CAPs and the change in their content
knowledge scores from pretest to posttest, nor posttest to retention test. Two
Pearson’s correlation analyses were used to test this null hypothesis. Pearson’s
correlation analyses were used to analyze how administrators’
post-intervention perception of the PD associate with their KA. The first
Pearson’s correlation analysis was used to analyze whether special education
administrators’ post-intervention perceptions had an association with
knowledge change between their pre-knowledge and post-knowledge scores
from the CAPs intervention. The second Pearson’s correlation analysis was
used to analyze whether special education administrators’ post-intervention
perceptions had an association with their knowledge change between their
post-knowledge and retention of knowledge scores from the CAPs

intervention.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

The purpose of this investigation was to determine: (a) content acquisition podcasts
(CAPs) effect on special education administrators’ knowledge acquisition (KA) of
content related to APE services; (b) special education administrators’ perceptions of
CAPs for professional development (PD) purposes; and (c) whether or not the special
education administrators’ school district employment of an adapted physical education
(APE) teacher impacts their KA and perceptions of CAPs. A quasi-experimental design
was used to determine whether to reject or fail to reject each of the investigation’s null
hypotheses. The data presented within this chapter are organized into three sections:
(a) demographics; (b) content knowledge test results; and (c) perceptions of the PD and
CAPs.

Demographics

Based on G*POWER (Faul, Erdfelder, Buchner, & Lang, 2009) calculations with
power acceptable at .80, the current investigation had a target sample of 34 participants
for an upper-moderate effect size. A total of 706 special education administrators were
invited by email to participate in this intervention. In this study 29 special education
administrators (n = 2 males, n = 27 females) participated in the entire intervention and
completed 