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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Larry D. Burton 

 

INTRODUCTION 

The North American Division (NAD), which is composed of the Adventist congregations in Bermuda, Canada, and 

the United States, operates hundreds of institutions as part of the worldwide educational ministry of the global 

Adventist church.  The curriculum work of Adventist schools in these countries is guided by the North American 

Division Curriculum Committee (NADCC). The NADCC is responsible for planning, designing, developing, 

distributing, implementing, and evaluating the division’s curriculum resources.  Since 1986-87 the NADCC has 

sponsored regular, formal inquiries into its work through the Profile Studies.  This report presents the tenth such 

study conducted for the NADCC.  Results of the Profile Studies help administrators, teachers, and teacher 

educators develop better understanding of each other’s perceptions of curriculum and instruction issues and 

concerns in the division.  In many ways it is a “reality check” to see if the plans, processes, and products of the 

NADCC align with the concerns, needs and perceptions expressed by classroom teachers and mid-level educational 

administrators. 

METHOD 

After engaging in a focusing process which involved educators at all levels from around the division, research 

questions were developed to guide the 2004 and 2007 Profile Studies (see Figure 2). As has been standard in all 

Profile studies, a large component of the evaluation was focused on assessment of NAD-produced curriculum 

materials. With the formal implementation of the Journey to Excellence initiative in 2003-04, another large 

component of the two studies was focused on awareness and impact of that initiative.  The resultant research 

questions were as follows: 

1. What do indicators tell us about teacher quality and commitment in the NAD?  

2. Are Adventist educators implementing Preferred Practices as identified in the Journey to Excellence (J2E) 

report?   

3. What are stakeholders’ perceptions of NAD curriculum materials in terms of: Availability, Use, Quality, and 

Support of the Adventist philosophy of education? 

4. What are stakeholders’ perceptions regarding priorities for future NAD curriculum projects (2004 and 2007)? 

5. What are stakeholders’ perceptions of the following important educational issues/factors facing the system? 

 

The population for Profile 2007 included educators at all levels and in all roles within the NAD.  Available 

participants included all NAD educators with email addresses.  These included classroom teachers at the 

elementary and secondary level; educational administrators at the school and conference levels; and teacher 

educators in the NAD teacher preparation programs. Due to an oversight, union- and division-levels were omitted 

from the 2007 survey. A total of 4391 email addresses were found for NAD educators. Of this total, 4195 addresses 

were for educators working in K-12 schools, 113 were for educators working as conference-level administrators, 

and 83 were teacher educators working in higher education institutions.  
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Three separate survey instruments were developed for Profile 2007 study.  One instrument targeted K-12 teachers 

and building-level administrators.  The second was designed for conference-, union-, and division-level 

administrators, while the third was developed for teacher educators at institutions of higher education. 

Of the 4,391 email addresses collected for NAD educators, 593 addresses were either duplicates (ie personal and 

school addresses for the same educator) or were returned as undeliverable. Thus 3798 messages were actually 

delivered and 945 educators responded by completing at least a significant portion of the survey (see Table 3.1). 

This resulted in a response rate of 24.9%, which was up 5.0% from the Profile 2004 response rate (19.9%). 

FINDINGS 

Demographics 

The largest number of responses came from the Pacific Union Conference (PUC) and the fewest responses were 

from the Columbia Union Conference (CUC). The North Pacific Union accounted from over 15% of the responses 

and the Southern Union was responsible for over 10% of respondents. Of the 945 respondents to Profile 2007, 547 

provided enough demographic information to allow us to sort them according to job type. Of these 547 

respondents, 320 were elementary-junior academy staff members, 152 were academy staff members, 44 were 

system-level administrators, and 31 were teacher educators (see Table 3.6).  The distribution of respondents 

among these four categories remained fairly stable from 2004 to 2007 with only minor percentage changes. Just 

over one-third of all respondents had worked in the system ten years or less.  Almost three-fourths of the 

respondents had worked between 1 and 25 years in the system.  The largest single group of respondents for Profile 

2007 (n=111, 19.6%) were neophytes – those who had worked for the denomination five years or less.  

Quality and Commitment of Adventist Educators 

More than half of junior academy teachers, academy teachers, and conference administrators indicate their 

highest degree is the Master’s Degree (see Table 4.1). Slightly more elementary teachers hold Bachelor’s Degrees 

(47.1%) than Master’s Degrees (45.8%). Conference level administrators were much more likely to hold Specialist 

or Doctoral Degrees than are K-12 teachers.  As would be expected, the vast majority of teacher educators hold 

Doctoral Degrees. Over half of respondents in all categories indicated they held Professional Certificate, the 

highest level of certification issued (see Table 4.2). In terms of state or provincial teaching certificates, 43.4% of all 

respondents indicated they held no such qualification. 

The third measure of teacher quality in this study was continuing education. Approximately 80% of elementary, 

junior academy and academy teachers are involved in some type of continuing education and professional 

development related to their denominational teaching credential. While most Adventist educators are not 

traditionally concerned with state/provincial certificates, it is interesting to note that almost half of all K-12 

teachers are working toward renewal of their current state/provincial certificate or seeking to qualify for a higher 

level of state/provincial certification. 

In 2007 the average elementary teacher had worked 16.34 years for the church, up from 15.25 years in 2004. The 

average secondary teacher in 2007 had worked 17.24 years in the denomination, compared with 16.74 years in 

2004. Junior academy teachers had worked an average of 14.56 years in Adventist schools. These measures of 

central tendency, with standard deviations around 10 or 11, indicate a fairly even distribution of less- and more-

experienced teachers. The comparison to 2004 indicates a stable teaching force which has matured a bit since the 

last time it was studied. 
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When asked about the likelihood of their remaining in their current school during the next three years, less than 

half of elementary teachers (48.0%) selected “very likely” as a response (see Table 4.5). Junior academy teachers 

were the group most likely to indicate their plans to remain at their current school, with 77.0% of respondents 

choosing “quite likely” or “very likely”. Academy teachers were largely planning to stay at their current school as 

77.7% indicated “quite likely” or “very likely” as their response. However, academy teachers were also the group 

most likely to indicate they were “not likely” to remain at their current school (13.8%). 

Commitment to the Adventist education system was stronger than commitment to the local school. Over 70% of 

elementary (72.9%) and junior academy teachers (78.8%) said they were “very likely” to remain in the Adventist 

system for the next three years (see Table 4.6). Just less than 70% of academy teachers (69.1) chose the same 

response. Over 85% of all K-12 teachers chose either “quite likely” or “very likely” in response to this item.  Fewer 

than 8% of any group of K-12 teachers indicated they were “not likely” to remain in the Adventist system for 

another three years. 

Two moderately strong correlations were found in this analysis. A correlation exists between the number of years 

a person has taught at their current school and the number of years they have taught in the Adventist system. To 

explore these correlations more deeply, a regression analysis was performed on several potential predictor 

variables for commitment to the Adventist educational system. It revealed that the best predictor of a teachers’ 

likelihood to remain in the Adventist system was there likelihood to remain at their current school. The second 

predictor was their retirement plans. The regression model with these two variables had an R
2 

of 0.459, F=232.876, 

and p< 0.000 (see Table 4.8). It should be noted that the first variable alone, likelihood to remain at the current 

school, produced a model with an R
2
 of 0.418 and accounted for 41% of the variance in responses. 

Awareness of J2E and the Preferred Practices 

Awareness of the Journey to Excellence (J2E) initiative has grown since 2004. The number of those who said they 

had a copy of the J2E document raised from 48.0% (n=251) in 2004 to 64.6% (n=603) in 2007 (see Table 5.1). Those 

who said they had not received a copy of J2E dropped from 32.1% (n=168) to 18.3% (n=171).  In addition, the “not 

sure” response decreased almost three percent from 19.9% (n=104) in 2004 to 17.0% (n=159) in 2007. 

In looking at the change in responses to the ten items asking about awareness of J2E’s Preferred Practices, one 

notices that even though the mean for each item has been raised, the most common response in 2007 was still 

“never heard of” in terms of Preferred Practices.  As compared with the response in 2004 which the percentage for  

”never heard of” on each Preferred Practice was 22.7 to 29.5, there was a slight decrease in 2007in which the 

response rates on “never heard of” was 21.6 to 27.6. 

The results in 2007 on these 10 items indicate a shifting of response patterns from the lowest end of the response 

options to the higher levels of “attempt to use” and “regular use”. Six of the 10 items still had a bi-modal 

distribution similar to the 2004 results, with the two modes being “Never heard of” and “Use regularly.” However, 

there were noticeable increases on the response of “regular use.” These increases ranged from 2.6% to 9.1 %.  At 

the same time, the percentage who selected “basic understanding” was reduced for most items or remained the 

same for some items. This indicates a greater buy-in to the innovation than in 2007. 

Partnerships, Time Utilization, Climate, & Curriculum Integration 

In gathering data on the four Preferred Practices selected for deeper investigation in this study, the research team 

developed four different scales from the description of these practices as published in the J2E Report and website. 

Responses to all scales were generally positive, however, the data highlight some subtle differences in responses 

from other portions of the survey instrument while confirming others. For example, means for the Time Utilization 
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and Partnerships scales were lower in general than the means for the Climate and Integrated Curriculum scales. 

This pattern is consistent with responses to the general questions about awareness of J2E Preferred Practices 

reported in Chapter 5. There educators indicated more advanced understandings and regular use of Climate and 

Integrated Curriculum in comparison to Time Utilization and Partnerships. However, responses to the specific 

scales revealed that educators seem to be implementing Partnerships at a higher level than Time Utilization even 

though responses on the general awareness of the Preferred Practices indicated the opposite trend. While 

responses were quite positive on the Climate and Integrated Curriculum scales, statistical analyses revealed that 

secondary educators’ responses were not quite as positive as those of elementary and junior academy teachers.  

Educational Technology 

As in Profile 2004, the most ubiquitous technology seems to be the copier machine.  Indeed, it is hard to imagine 

how a school would function without one.  But with the blurring of lines between various technologies, it may be 

that the 1% that said they don’t have a copier used a computer printer or a multipurpose printer/scanner instead.  

The overhead projector was still in the lead compared to computer projectors when it came to sharing teacher-

prepared materials with students. 

Digital camera and video cameras, which are merging into a single device, had lower availability than may be 

desirable.  It seems that working with these digital cameras could give teachers a real motivation boost in using 

technology with students.  Seventy-one percent of teachers reported never using video cameras for instructional 

use and almost 30% not using a digital camera.  The cost of each of these items has fallen so low that there is little 

excuse not to try one.  Either one of these tools in the hands of students can be used in project-based education 

and in producing promotional materials for the school. 

It appears that the DVD player is about to catch up with the VCR in Adventist classrooms.  Since stand-alone VCRs 

are no longer made, it is expected the DVD will be the primary media in the near future.  The VCR will still need to 

be around for a few more years to play the tapes that are already owned, although teachers need to be careful not 

to use outdated video tapes. 

The use of E-gradebook software was lower than expected since the North American Division was moving towards 

requiring schools to use a specific gradebook/registrar software online at the time of the Profile 2007 study.  The 

problem seemed to be the greatest at the elementary level where just over one-fourth of teachers reported the 

software was not available.  Elementary teachers were also less likely to use grading software on a regular basis 

when compared to junior academy and academy teachers (see Table 7.6 and 7.9). 

It appeared that most computers with Internet access were used.  Work needed to be done to help network the 

computers of the few (3%) teachers which were not connected to the Internet.  Similarly, schools should consider 

connecting the student computers to the Internet in the few cases where a school had no connection for student 

use.  While technology use is not an absolute necessity for a good education, in this age an education that does not 

teach students to use technology is considered deficient and students will be at a disadvantage as they move 

higher in their education.  For example, at the university level there are students who have an acceptable 

knowledge base when it comes to technology use but have never learned how to type.  This puts them at a severe 

disadvantage when it comes to completing assignments.  This situation needs to be remedied. 

Perceptions of NAD Curriculum Resources 

While the items and scales used to assess teachers’ awareness and use of Adventist curriculum materials in Profile 

’87, ’89 and 2007 were not identical, it is evident that the officially prepared and adopted materials are more 

widely disseminated and used now than two decades ago. This can be traced to several specific practices 
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developed by the NADCC over this time period. For example, in the 1980s each Union Conference established their 

own textbook lists and developed supplemental materials for the teachers within their territorial boundaries. As a 

result, excellent new materials may have been developed in the Pacific Union but teachers in the Southwestern 

Union may have never heard of it. However, as the 1980s ended the NADCC began to seek ways to work more 

collaboratively across Union boundaries. This has resulted in the distribution of labor across the education force 

and resulted in more professional curriculum products.  

Of course, wider dissemination and more use of materials is a good trend. However, we must also note that 

materials availability and use is not systemic yet. Our best use rates for the general Adventist teacher population is 

just above 80%. That leaves more than 15% who are still not using the materials thoughtfully developed to help 

shape and constrain the system to an Adventist identity. 

Some patterns of quality perceptions were evident in Profile 2007. One curriculum guide, K-8 Social Studies, 

consistently had higher ratings than the other curriculum guides. While these differences weren’t particularly 

“significant”, it is interesting that this guide was the top rated guide in every measure. We may have some lessons 

to learn from this guide. Was the committee that formed it unusual in some way that resulted in these higher 

ratings? Is the format of the document drastically different from other guides produced by the denomination? Or 

is this just the newest guide? Whatever the reasons, this guide bears looking at as an example. 

The two new textbook programs in schools in 2007, grades 5-8 religion and the Pathways Reading Program for 

grades 1 & 2, both received fairly high ratings. In looking at their ratings we discover that a high usability rating as 

defined in this study, “easy to use,” is not particularly an indication of a high rating for “represents best practices.” 

The Bible textbooks were identified as easier to use than the new reading program. However, the new reading 

program was indicated as being more representative of best practices than the Bible program. Obviously, we need 

to seek a balance between usability and best practices. These results indicate we don’t have to be afraid of 

emphasizing best practices, as long as we provide adequate support for implementation. 

Teachers think we do a better job at producing materials that promote the spiritual or cognitive goals for students 

in our system than they do the social or physical goals for students. There tends to be solid agreement by the 

majority of teachers that the core curriculum materials produced by NAD for the system uphold the Adventist 

philosophy of education. They are less likely to describe a curriculum product as “essential” for Adventist 

education. This is likely because the only thing truly “essential” for Adventist education is a clear understanding of 

the principles that undergird the system and how to implement them. 

 

Perceptions and Use of NAD Websites 

While less than two-thirds of K-12 teachers reported using NAD educational websites one or more times in 2007, 

these findings indicate marked improvements over the 2001 Profile study findings.  In 2001, only 26% of teachers 

had ever used CIRCLE, and 44% visited NADed.  By 2007, CIRCLE website use had more than doubled to 59%, and 

NADed website use increased to 69%.  Fast, easy and free access to resources online through these educational 

website is likely a major reason for the improved use of curriculum resources as reported in Chapter 8. 

One finding begs clarification.  Forty-three percent of teachers who reported they access resources on CIRCLE at 

least monthly, weekly, or daily, reported that they came to CIRCLE for lesson, unit or course plans.  While CIRCLE 

has a high concentration of journal articles and professional development presentations for teachers, which were 

notably the type of resource accessed most frequently (46%), instructional plans uniquely designed by and for 

Adventist teachers are one of the most needed categories of resources.  Possibly 43% of teachers who visited 
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CIRCLE came looking for lesson plans and/or course outlines, but how many actually found suitable materials 

specifically in CIRCLE cannot be deduced from this survey.   

The educator suggestions clarify much of the quantitative data reported above.  Notably, teachers are too busy to 

explore educational websites for resource needs while school is in session.  Those who discover the wealth of 

online resources during summers responded positively about the value and urge regular communication to 

increase awareness of the services. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We present four areas of recommendations based on the results of Profile 2007. All recommendations are framed 

in the context of the continuous improvement model that underlies the J2E initiative. The core idea of this model is 

that we collect evaluation data in a systematic fashion to better inform our decision-making processes and 

educational practices. Thus, our recommendations all focus on maximizing the efforts and impact of the curriculum 

work of the NADCC. 

Maximize the Impact of J2E 

Since the data show that Adventist educators tend to have a commitment to lifelong learning and continuing 

education, whether from internal motivation or re-certification requirements, the system can strengthen 

implementation of its initiatives by connecting continuing education and the content of the initiatives themselves. 

For example, educators could be required to complete a course or continuing educational experience in “Current 

Trends in Adventist Education” which would include an overview of J2E or other initiatives promoted by the NAD 

or the local union conference. (This idea is discussed again below.) This type of experience would, however, 

provide awareness level training only. If full implementation is the goal, continuing education should focus on 

specific learning experiences with workplace-embedded follow-up activities focused on specific aspects of the J2E 

initiative. Examples would include learning experiences related to each of the Preferred Practices or other 

components of J2E. 

It is possible to increase educators’ understandings of the Preferred Practices through the use of short surveys, 

such as the four scales developed in this study for Partnerships, Time Utilization, Climate, and Curriculum 

Integration. By developing such scales and aligning them closely to the J2E descriptions of the Preferred Practice, 

the act of completing one of the short surveys serves as an educational experience in itself. 

Maximize Educational Technology as a Preferred Practice 

It is advantageous for teachers to have a personal computer that is not used by students.  It is hard to tell if this 

was the case from this survey, but it would appear that teachers and students may at times be using the same 

computers.  With the push to keep student records online, this can lead to privacy and security issues.  It is much 

better to have separate computers for teachers and students. 

Over 40% of teachers reported not having a class or school webpage.  Having a presence on the web for a 

classroom is a good way to keep parents informed.  There are several easy ways for a teacher to do this even if 

they don’t feel comfortable with their technology skills.  For example, TeacherWeb.com is a site that is user 

friendly and doesn’t cost much.  NAD also offers free and low-cost web hosting for schools. This service needs to 

become more widely know and used. 

If the NAD, Union Conferences, and Local Conferences want to increase the number of classrooms integrating 

technology in a meaningful way, they need to consider targeted professional development sessions with follow-up 

in the areas that are weak.  The average teacher does not have time to search out the resources that are needed 
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for them to grow in each of these areas.  Rather, they need their administrative supervisors to strategically plan, 

arrange, and deliver effective, focused professional development seminars in key areas for system-wide growth.  

The results of Profile 2007 give indications of some needed topics for professional development around the 

educational use of technology. 

Maximize the Impact of NAD-Sponsored Websites 

Clearly, better promotion, regular updates on resources, and in-service training on how to use the navigation tools 

available through educational websites, would help teachers better access resources developed to support their 

teaching ministry.    

Education directors, superintendents and school principals are encouraged to make use of webinars, e-

newsletters, and presentations demonstrating how to access key documents online and best use website services, 

to help teachers find and use more of what is available to them.   

Teacher educators can create awareness of NAD educational websites through sharing links, requiring use of 

products and information from these services in course assignments, and encouraging students (both pre-service 

and continued education) to submit quality lesson plans or other learning objects.   New teachers will then begin 

their teaching service connected and able to share information about these educational websites with colleagues. 

As school or regional office administrators reportedly accessed websites most frequently, it is recommended that 

communication about and promotion of educational products and services be copied to administrative assistants. 

These individuals are key partners in promoting products and services busy teachers may not have time to discover 

otherwise.  These assistants are encouraged to inform the web services of new or updated documents uploaded to 

their entities’ web pages that can be shared with the larger network of Adventist educators.    

The third highest reported reason for teachers visiting CIRCLE was to find lesson, unit and course plans.  It is 

recommended that curriculum development plans recognize teacher needs for more than curriculum guides to 

teach from a biblical worldview, and that priorities be adjusted to fund initiatives to remunerate master teachers 

to publish ready-to-use teaching materials each summer, on a larger scale than the good work Teacher Bulletin is 

already doing. 

Maximize the Impact of NAD Curriculum Projects & Products 

It is evident from looking at the results of the Profile Studies over the past two decades that the NADCC has 

listened to the results of these studies and adjusted both the processes used and projects completed. As NAD 

Adventist schools continue to move into the future the practice of listening to feedback from the key stakeholders 

and constituents of Adventist education remains core principle for system-wide improvement and growth. While it 

is impossible to satisfy all requests from all educators in the system, it is possible to identify key trends and general 

patterns in the feedback from teachers. For example, we know that teachers want the Adventist-produced 

textbooks updated more often than had been done in the past. Thus, part of the strategic planning process for 

NADCC should include this vital feedback in the decision-making process. 

A second area that will help the NAD maximize the impact of its curriculum projects deals with professional 

development initiatives. Data from the earliest Profile Studies through the 2007 study indicate that many 

educators – from the classroom teacher to the conference superintendent – have gaps in their knowledge about 

what uniquely Adventist materials are available and how to use them properly. This is not surprising, as the NAD 

produces and releases new materials on an annual basis. Thus, it is imperative that as a system, the K-20 Adventist 

schools in the NAD fix the professional development issues that exist. This will require new thinking, as our old 



 

  Profile 2007 Final Report - xiii 

models have shown themselves inadequate over the past two decades. However, this does not necessarily mean 

radical changes in what is done. Often, small refinements result in large improvements. For example, currently one 

of the course educators can use to meet the requirements for professional certification in the Adventist system is 

“Current Trends.” If we, as a system, come to consensus that we would like one version of this course taught as 

“Current Trends in Adventist Education,” then we can focus the content of that course on the J2E initiative and 

Adventist-specific curricular materials. Of course, many other possible solutions exist. It is up to us to explore the 

options and select those with the greatest potential to improve implementation of key NAD projects. 

In addition to gaps in the knowledge base of current Adventist educators, we must acknowledge that we 

experience continuous turnover in our educational staff. We regularly have persons retiring from or transferring 

out of the NAD system and each year we have new educators entering the system. This was documented by 20% 

of respondents to Profile 2007 having been in the NAD system 5 years or less. As in any educational system, the 

educator who enters the Adventist system for the first time will be confronted with many things to learn. If we 

want the impact of NAD-developed curriculum materials and initiatives to continue unabated and gain 

momentum, it is imperative we lay plans to address the unique needs of our new teachers and administrators. The 

needs of the new-to-the-NAD educator present some unique issues. However, they are similar in many ways to the 

need for regular, on-going professional development described in the previous paragraph. As with on-going 

professional development, the induction of new Adventist educators needs to receive further attention. Teacher 

induction is likely an area where division-wide collaboration can result in better outcomes for all parts of the 

system. 





 

Profile 2007 Final Report - 1 

CHAPTER 1 

Context of the Profile Studies 
Larry D. Burton, Monica Desir, Dale Linton, & Calvin Joshua 

INTRODUCTION 

The Seventh-day Adventist (Adventist) Church has emphasized the education of its children since shortly after its 

official organization in 1861.  Schools were established to provide an education that was distinctly different from 

that found in the public schools of the time.  While much public education focused on rote memorization of facts 

and long periods of sitting in ill-fitting seats, Ellen White encouraged the Adventist educators to teach children to 

be “thinkers, not mere reflectors of other men’s thoughts” (1903, p. 19).  In Battle Creek the denomination 

established in 1874 both a K-12 school and an institution of higher education which are still in operation.  From 

that first K-12 school and its sister college, the denomination now supports one of the largest Protestant school 

systems in the world.   

The North American Division (NAD), which is composed of the Adventist congregations in Bermuda, Canada, and 

the United States, operates hundreds of K-12 schools and 15 institutions of higher education.  Of these higher 

education institutions, 11 prepare teachers for service in the division’s K-12 schools.  These schools are part of the 

worldwide educational ministry of the global Adventist church. 

The NAD Curriculum Committee 
In keeping with the call to provide an education that was distinctly different from that available in secular 

institutions, the NAD works to provide Adventist curriculum tools and resources for its teachers, administrators, 

and teacher educators.  This curriculum work is guided by the North American Division Curriculum Committee 

(NADCC), which is composed of union- and division-level directors and associate directors of education plus the 

chairs or deans of the 11 NAD teacher preparation programs. 

The NADCC is responsible for planning, designing, developing, distributing, implementing, and evaluating the 

division’s curriculum.  NADCC members take their jobs seriously, as they know their work influences the spiritual, 

mental, social, and physical development of thousands of children in the NAD school system.  Additionally, many 

other divisions of the church around the world look to the example set by the NAD for guidance and insight.  Since 

1986-87 the NADCC has sponsored regular, formal inquiries into its work through the Profile Studies.  This report 

presents the tenth such study conducted for the NADCC.  Results of the Profile Studies help administrators, 

teachers, and teacher educators develop better understanding of each other’s perceptions of curriculum and 

instruction issues and concerns in the division.  In many ways it is a “reality check” to see if the plans, processes, 

and products of the NADCC align with the concerns, needs and perceptions expressed by classroom teachers and 

mid-level educational administrators. 

ADVENTIST EDUCATION: A JOURNEY TO EXCELLENCE 

FACT21 

In the waning years of the past millennium the NADCC began the process of creating a new vision for Adventist 

education in the 21st century. The Secondary Advisory of the NADCC created the Curriculum Futures Commission 

in 1994-95 and tasked them with the responsibility of mapping a course for the future of Adventist secondary 
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schools in the NAD (Epperson & Osborn, 1995). This group was guided by a four phase “continuous cycle-of-

excellence” process (Brantley, 1999, p. 6). These four phases included purposes (reasons), plans (resources), 

practices (realities), and products (results) for Adventist academies. These four phases are recursive and immersed 

in a climate of assessment and evaluation to promote program improvement. The Curriculum Futures Commission 

released their final document in 1997: Focusing on Adventist Curriculum for the Twenty-first Century or FACT21 as 

it was commonly known (Brantley, 1999; Curriculum Futures Commission, 1997).  

A trio of studies, Profile 97, Profile 99, and Profile 01, asked NAD educators to share their perceptions of the 

FACT21 initiatives (Brantley, 1998/1999; Brantley & Hwangbo, 2000; Brantley & Ruiz, 2001/2002). The findings in 

1997, just after the release of the FACT21 document indicated that it was virtually unknown among elementary 

teachers and familiar to only about half of the teacher educators. However, secondary teachers, conference 

administrators, and NADCC members were more likely to have a copy of the report. Those who had seen the 

report were very positive in their appraisal of it (Brantley, 1998/1999).  

By 1999 the percentage of elementary teachers with a copy of the report had only climbed to 25%. However, the 

response from the whole sample indicated a decrease in the number of educators who said they had a copy of the 

document (from 41% in 1995 to 38% in 1999). While still viewed very positively in 1999, few of the respondents 

indicated they were competent in the practices it proposed (Brantley & Hwangbo, 2000).  

By 2001 34% of respondents had used the FACT21 report in some way. The most commonly implemented 

Preferred Practices by elementary teachers at that time were integrated curriculum (65%) and cooperative 

learning (73%). The most used Preferred Practices by secondary teachers were Problem-based Learning (50%) and 

integrated curriculum (38%). Cooperative learning was used by less than one-fourth of secondary school 

respondents. With the exception of three methods (integrated curriculum and cooperative learning for elementary 

and problem-based learning for secondary) fewer than 10% of the teachers were likely to identify themselves as 

proficient in a Preferred Practice (Brantley & Ruiz, 2001/2002). 

Journey to Excellence 

The FACT21 report was well received by Adventist educators, but it was designed only for secondary schools. 

Discussion in the NADCC soon turned to the topic of providing a similar strategic plan for the elementary schools of 

the denomination. This discussion resulted in a decision to revise and expand the original FACT21 report to 

encompass the K-12 system rather than produce a second report for elementary schools. A new taskforce, the 

NAD K12 Revision Committee, was created to complete the needed revision and expansion. Their work resulted in 

Journey to Excellence, a visionary document designed to guide Adventist education during the early decades of in 

the 21st century (NAD K12 Revision Committee, 2002).  Not only was the development of the FACT21 and Journey 

to Excellence documents guided by Brantley’s four phase cycle-of-excellence (1999), the structure of the final 

documents reflected the same four phases. 

One of the components of Journey to Excellence is the refinement of the list of 10 “Preferred Practices” that will 

help Adventist educators reach the goals of this initiative. These Preferred Practices are found in the “Plan” and 

“Practices” sections of the document. Four Preferred Practices are included under Plan/Resources: Educational 

Technology, Partnerships, Professional Development, and Time Utilization. Six Preferred Practices are aligned with 

the Practices/Realities section of the document: Administration & Leadership Development, Classroom Instruction, 

School Climate, Diversity, Integrated Curriculum, and Student Assessment. These Preferred Practices provide 

tangible targets for the evaluation process advocated in Brantley’s model (1999).  



 

Profile 2007 Final Report - 3 

ENROLLMENT TRENDS IN THE NAD: 1987-2006 

One reason for the NADCC’s focus on revitalizing Adventist education for the new century was connected with 

enrollment trends since the late 1970s. After a peak enrollment during the 1970s, Adventist schools have been 

facing enrollment declines and the closure of schools as a result. Data from the National Center for Educational 

Statistics (NCES) indicates the church in 2006 was operating a third fewer schools than it had been operating in 

1988. Enrollment fell almost by a third (30.8%) during the same time frame (see Table 1.1). The phenomenon of 

enrollment decrease had been the subject of at least 11 doctoral research studies, which were synthesized by 

Gregorruti (2007/2008). While the Profile studies do not focus on enrollment trends and related issues, it is 

important to note the enrollment trends over the same time frame as the Profile Studies.  

Table 1.1 Adventist Schools and Student Enrollment by Selected Years  

Academic Year Schools Students 

1987-88 1346 80,184 

1989-90 1293 77,242 

1991-92 1167 71,856 

1993-94 1072 67,034 

1995-96 1035 63,981 

1997-98 1013 63,894 

1999-00 951 61,080 

2001-02 961 60,881 

2003-04 956 57,891 

2005-06  883 55,488 

Change (N) 

Change (%) 

- 463  

- 34.4% 

- 24,696 

- 30.8% 

 

Note: Compiled from data provided by the National Center for Educational Statistics. These data 

may not agree exactly with those reported by the NAD due to differences in reporting dates. 

 

THE PROFILE STUDIES: 1987-2004 

Overview 

In their effort to involve their stake-holders in the curriculum development process, the NADCC launched the 

Profile studies in 1987 under the directorship of Paul Brantley, Professor of Curriculum & Instruction at Andrews 

University. Brantley coordinated a series of biennial studies through 2001. Since 2003, Larry Burton, also a 

Professor of Curriculum & Instruction at the same institution, has served as the Project Leader for the Profile 

studies. Burton provided continuity in the Profile process as he had been a member of the Profile 1993 research 

team and served as a consultant on other studies. Under Burton’s directorship, the 2003 study shifted to 2004 and 

became a triennial project carried out electronically. This adjustment to a triennial research cycle was needed to 
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accommodate the expansion of the Profile research team to include representatives from across the NAD and to 

allow for longer, more comprehensive survey instruments. Overall, the response rates have been quite 

encouraging—somewhere between 70 and 80 percent on an average for mailed surveys and above 20% for 

electronic surveys.   

The Profile Studies reflect a multi-faceted approach to assessing curriculum-related needs as evidenced in their 

diverse areas of focus and stratified target population. The surveys have included elementary and secondary level 

stake-holders and also administrative personnel and higher education workers involved in teacher preparation 

programs. With the completion of Profile 2007, the NADCC now has data from a span of 20 years to inform their 

decisions.  

The Individual Studies: 1987-2004 

PROFILE ’87, ’89, & ‘91 

This section gives a chronological, bird’s eye view of the goals and findings of each of the nine Profile studies 

spanning the 17-year period from 1987 – 2004. The first study in 1987 sought information in the following areas, 

each further divided into sub-categories: (1) Work-related problems, (2) Awareness and use of curriculum 

materials, and (3) Administrative support.  Survey results showed that teachers were concerned about spirituality 

in their schools. They also felt isolated and limited in their roles. Finally, their awareness and use of curriculum 

resources left much to be desired.  (Brantley, 1987).  

The 1989 Profile Study had much in common with its 1987 counterpart. According to Brantley (1990), the 1989 

study targeted (1) “unmet teaching needs, (2) curriculum awareness, (3) satisfaction with materials, and (4) extent 

of implementation” (p. 1). The results indicated trends similar to those reported in the 1987 surveys. Additionally, 

in terms of textbook ratings, teacher responses indicated that in general, newly upgraded texts received higher 

ratings than their older counterparts (Brantley, 1990).  

The 1991 surveys focused on the same areas as those in the previous survey:  However, the subcategories under 

each area were different.  (1) “unmet teaching needs, (2) curriculum awareness, (3) satisfaction with materials, 

and (4) extent of implementation” (Brantley 1992, p.22). In the area of coaching, results indicated that while 

“ongoing coaching” was of paramount importance in curriculum implementation, a lack in teacher support services 

existed at the administrative level. Conference officers and other administrators in general were not adequately 

oriented to coach teachers in new curriculum approaches. Moreover, the results showed that only 10% of those 

administrators had the time needed for such coaching. Elementary and Junior Academy teachers were given five 

“expert feedback” alternatives to rate in order of importance. Among them, as well as among conference 

personnel and administrators, mentoring, peer coaching, and teacher exchange networks rated the highest 

(Brantley, 1992).  

 The 1991 surveys reflected similar previous trends with respect to curriculum guides and textbook usage. When 

asked whether curriculum guides should be used daily, weekly, at the beginning of the school year, or as an 

occasional reference, the majority of the 230 academy teacher respondents indicated that they should be used at 

the beginning of the school year, and as an occasional reference. The majority of respondents also indicated that 

they actually used curriculum guides in that manner (Brantley, 1992).  

As with the previous survey, newly upgraded textbooks and curriculum materials received higher ratings than the 

ones not recently upgraded. On a scale of A – F, teachers were asked to rate a variety of curriculum materials. The 

following example reflects a trend in terms of materials that have seen recent upgrades as opposed to those which 

have not been revised: “The elementary Bible curriculum has for years been given mediocre ratings by teachers. 
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However, more than 70% of the teachers rated as excellent the recently revised Bible program for 7th and 8th 

graders” (Brantley, 1992, p. 23).  

PROFILE ’93, ’95, & ‘97 

With the world-wide web just emerging, the 1993 Profile Study focused on teaching, testing, technology, and 

textbooks (Brantley and Burton, 1994). In that survey, elementary and secondary teachers reported that one of 

their major challenges was having more students with special needs than they could adequately manage in their 

classrooms. Other areas of concern included finding ways to integrate spirituality with instruction, “learning up-to-

date teaching strategies” (Brantley and Burton, 1994, p. 18), and integrating technology into teaching.   

Teachers reported that testing was more important to others than it was to them. Standardized tests such as the 

ITBS are administered in almost all (99%) K-12 Adventist schools. However, while teachers reported that they are 

important to parents and school boards, they believed these tests are limited “in measuring important goals of 

[Adventist] education” (Brantley and Burton, 1994, p. 19).  

The 1993 Profile Study results showed that educators were eager to include computer technology in their 

pedagogy. However, in many instances, the cost of procuring such technology was prohibitive. In addition, 

administrators faced the challenge of training teachers to effectively use the developing technology in their 

classrooms (Brantley and Burton, 1994).  

Educators were asked to indicate which types of technology were available to them. Nearly all 

had video cassettes; most had microcomputers. But few teachers had modems to tap into 

networks. Fewer still had speaker phones for total classroom communication, although the 

expense is negligible. (Brantley and Burton, 1994, p. 19) 

Since secondary teachers usually select their own textbooks (perhaps excluding religion textbooks), they were not 

included in the 1993 textbook surveys. Elementary teacher ratings again reflected the trend of previous years: 

“Newly revised series typically received higher ratings than older series” (Brantley and Burton, 1994, p. 20). 

In the spring of 1995 the Profile Study focused on the degree of preparedness of Adventist educators as they faced 

the future, including their urgent needs. Respondents were asked to rate the 10 overarching goals for Adventist 

education developed by the NAD Curriculum Futures Commission in terms of the most important, and to suggest 

additions, deletions, or changes (Brantley, 1996/97).  In general, respondents from all groups rated the 10 goals 

favorably. The changes suggested by approximately 20% of the sample “were mostly cosmetic” (Brantley 1996/97, 

p. 15). From seven options, teachers rated spiritual development for themselves and their students, and curricular 

and instructional concerns including the integration of technology into teaching as their most urgent needs.  

In addition, teachers were asked to communicate the extent of their preparedness to integrate selected 

educational innovations into their pedagogy (Brantley, 1996/97).  These innovations included “Cooperative 

learning; Teaching for multiple intelligences and learning styles; Integrated curriculum; thematic instruction; 

Experiments in flexible scheduling/core curriculum variations; Portfolios; Teacher study groups/peer coaching; 

Inclusion strategies; HyperCard, Linkway, etc.; Distance learning technology/satellite hookups; School-to-work 

programs/business partnerships; TQM”  (Brantley, 1996/97, p. 1). While a sizable proportion of educators were 

interested in trying the 11 innovations listed in the survey, few felt adequately equipped to embrace them 

(Brantley, 1996/97).  

The 1997 Profile Study primarily sought to determine how Adventist educators viewed the FACT 21 report and to 

what degree they were ready to implement what Brantley (1998/99) terms “a bold new vision for the future” (p. 

27). According to Brantley, the report, “Focus on Adventist Curriculum and Trends for the 21st Century (FACT21) 
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included “statements of philosophy and goals” along with “nine preferred practices including innovative 

technology” (Brantley, 1998/99, p. 27).  

Although the majority of the NAD committee members had seen the FACT21 Report at the time of the survey, it 

had not been seen by some 50% of teacher educators and 80% of elementary teachers.  However, the response 

from the majority of those who had seen it (“85 percent of conference, union, and NAD leaders and 61 percent of 

senior academy teachers”) was positive (Brantley, 1998/99).    

Although educator ratings suggest much room for improvement, approval of curriculum materials by respondents 

was higher in 1997 than in previous surveys. Similarly, the use of computers and other technologies still needed 

improvement in spite of increased use as compared to the previous survey. Many who had the Internet did not use 

it. As mirrored to some degree in the Profile 1995 surveys, “both educational leaders and teachers” surveyed in 

Profile 1997 “[felt] unprepared to use innovative educational methodologies” (Brantley, 1998/99, p. 28). 

Moreover, at the time of the survey, almost half of elementary teachers did not have Web capability and did not 

use the Internet or Email.  

PROFILE ‘99 

In Profile 1999, as with the previous survey, FACT21 was again in focus with the spotlight on educator awareness 

and perspectives. In addition to FACT21, the 1999 survey targeted the following: “(1) teacher demographic 

changes, (2) use of technology, (3) World Wide Web site needs [sic], (4) professional development, and (5) user 

ratings of recently developed NAD curriculums” (Brantley & Hwangbo, 2000, p. 5).  

Interestingly, the percentage of respondents who acknowledged receiving a copy of the FACT 21 report was lower 

than in the previous survey: 38 percent versus 41 percent. However, the number of elementary teachers who 

shared that they had received a copy increased from 25 percent to 39 percent. Again, the overall response from 

the educators who were aware of the report had improved: “85 percent by conference educational leaders, 

teacher educators, and the . . .  NADCC; 68 percent of academy teachers, and 70 percent of elementary teachers” 

(Brantley & Hwangbo, 2000, p. 6).     

The response rate for Potentials, a values-based curriculum resource, was much lower in terms of awareness. 

However, all groups who were acquainted with the program rated it quite highly. AE21, another technology-based 

initiative, fetched “lower levels of awareness and less favorable impressions” (Brantley & Hwangbo, 2000, p. 6).  

The 83 percent rating by academy teachers contrasted sharply with lower ratings from all other groups. As for 

technology, Adventist educators had made some progress since the previous survey in terms of acquiring the 

technology and using the Web. However, many of them were “still in low gear” (Brantley & Hwangbo, 2000, p. 6). 

Major suggestions for professional development included more “time and training” with additional “resources” 

(Brantley & Hwangbo, 2000, p. 6).  

PROFILE 2001 

The 2001 Profile Study adopted a Quality Cycles Model with five interactive components: “(1) Purposes/Reasons, 

(2) Plans/Resources, (3) Practices/Realities, (4) Products/Results, (5) Evaluation for Continuous Improvement” 

(Brantley and Ruiz, 2001/02, p. 18) as seen through the eyes of Adventist educators. As in the two previous 

surveys, and in keeping with the “Purposes” dimension of the Quality Cycles Model, Profile 2001 included FACT21, 

“an overarching curriculum framework” (Brantley and Ruiz, 2001/02, p. 18), to determine the level of awareness, 

support, and usage of the venture by Adventist educators. Respondents were also questioned on the clarity of the 

Adventist philosophy of education and whether or not they thought the schools are putting the philosophy into 
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practice. Under the “Plans” component, educators were presented with a listing of 10 resources and asked to 

indicate whether or not they used them, and to rate their level of satisfaction.  

Under “Practices,” educators were asked whether or not they used the “Preferred Instructional Practices 

recommended by the Futures Commission” and whether or not their schools or conferences used the 

recommended innovations in the FACT21 initiative (Brantley and Ruiz, 2001/02, p. 20). Respondents were also 

asked to rate eight sources of support for teaching practice. In terms of “Product,” teachers were asked to rate the 

Iowa Test of Basic Skills ITBS). They were also asked whether or not Adventist schools should “assess Bible 

knowledge in a standardized way” and if “faculty as a group should assess student outcomes related to character 

development” (Brantley and Ruiz, 2001/02, p. 22). Finally, relating to “Evaluation and Continuous Improvement,” 

teachers were asked how many times in that year someone had visited their classroom for coaching purposes. 

They were also asked about school improvement by way of accreditation-related evaluations and curriculum 

reviews.  

Conclusions based on responses to the foregoing questions included the following observations. Overall, most 

educators thought that Adventist schools were practicing their educational philosophy to some degree. However, a 

range of 65-81 percent from each group responded, “Yes, Somewhat” while only a corresponding 13-19 percent 

responded, Yes, Definitely.” As for FACT21, the picture had not changed substantially: “By their own admission, 

few teachers are proficient in implementing many of the initiatives called for by the FACT21 Commission” (Brantley 

and Ruiz, 2001/02, p. 23). The resource with the highest rating on the list turned out to be the 2000 Dallas 

Teachers Convention (81%). The other nine resources ranged from 13% (Preferred Practices Websites) to 54% 

(NAD Teacher Bulletin). From 1995 to 2001, the percent of educators having access to the Web has grown 

considerably from a within-groups range of 13-55 percent (1995) to a corresponding 70-100 percent (2001). The 

percent of users “Still in the Driveway” has shown a corresponding decrease: (22-37percent in 1995 versus 6-10 

percent in 2001).  

In terms of personally implementing Preferred Practices, the greatest percent of elementary educators have 

“Started Implementing” whereas the second largest group would “Like to Try.” For academy educators, the reverse 

obtains: the greatest percent would “Like to Try,” followed by those who have “Started Implementing” (15-31 

percent); In both groups, only a relative few rated themselves as “Proficient” (Brantley & Ruiz, 2001/02, p. 21). As 

far as Products were concerned, the majority of both elementary and academy teachers felt that standardized 

tests such as the ITBS should not be used to assess Bible knowledge. However, the same educators strongly 

support outcomes related to student character development (Brantley and Ruiz, 2001/02). Finally, in terms of 

continuous improvement, educator ratings supported that most schools participate in accreditation-related 

evaluations and curriculum reviews (Brantley and Ruiz, 2001/02).   

PROFILE 2004 

The ninth Profile Study was conducted electronically in 2004, using the CIRCLE website for delivery of the survey 

instrument. Unlike previous endeavors, every educator in the North American Division having some kind of 

affiliation with K-12 Adventist education (2,718) was invited to participate, on condition that their email addresses 

could be procured.  

The survey items focused on the following issues: (1) “Implementing selected preferred practices as outlined in 

Journey to Excellence (J2E) report;” (2) “Stakeholders’ perceptions on NAD curriculum materials;” (3) 

“Stakeholders’ perceptions regarding priorities for future NAD Curriculum projects;” (4) “Stakeholder’s perceptions 

regarding a, Students with special needs, and b,  Home schooling;” (5) Indicators of “availability of quality teachers 
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in the NAD;” (6) “How finances affect NAD educational work;” and (7) “Stakeholders’ perceptions concerning 

governmental support of parochial schools through vouchers in the United States” (Burton, 2005, p. 3).  

Since some conferences were yet to launch the J2E endeavor at the time the 2004 survey was conducted, only 48% 

of stake-holders reported receiving a copy of the report. Burton (2005) observed that the results were bimodal: 

“Never heard of” and “Use regularly”, insinuating that while “a sizable number of educators [are] already modeling 

these best practices,” others need to receive in-service training (Burton, 2005, p. 6). In response to the availability 

of curriculum materials, more than 90 percent of educators acknowledged receiving the specified curriculum 

guides. In terms of usage, the Mathematics and Language Arts curriculum guides at all grade levels were 

reportedly used by the greatest number of educators in contrast with other curriculum resources which were used 

to a lesser degree.  

In general, when asked to rate curriculum guides and textbooks in terms of quality and ease of use, the majority of 

teachers opted for “Neutral,” as opposed to the majority of teacher educators who opted for “Agree.” Based on 

statistics from the various subgroups, Burton (2005) deduced:  

One could generalize that these findings represent teachers’ lack of familiarity with the material 

as compared to teacher educators who, by the nature of their work, are often required to use 

and reference the Language Arts Curriculum Guide as they plan teacher education courses. (p. 

21) 

In addition, Burton (2005) observed from studying correlations in teacher responses for seven curriculum guides 

that “the teachers who use the curriculum material are also more likely to say the guide is easy to use, it 

represents best practices, and it supports the Adventist philosophy of education” (p. 27). On a more positive note, 

the largest number of teachers responded affirmatively when asked whether three curriculum guides in core areas 

(Mathematics K-12, Language Arts K-8, and Bible K-8) supported the Adventist philosophy of education. The 

second largest groups in all three instances were neutral (Burton, 2005, p. 30). The 85.2% positive response rate 

from 88 academy teachers questioned regarding the Academy Bible textbooks in terms of their support of 

Adventist philosophy, as opposed to only 1.1% disagreeing completely, was rather encouraging as well.  

Based on stake-holder responses, Burton (2005) concluded that responses from academy teachers regarding the 

reflection of Adventist philosophy of education in the curriculum guides  

present quite an interesting mix for each of the subject areas studied. The responses ranged 

from strong agreement to strong disagreement, with the exception of the Modern Language 

curricular guides where there were no disagreements.  Also, for each of the guides, only a small 

number of teachers (between 4 and 7, with the exception of Bible textbooks which had 22 

responses) felt a strong conviction that the guides spoke to the [Adventist] philosophy. (p. 32) 

He also suggested several reasons why “the large number of neutral responses to all philosophy items is a cause 

for concern” (Burton, 2005). 

What We Have Learned 

Overall, the studies have indicated an increased use of long-range planning and curriculum guides, and more 

favorable reception of specifically adopted curriculum and materials of instruction.  The studies have indicated a 

warming and adoption of implementing more effective means of delivering instruction for meaningful learning 

through Preferred Practices.  Probably one of the greatest levels of increase recognized across the board has been 

the use of and integration of technology in education.  According to the 1993 study, few respondents had access to 

a modem, fewer still to a speaker phone. Technology today is common place in multiple expressive formats for 
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both educators and students.  Similarly, a deliberate focus to provide educators with curriculum materials as well 

as professional development has increased the accessibility and use of Adventist created curriculum guides for 

long term planning and instruction along with higher ratings of quality and satisfaction. 

The overall success of the Profile Studies can be best understood within the context of educational morphing. 

Through the deliberate analysis of each study the North American Division Curriculum Committee has continually 

sought to formulate responses to provide meaningful change and perceptions.  Over time, focused efforts have 

resulted in a steady increase of favorable ratings and a reshaping of Adventist education. 

Summary of Findings from Previous Profile Studies 

1. Survey results over the years show that K-12 teachers continue to be concerned about spirituality in their 

schools and want to learn practical ways to integrate faith with learning.  

2. Teachers also felt isolated and limited in their roles.  

3. Teachers’ awareness and use of curriculum resources, while showing some degree of improvement over 

the years especially in core subject areas, leave room for improvement. In the 2004 survey, some 90% of 

teachers reported receiving selected curriculum guides. Of those, the Mathematics and Language Arts 

guides were used most extensively.  

4. When asked whether the Math, Language Arts, and Bible curriculum guides supported the Adventist 

philosophy of education, the largest group of teacher respondents answered affirmatively.  

5. In general, teachers who reported using the curriculum guides were more likely to rate them as easy to 

use and as supporting the Adventist philosophy of education than those who reported not using them.  

6. A large number of teachers opted for “Neutral” when asked whether or not several selected curriculum 

guides supported the Adventist philosophy of education.  

7. Teachers tend to favor Teacher’s Editions of student textbooks over curriculum guides. In addition, they 

typically rate newer editions of textbooks more highly than older ones (Brantley, 1992).  

8. Newly upgraded texts typically receive higher ratings than their older counterparts.  

9. Teachers prefer to be coached by conference administrative personnel than by other entities. However, 

conference personnel often lack the time and sometimes lack the expertise to coach teachers in the use 

of new curriculum materials.  

10. Teachers continue to be challenged by having more students with special needs in their classrooms than 

they can adequately handle.  

11. Over the years, the majority of K-12 schools in the NAD have advanced considerably in procuring and 

using computers and related technology. However, teachers continue to desire effective ways to integrate 

technology with learning.  

12. Teachers consider testing (such as ITBS) helpful to parents and school boards, but hardly to themselves. 

13. Teachers see the following as their most urgent needs: spiritual development for themselves and their 

students, and curricular and instructional concerns including the integration of technology into teaching  

14. By their own admission, few teachers feel prepared to implement several educational innovations. 

15. With regards to FACT 21 targeted in the 1997, 1999, and 2001 surveys, teachers who were acquainted 

with the report viewed it favorably. However, a large majority reported that they were not acquainted 

with the initiative.  

16.  Overall, most educators thought that Adventist schools were practicing their educational philosophy to 

some degree. However, a range of 65-81 percent from each group responded, “Yes, Somewhat” while 

only a corresponding 13-19 percent responded, Yes, Definitely.” 

17. While many teachers are already implementing the “Preferred Practices” based on Journey to Excellence 

(J2E), a significant number “never heard of” them and need to be in-serviced.   
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CHAPTER 2 

Evaluation Design & Method 
Larry D. Burton 

EVALUATION DESIGN 

The Profile Studies have typically utilized an eclectic evaluation design which is primarily objectives-based in nature 

(Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007). This means that the Profile researchers seek to find if the stated objectives of the 

North American Division Curriculum Committee are being accomplished. These objectives include the production 

and dissemination of curricular materials, the implementation of the Journey to Excellence initiative, professional 

development related to these areas, and the implementation of quality standards for both the teaching force and 

denomination-specific instructional materials.  

The objectives-based nature of the study is tempered by the inclusion of elements of improvement-oriented 

evaluation designs, specifically Stufflebeam’s Context-Input-Process-Product (CIPP) design (Stufflebeam & 

Shinkfield, 2007). However, due to the size of the instructional program being evaluated and the limitation of the 

budget to conduct the evaluation, it was impossible to implement a true CIPP evaluation. Inclusion of CIPP 

principles and elements allow the evaluators to conduct a more holistic evaluation rather than a study constrained 

by the program’s stated objectives. A key CIPP principle integrated into Profile 2004 and Profile 2007 was the 

involvement of representative stakeholders in focusing the evaluation. This process allowed the evaluation to 

expand beyond the formally stated, core objectives of the program/organization to include other important 

questions that may be more short-term or contemporary in nature. Elements of input, process and product 

evaluation were also partially implemented in the Profile Studies of 2004 and 2007. These are identified in the 

Research Questions section below. 

FOCUSING TWIN STUDIES: PROFILE 2004 AND PROFILE 2007 

Focusing Process 

The focus of Profile 2007 was set primarily at that same time as the previous study, Profile 2004. Designed as twin 

studies, Profile 2004 and Profile 2007 facilitated an initial assessment of the status of the Journey to Excellence 

initiative in the NAD school system.  The focusing process began with telephone and personal interviews being 

conducted by members of the research team.  All union- and division-level administrators (N=24) were sampled for 

telephone interviews.  Additionally a stratified random sample of conference educational administrators, K-12 

principals, and K-12 teachers were selected for interview (N=12).  Stratification ensured that all unions in the NAD 

were sampled and at least one teacher and principal from all school types were selected for interview.  School 

types included boarding academy, day academy, junior academy, elementary, and multi-grade.  A total of 27 

interviews were completed with these sampled educators (75% of the sample). Due to scheduled travel and other 

commitments of the sampled educators, some telephone interviews were not completed.   

The telephone interview protocol began with two holistic, open-ended questions:  “What do you feel are the most 

important issues facing the NAD educational system?” and “What do you see as the most important questions we 

need answered about NAD schools?”  If participants were unable to respond adequately to these prompts by 
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supplying at least three ideas, the interview continued with specific questions based on data collected on previous 

Profile studies and current issues in educational practice. 

The responses from the first two, open-ended questions were analyzed using an open-ended qualitative approach, 

letting themes and issues emerge from the data.  Responses from the remaining questions were analyzed to see if 

they fit with the associated prompt and to see if they informed the themes developed from responses to the first 

two questions. 

Research Questions 

As a result of the focusing process, research questions were developed to guide the 2004 and 2007 Profile Studies 

(see Figure 2.1). As has been standard in all Profile studies, a large component of the evaluation was focused on 

assessment of NAD-produced curriculum materials. With the formal implementation of the Journey to Excellence 

initiative in 2003-04, another large component of the two studies was focused on awareness and impact of that 

initiative.  

CIPP evaluation elements implemented in these research questions included Input, Process, and Product 

Evaluation. Input Evaluation principles were included through questions designed to determine NAD system 

capabilities (see Figure 2.1, research questions 1 & 5). Process Evaluation principles were included through a 

question to assess NAD implementation strategies (see Figure 2.1, research question 2). Product Evaluation 

principles were included through questions designed to collect stakeholder judgments of outcomes or curricular 

products (see Figure 2.1, research questions 3 & 4). 

POPULATION AND SAMPLE 

The Profile Studies seek to paint a picture of educators’ perceptions and concerns in the NAD educational system.  

Thus the population for Profile 2007 included educators at all levels and in all roles within the NAD.  These included 

classroom teachers at the elementary and secondary level; educational administrators at the school, conference, 

union, and division levels; and teacher educators in the NAD teacher preparation programs. 

As this survey was conducted by electronic means, available participants included all NAD educators with email 

addresses.  As email addresses often change or may easily be mistyped in published or electronic lists, and thus 

undeliverable, the research team decided to over sample by inviting all educators with email addresses to 

participate in the study.  Additionally, if personal email addresses were given to the research team by local school 

personnel, those were added to the list of professional email addresses. This increased the likelihood that any 

individual would receive an invitation to participate in the study. The purpose of over sampling was to obtain a 

comparable number of completed surveys to those received in previous Profile studies conducted via mail-out 

printed surveys. 

A total of 4391 email addresses were found for NAD educators. Of this total, 4195 addresses were for educators 

working in K-12 schools, 113 were for educators working as conference-level administrators, and 83 were teacher 

educators working in higher education institutions. Due to an oversight by the project team leader, administrators 

at the union- and division-level were not invited to complete the Profile 2007 survey questionnaire for 

administrators. 
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Figure 2.1 Research Questions for the Twin Studies, Profile 2004 and Profile 2007 

6. What do indicators tell us about teacher quality and commitment in the NAD (2004 and 2007)? 

7. Are Adventist educators implementing Preferred Practices as identified in the Journey to Excellence (J2E) 

report?  [The Preferred Practices listed here are organized in the same order they are presented in their 

respective sections of the J2E Report.]  

a. Plan 

(a) Educational Technology (2004 and 2007) 

(b) Partnerships (2007 and one item in 2004) 

(c) Professional Development (2004) 

(d) Time Utilization (2007) 

b. Practice 

(a) Administrative Leadership (2004) 

(b) Classroom Instruction (2004) 

(c) Climate (2007) 

(d) Diversity (2004) 

(e) Integrated Curriculum (2007) 

(f) Student Assessment (2004) 

8. What are stakeholders’ perceptions of NAD curriculum materials in terms of (2004 and 2007):   

a. Availability 

b. Use 

c. Quality  

d. Support of the Adventist philosophy of education, and  

e. Correlation to national standards? 

9. What are stakeholders’ perceptions regarding priorities for future NAD curriculum projects (2004 and 2007)? 

10. What are stakeholders’ perceptions of the following important educational issues/factors facing the system? 

a. Students with special needs (2004) 

b. Home schooling (2004) 

c. Teacher burnout (2007) 

d. Teacher efficacy beliefs (2007) 

 

Note: Dates in parentheses indicate which study investigated each question. Some questions or sub-questions were 

investigated in each of the two studies. 

 

INSTRUMENTS AND PROCEDURES 

Three separate survey instruments were developed for the Profile 2007 study.  One instrument targeted K-12 

teachers and building-level administrators.  The second was designed for conference-, union-, and division-level 

administrators, while the third was developed for teacher educators at institutions of higher education. 

As much as possible, the questions on different versions of the instrument were parallel in structure. Instrument 

development began by focusing on one of the instruments – that for the K-12 teachers.  Over a period of months, a 

team of researchers developed and refined items that were designed to answer specific research questions.  These 

items were distributed to a larger group of the research team for comment and feedback.  After the K-12 teachers’ 

instrument was completed on paper, it was converted to electronic form to be delivered via the SurveyMonkey 

online survey tool.  SurveyMonkey was used to alleviate the challenges that arose in Profile 2004 when the survey 

was conducted via CIRCLE’s electronic survey tool. Use of SurveyMonkey was easy and efficient. The survey-

specific tools included with the site membership allowed for easy follow-up with non-respondents and 

downloading of data.  
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All sampled NAD educators were invited to complete the questionnaire during Spring Semester 2007. Data 

collection occurred in March, April, and May. The initial invitation to participate in the survey was distributed via 

email and followed by a reminder after about 10 days.  The process of sending email reminders was repeated at 

least every second week.  These reminders were efficacious, as after each reminder was sent the research team 

noted an increase in the number of completed questionnaires.  In June 2007, after the school year had ended for 

all Adventist K-12 schools, the data collection phase of this study was closed. 

DATA ANALYSIS 

Data from the electronic survey instruments were downloaded from SurveyMonkey.com in tab delimited format 

Excel files.  All open-ended responses in text format were also downloaded.  The text format responses were 

printed and reviewed to determine if they represented valid responses and if they contained enough data to justify 

inclusion in analysis. The Excel format files were cleaned by deleting rows representing invalid respondents.  

Coding was completed in Excel using the search-and-replace tool and proceeded column-by-column.  Variable 

names were placed at the top of each column as coding progressed.    

This final report is based on a descriptive statistical analysis of the cleaned data.  This analysis relied on frequency 

counts, percentages, means, standard deviations, medians, and modes.  These statistical data were computed 

using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 17.  Data from this descriptive analysis are 

represented in table or graph form in the chapters of the report where they are discussed.   Further analysis using 

inferential statistics will be conducted during spring 2010 with the intention of producing publishable articles. 

Qualitative data was coded using emergent categories.  Each open-ended statement from the survey instrument 

was read and analyzed.  The content of each statement determined how it was categorized.  If it fit within a 

category that already existed, then that category was used.  If it did not fit into an existing category, then a new 

category was created.  If a statement fit into more than one category, it was placed in all appropriate categories.  

All qualitative data was analyzed by at least two researchers to reduce the likelihood of researcher bias affecting 

the results. 

LIMITATIONS AND DELIMITATIONS 

As this study was distributed electronically, only persons with electronic mail addresses were invited to participate.  

While most advisors to this research project felt that electronic mail was ubiquitous and would not negatively 

impact any specific group of potential respondents, it is possible that some group or sub-group was under-

represented in this study.  Those conferences or unions which operate their own domains with electronic mail 

services for their employees may be over represented in these results when compared to those who do not. 

Educators who do not make regular use of computer Internet technologies may have been less likely to complete 

the questionnaire and thus contribute to the study. It is possible that a larger number of teachers who have not 

embraced computer technology may represent those who are older and/or completed their last degree before the 

increased emphasis on computers and the Internet. 

Some constraints were placed on the original intent of this study by the inadvertent exclusion of union- and 

division-level administrators from the study. This creates a void in the administrator data from Profile 2007. While 

the majority of system-level administrators (conference-level administrators) were included in the study, we have 

no way of knowing how the responses of those not surveyed would have compared to the responses we actually 

collected.  
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RESEARCH TEAM 

The research team for Profile 2007 consisted of several individuals from across the division.  Responsibilities of 

team members varied over time. Some worked to develop the survey questionnaire, some to develop the mailing 

lists, others to clean the data, and others to author the reports. Some have been involved at almost every step of 

the way (see Figure 2.2).  Participants’ employing institutions are listed beside their names. Individuals with no 

institutional listing were full-time graduates students at Andrews University during the time of their participation 

in the Profile 2007 study. Team members who contributed to this final report are listed on the title page. 
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Larry Burton, Principle Investigator, Andrews University 

Hyacinth Rose, Project Manager, Post-doctoral Scholar 

Christine Byrne, Pacific Union Conference 

Carol Campbell, Southwestern Adventist University 

Lee Davidson, Andrews University 

Robert Egbert, Southern Adventist University 

Tevni Grajales, Andrews University 

Margo Haskins, Pacific Union College 

Joann Herrington, Union College 

Jimmy Kijai, Andrews University 

Faith-Ann McGarrell, Andrews University 

Ray Ostrander, Andrews University 

Marcel Sargeant, Southwestern Adventist University 

Andrea Baldwin, Northern Caribbean University 

Glynis Bradfield, CIRCLE 

Andrews University Doctoral Research Assistants 

Monica Desir, University of Phoenix 

Pretoria Gittens-St. Juste  

Calvin Joshua 

Josephine Katenga 

Yu-May Ho 

Wanli Xing 

Dale Linton, Spring Arbor University  

Virginia Youngberg Lonser, Bethel College, Indiana  

Elvetha Telemaque, University of the Southern Caribbean 

Figure 2.2 Profile 2007 Research Team Members
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CHAPTER 3 

A Profile of NAD Educators - 2007 
Larry D. Burton 

SAMPLE & RESPONSE RATES 

A total of 4,391 email addresses were collected for NAD educators: elementary teachers, secondary teachers, 

conference-level administrators, and teacher educators. This compares with 2,718 email addresses available for 

the 2004 study. Of this number 593 addresses were either duplicates (ie personal and school addresses for the 

same educator) or were returned as undeliverable. Thus 3798 messages were actually delivered and 945 educators 

responded by completing at least a significant portion of the survey (see Table 3.1). This resulted in a response rate 

of 24.9%, which was up 5.0% from the Profile 2004 response rate (19.9%). Response rates in electronically 

conducted surveys are typically lower than those conducted by mail. However, the return rate for Profile 2007 is 

considerably above the abysmal rates, as low as 5%, sometimes reported for electronic surveys (Fowler, 2009). 

However, attention needs to be given to those who did not respond to the survey.  Most obviously, teachers who 

have not embraced electronic communication technologies are not included in the group of educators who 

responded to Profile 2007.   

One way of assessing the validity of the 2007 set of respondents is to compare them by different characteristics to 

respondents in previous Profile Studies. For example, we can look at the breakdown of responses by different 

unions within the divisions. In four Profile Study reports (1987, 1989, 2004, & 2007) the number of respondents 

from each union was presented. This allows us to see which unions have had relatively larger or smaller numbers 

of educators responding to the surveys. Historically this has been correlated to the number of educators actually 

employed in each union. In these four reports we see fairly stable patterns in the relative contribution of each 

union across the four Profile studies. For example, with one exception in 2004 the three unions who have had the 

highest number of educators respond to the Profile surveys were Pacific, Southern, and North Pacific (see Table  

 

Table 3.1 Profile 2007 Response Rates by Respondent Type 

 Total K-12 Admin TED 

Sent 4391 4195 113 83 

Bounced & Duplicates 593 588 1 4 

Actual emails delivered 3798 3607 112 79 

Responses (partial or complete) 945 866 46 33 

Return rate 24.9% 24.0% 41.1% 41.8% 

3.2). If we divide the nine unions of the NAD into those ranked 1-3, those ranked 4-6 and those ranked 7-9, the 

main variation in ranking has been for Mid-America (which has gone up and down) and Canada (which has gone 
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up). Other unions tended to be ranked in the same third for at least three of the four studies presented in Table 

3.2.  Thus, geographically we are still drawing a group of respondents similar to that which resulted from random 

sampling in Profile ‘87 through Profile ’01. 

Data also show that the percentage of respondents by job type have remained fairly consistent over time (see 

Table 3.3). For example, elementary teachers always make up over 55% (or more) of respondents in the Profile 

Studies. Secondary teachers have varied between approximately 20% and 30% of respondents, with rates around 

27% about half of the time. The biggest variation in respondents by job type has been for system administrators 

and teacher educators. Administrators have accounted for as much as 15% of the respondents to Profile (1993 and 

1995), but the 2007 rate of 8% is closer to the 10% documented in early studies (1989). Teacher educators have 

varied from a low of 4% of respondents in 1989 to a high of over 8% in 1997 and 2001. Profile studies in 2007, 

2004, and 1989 have similar percentages of K-12 (elementary + secondary) teacher respondents (approximately 

86%), while the studies in 2001, 1997, and 1993 had between 74% and 80% of respondents who were K-12 

teachers. Thus when looking at job type, the respondents for Profile 2007 fit within the expected parameters 

established by previous studies which utilized random sampling and mail survey techniques. 

Comparison can also be made between the number of respondents to Profile 2007 and previous studies. The total 

number of respondents for Profile 2007 is the largest ever for any single Profile Study even though the number of 

schools operated by the division and the number of educators employed in the system has continued to decline 

since the Profile initiative was first implemented (see Chapter 1). Note, that as the number of students, teachers, 

and schools has declined in the NAD, the number of respondents to the Profile Studies has remained fairly  

 

Table 3.2 Comparison of Respondents by Union in Four Profile Studies  

 Rank 

1987 

Rank 

1989 

Rank 

2004 

Rank 

2007 

Pacific Union Conference 1 1 4 1 

Southern Union Conference 2 3 2 3 

North Pacific Union Conference 3 2 1 2 

Columbia Union Conference 4 4 5 8 

Lake Union Conference 5 6 3 5 

Atlantic Union Conference 6 7 9 7 

Mid-America Union Conference 7 5 8 4 

Southwestern Union Conference 8 9 7 9 

Adventist Church in Canada 9 8 6 6 
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consistent and even increased in 2007 (see Table 3.4). This means that more teachers’ voices, proportionally, are 

being heard by educational leadership.  

DEMOGRAPHICS 

Over 90% of respondents indicated the region of the North American Division in which they worked. Most 

respondents provided at least some demographic information on their survey forms, while others elected to leave 

questions regarding their age, race, sex, and employment unanswered. These demographic data allow us to 

present a fairly accurate snapshot of the respondents. The largest number of responses came from the Pacific 

Union Conference (PUC) and the fewest responses were from the Columbia Union Conference (CUC). The North 

Pacific Union accounted for over 15% of the responses and the Southern Union was responsible for over 10% of 

responses.  Three additional unions each accounted for more than 7% of the total respondents:  the Seventh-day 

Adventist Church in Canada, the Lake Union, and the Mid-America Union (see Table 3.5). 

Respondents fit into four broad categories based on their job type.  School-based personnel, including teachers 

and administrators, were categorized as elementary (K-8), junior academy (K-10), or senior academy (9-12) staff.   

Administrators at the conference-level were classified as system-level administrators.  Professors in teacher 

education programs comprised the fifth group.  Of the 945 respondents to Profile 2007, 547 provided enough 

demographic information to allow sorting according to job type. The 547 respondents included the following sub-

groups: 320 elementary-junior academy staff members, 152 academy staff members, 44 system-level 

administrators, and 31 teacher educators (see Table 3.6).  The distribution of respondents among these four 

categories remained fairly stable from 2004 to 2007 with only minor percentage changes. Elementary-junior 

academy staff respondents were up by 4.1% while academy staff responses were down 4.4%. The slight decrease 

in the number of system administrator responses is directly attributable to the failure to invite all union- and 

division-level administrators to complete the survey instrument. 

 

 

Table 3.3 Distribution of Respondents by Job Type in Selected Previous Profile Studies 

 
Percent 

1989 

Percent 

1993 

Percent 

1997 

Percent 

2001 

Percent 

2004 

Percent 

2007 

Elementary 

Teacher 
59.6 58.4 54.5 59.4 54.4 58.5 

Secondary 

Teacher 
26.5 26.3 22.0 19.9 32.2 27.8 

System 

Administrator 
9.8 15.3 15.3 12.5 8.5 8.0 

Teacher 

Educator 
4.1 NA 8.2 8.1 4.8 5.7 
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Table 3.4 Total Number of Profile Respondents by Year  

Profile  

Study  

1987 1989. 1991 1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 2004 2007 

 

Number of 

Respondents 

 

719 

 

 

791 

 

775 

 

772 

 

783 

 

675 

 

708 

 

789 

 

540 

 

945 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3.5 Response by Union Conference: Profile 2007 and 2004 

 

Frequency 

2007 

n=866 

Percent 

2007 

Frequency 

2004 

n=540 

Percent 

2004 

Atlantic Union Conference 58 6.1 25 4.6 

Adventist Church in Canada 66 7.0 56 10.4 

Columbia Union Conference 57 6.0 67 12.4 

Lake Union Conference 71 7.5 72 13.3 

Mid-America Union Conference 75 7.9 31 5.7 

North Pacific Union Conference 158 16.7 107 19.8 

Pacific Union Conference 223 23.6 70 13.0 

Southern Union Conference 102 10.8 76 14.1 

Southwestern Union Conference 56 5.9 36 6.7 
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Respondents varied by the number of years they had been employed in the Adventist system (see Table 3.7).  Just 

over one-third of all respondents had worked in the system ten years or less.  Almost three-fourths of the 

respondents had worked 25 years or less in the system.  The largest single group of respondents for Profile 2007 

(n=111, 19.6%) were neophytes – those who had worked for the denomination five years or less. This contrasts 

with the results from Profile 2004 where the largest group of respondents in terms of denominational experience 

(n=102, 19.1%) had worked in the Adventist system 6-10 years. Profile 2007 saw an increase in the numbers of 

more experienced teachers who responded to the electronic survey.  

Respondents were also asked to describe their ethnic background.  In both 2004 and 2007, Caucasians were the 

single largest group of respondent, with their percentage of respondents actually rising between 2004 and 2007.  

All ethnic groups were represented in the 2004 study, but no Native Americans were among the 571 respondent 

who provided ethnic information in Profile 2007 (see Table 3.8).  

In identifying their sex, 571 respondents provided information. The majority of respondents were female (n= 381, 

66.7%).  Males accounted for one-third (n=190, 33.3%) of all responses. From 2004 to 2007 there was a shift 

toward more female responses. In 2004 over 40% of the respondents were males. 

 

 

Table 3.6 Respondents by Job Type: 2007 & 2004 Studies plus Selected Previous Profile Studies 

 

Frequency 

2007 

n=547 

Percent 

2007 

Frequency 

2004 

n=540 

Percent 

2004 

Percent 

2001 

Percent 

1997 

Percent 

1993 

Percent 

1989 

Elementary 

Teacher 
320 58.5 294 54.4 59.4 54.5 58.4 59.6 

Secondary 

Teacher 
152 27.8 174 32.2 19.9 22.0 26.3 26.5 

System 

Administrator 
44 8.0 46 8.5 12.5 15.3 15.3 9.8 

Teacher 

Educator 
31 5.7 26 4.8 8.1 8.2 NA 4.1 

 
 

Table 3.7 Respondents by Years in Adventist System 

 

Frequency 

2007 

n=566 

Percent 

2007 

Frequency 

2004 

n=535 

Percent 

2004 

1-5 years 111 19.6 88 16.4 

6-10 years 83 14.7 102 19.1 

11-15 years 95 16.8 73 13.6 

16-20 years 61 10.8 74 13.8 

21-25 years 62 11.0 80 15.0 

26-30 years 76 13.4 54 10.1 

31-35 years 48 8.5 35 6.5 

36-40 years 22 3.9 24 4.5 

41-45 years 5 0.9 4 0.7 

46 or more 3 0.5 1 0.2 
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Table 3.8 Respondents by Ethnicity  

 

Frequency 

2007 

n=571 

Percent 

2007 

Frequency 

2004 

n=522 

Percent 

2004 

Asian 9 1.6 11 2.1 

Black, African 10 1.8 5 1.0 

Black, Caribbean 13 2.3 20 3.8 

Black, North American 16 2.8 19 3.6 

Caucasian 479 83.9 430 82.4 

Hispanic 25 4.4 26 5.0 

Middle Eastern 1 0.2 2 .4 

Mixed Race 12 2.1 5 1.0 

Native American 0 0 2 .4 

Pacific Islander 6 1.1 2 .4 
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CHAPTER 4 

Quality & Commitment of NAD Educators 
Larry D. Burton & Elvetha Telemaque 

This section of the report answers the first research question addressed by this study: “What do indicators tell us 

about the quality and commitment of teachers in the NAD? The Profile 2007 survey pooled information on three 

measures of teacher quality and four indicators of commitment. Quality indicators included the following 

variables: highest degree, current teacher certifications, and continuing education.  Commitment indicators 

included the number of years taught in the Adventist school system, the number of years teaching at the current 

school, and their likelihood of continuing at that school for an extended period of time. Analysis of these 

categories of indicators reveals the educators in NAD are experienced, well trained, and on a whole display a high 

degree of commitment to serving the church’s school system. 

TEACHER QUALITY  

Degrees Held 

In reference to the highest degree held by educators in the North American Division, patterns were evident based 

on the respondents’ job type. More than half of junior academy teachers, academy teachers, and conference 

administrators indicated their highest degree was the Master’s degree (see Table 4.1). Slightly more elementary 

teachers hold Bachelor’s Degrees (47.1%) than Master’s Degrees (45.8%). Conference level administrators were 

much more likely to hold Specialist or Doctoral Degrees than were all three types of K-12 teachers.  As would be 

expected, the vast majority of teacher educators hold Doctoral Degrees. Thus, as job requirements move from 

teaching younger children to adolescents and then into full time administration, the level of education of the 

educator tends to rise. The patterns indicate that Adventist educators at all levels prepare themselves via formal 

education for excellence in service. 

Teaching Certification 

Teachers in the Seventh-day Adventist church who meet minimum requirements receive teaching certificates. The 

Conditional Certificate is issued to teachers who have just completed an approved teacher training program and 

are in the first three years of their career. The Standard Certificate is then available to teachers who have 

successfully completed additional requirements, including satisfactorily finishing their first three years in the 

classroom. The highest level of qualification issued by the NAD Office of Education is the Professional Certificate. 

The Basic Certificate is issued to teachers who hold a bachelor’s degree but do not have the required teacher 

training components of their education. Over half of respondents in all categories indicated they held Professional 

Certificates, the highest level of certification issued (see Table 4.2). The percentage of k-12 teachers holding a 

professional certificate is just above 50% for all three types of schools. All but one of the conference administrators 

who responded held the professional certificate, while 80% of teacher educators indicated they held a professional 

credential.  
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Table 4.1 Highest Degree Earned by Job Type: n (%) 

Degree Type Elementary 

n=240 

Junior Academy 

n=80 

Academy 

n=152 

Administrator 

n=32 

Teacher Educator 

n=25 

High School 3   (1.3) 2   (2.5) 1   (0.7) 0   (0.0) 0   (0.0) 

Associate’s 

Degree 

1   (0.4) 1   (1.3) 2   (1.3) 0   (0.0) 0   (0.0) 

Bachelor’s 

Degree 

113 (47.1) 34 (42.5) 63 (41.4) 0   (0.0) 0   (0.0) 

Master’s Degree 110 (45.8) 41 (51.3) 79 (52.0) 23 (71.9) 3 (12.0) 

Specialist 

Degree 

7   (2.9) 1   (1.3) 1   (0.7) 5 (15.6) 0   (0.0) 

Doctoral Degree 2   (0.8) 0   (0.0) 4   (2.6) 4 (12.5) 22 (88.0) 

Other 4   (1.7) 1   (1.3) 2   (1.3) 0   (0.0) 0   (0.0) 

 

 

 

 

Table 4.2 Adventist Certifications Held by Job Type n (%) 

Certificate Type Elementary 

n=240 

Junior Academy  

n=80 

Academy  

n=152 

Administrator  

n=32 

Teacher Educator  

n=25 

None 7 (2.9) 1(1.3) 12(7.9) 1(3.1) 5(20.0) 

Conditional 20 (8.3) 9(11.3) 11(7.2) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 

Basic 14 (5.8) 5(6.3) 13(8.6) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 

Standard 72 (30.0) 24(30.0) 36(23.7) 31(96.9) 0(0.0) 

Professional 127 (52.9) 41(51.3) 80(52.6) 0(0.0) 20(80.0) 
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In terms of state or provincial teaching certificates, 43.4% of all respondents indicated they held no such 

document. In fact, a small number of respondents (20; 3.5%) held no type of certificate. Teacher educators (58.1%) 

were the most likely to hold a standard or conditional state/provincial teaching certificate (see Table 4.3). Teachers 

at the three K-12 levels are almost equally as likely to hold a regular state/provincial teaching certificate: 

elementary (46.3%), junior academy (45.0%), and academy (44.1%). Conference administrators are the least likely 

to hold a state/provincial certificate (34.1%).  As state/provincial certificates are not required in some regions, this 

governmental policy accounts for the lower number of these documents held by Adventist teachers. 

Continuing Education 

The third measure of teacher quality in this study was continuing education. Approximately 80% of elementary, 

junior academy and academy teachers are involved in some type of continuing education and professional 

development related to their denominational teaching credential. With the exception of teacher educators, the 

largest number of respondents in each category indicated they were working on renewal of their current 

denominational teaching certificate (see Table 4.4). While Adventist educators have not traditionally been 

concerned with state/provincial certificates, Profile 2007 revealed that almost half of all K-12 teachers are working 

toward renewal of their current state/provincial certificate or seeking to qualify for a higher level of 

state/provincial certification. Those least likely to be engaged in continuing education are the conference-level 

administrators and the teacher educators. This could be due to a combination of several factors. It likely has to do 

with the unique nature of these educators as providers of professional development opportunities to K-12 

teachers. Also more of these leaders are approaching retirement age than are the K-12 teachers. Careers in 

teacher education and system-level administration appear to be more common in the second half of an educator’s 

professional life. Also, no requirement for current certification exists for teacher educators; the only requirement 

is that the teacher educator had a successful K-12 career of at least 3 years duration. 

 

 

Table 4.3 State/Provincial Certifications Held by Job Type n (%) 

Certificate Type Elementary 

n=240 

Junior Academy  

n=80 

Academy  

n=152 

Administrator  

n=32 

Teacher Educator  

n=25 

None 102(42.5) 33(41.3) 72(47.4) 17(53.1) 5(20.0) 

Conditional 4(1.7) 4(5.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 

Basic 23(9.6) 7(8.8) 13(8.6) 0(0.0) 2(8.0) 

Standard 53(22.1) 12(15.0) 27(17.8) 4(12.5) 4(16.0) 

Professional 58(24.2) 24(30.0) 40(26.3) 11(34.4) 14(56.0) 
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Table 4.4 Level of Denominational Certification Working Toward [n (%)] 

Certificate Type Elementary 

N=240 

Junior Academy  

N=80 

Academy  

N=152 

Administrator  

N=32 

Teacher Educator  

N=25 

None 46(19.2) 16(20.0) 34(22.4) 10(31.3) 15(60.0) 

Conditional 1(0.4) 1(1.3) 2(1.3) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 

Basic 9(3.8) 2(2.5) 6(3.9) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 

Standard 27(11.3) 7(8.8) 8(5.3) 0(0.0) 1(4.0) 

Professional 55(22.9) 14(17.5) 35(23.0) 0(0.0) 1(4.0) 

Cert Renewal 102(42.5) 40(50.0) 67(44.1) 22(68.8) 8(32.0) 

 

COMMITMENT TO ADVENTIST EDUCATION 

Teachers’ commitment to the Adventist educational system was measured by the following survey questions: (1) 

How many years have you worked in the system? (2) How likely are you to remain working at your current school 

for the next three years? (3) How likely are you to remain at any Adventist school for the next three years? The 

data for years working in the Adventist system were reported holistically for all Adventist educators in Chapter 3.  

In disaggregating the data for K-12 teachers we find that in 2007 the average elementary teacher had worked 

16.34 years for the church, up from 15.25 years in 2004. The average secondary teacher in 2007 had worked 17.24 

years in the denomination, compared with 16.74 years in 2004. Junior academy teachers had worked an average of 

14.56 years in Adventist schools. Data for junior academy teachers were not reported separately in 2004. The 

median number of years reported by elementary teachers was 15, for junior academy teachers it was 13 years, and 

for secondary teachers the median was 15 years. These measures of central tendency, with standard deviations 

around 10 or 11, indicate a fairly even distribution of less- and more-experienced teachers. The comparison to 

2004 indicates a stable teaching force which has matured somewhat since the last time it was studied. 

When asked about the likelihood of their remaining in their current school during the next three years, almost half 

of elementary teachers (48.3%) selected “very likely” as a response (see Table 4.5). Slightly less than three-fourths 

of elementary teachers indicated that they were “quite” or “very likely” to remain. More than half of all other 

types of respondents indicated they were “very likely” to remain in their current school or position. Just over 

three-fourths of junior academy teachers (77.5%), academy teachers (77.7%), and conference administrators 

(78.2%) indicated “quite likely” or “very likely” as their response.  Teacher educators were the most likely to 

indicate plans to stay in their current position for three more years. 

Commitment to the Adventist education system was stronger than commitment to the local school. Over 70% of 

elementary (72.9%) and junior academy teachers (78.8%) said they were “very likely” to remain in the Adventist 

system for the next three years (see Table 4.6). Just less than 70% of academy teachers (69.1%) chose the same 

response. Over 85% of all K-12 teachers chose either “quite likely” or “very likely” in response to this item.  Fewer 
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than 8% of any group of K-12 teachers indicated they were “not likely” to remain in the Adventist system for 

another three years. 

INVESTIGATING PATTERNS IN THE RESPONSES 

While in the past apparent patterns of responses have been evident among the variables related to teacher 

commitment that does not seem to be the case with Profile 2007. In general, commitment to the system seems to 

grow along with years of service. However, due to the likelihood of retirement at the upper end of the number of 

years in service, only two statistically weak correlations were found. One correlation was between years of service 

in Adventist education and the likelihood of remaining at the current school. The second was between years 

taught at the current school and the likelihood of remaining at the current school during the following three years 

(see Table 4.7). Thus the likelihood a teacher will stay at their current school increases slightly as the number of 

years they have taught in the Adventist system increases. This is true also as the number of years taught at the 

local school increases.  

However, two moderately strong correlations were found in this analysis. A correlation exists between the number 

of years a person has taught at their current school and the number of years they have taught in the Adventist 

system. Thus, teachers who remain in the system tend to stay longer at each individual school.  The strongest 

correlation of this analysis was found between a teacher’s likelihood to remain in the Adventist system and a 

 

 

Table 4.5 K-12 Teachers’ Likelihood of Remaining in Their Current School for 3 More Years (%) 

 Not likely Less likely Quite likely Very likely 

Elementary 16.3 10.0 25.4 48.3 

Junior Academy 12.5 10.0 17.5 60.0 

Academy 13.8 8.6 22.4 55.3 

Administrators 

(current position) 

18.8 3.1 24.0 64.0 

 

Table 4.6 Educators’ Likelihood of Remaining in the Adventist System for 3 More Years (%) 

 Not likely Less likely Quiet likely Very likely 

Elementary 5.4 5.8 15.8 72.9 

Junior Academy 7.5 5.0 8.8 78.8 

Academy 7.9 7.2 15.8 69.1 

Administrators 11.4 27.2 9.1 52.3 
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Table 4.7 Correlations Between Years as a Teacher and Commitment 

 

 Spearman's rho 

  

1 2 3 4 5 

How many years have you taught in 

the Adventist system Coefficient 1.000     

How many years have you taught 

outside of the Adventist system? Coefficient -.038 1.000    

How many years have you worked 

at your current school? Coefficient .474* .021 1.000   

How likely are you to remain 

working at your current school for 

the next three years 
Coefficient .139* -.017 .172* 1.000  

How likely are you to remain 

working in the Adventist system for 

the next three years 

Coefficient .082 -.074 .073 .618* 1.000 

 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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teacher’s likelihood to remain in the current school. Thus it appears that the more a teacher is satisfied with their 

local school situation, the more likely they are to remain in the system over the next three years. This could also be 

stated in the corollary manner: the more likely teachers are to remain in the system, the more likely they are to 

remain in their current school (see Table 4.7). 

To explore this more deeply, a regression analysis was performed on several potential predictor variables for 

commitment to the Adventist educational system. It revealed that the best predictor of a teachers’ likelihood to 

remain in the Adventist system was their likelihood to remain at their current school. The second predictor was 

their retirement plans. The regression model with these two variables had an R
2 

of 0.459, F=232.876, and p< 0.000 

(see Table 4.8). It should be noted that the first variable alone, likelihood to remain at the current school, 

produced a model with an R
2
 of 0.418 and accounted for 41% of the variance in responses. 

 

Table 4.8 Linear Regression for Professional Preparation and Commitment to the Adventist System 

 B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Level 

Constant 1.079 0.152  7.101 0.000 

How likely to 

remain at current 

school 

0.501 0.025 0.623 19.705 0.000 

Retirement plans 0.197 0.030 0.205 6.476 0.000 

Note: R
2
=0.459, F(2, 548=232.876), p<0.000 

 

DISCUSSION OF MAJOR FINDINGS  

Teacher Quality 

The level of education and certification of Adventist K-12 teachers continues much as was reported in Profile 2004. 

Some of these figures, particularly for elementary teacher, were considerably higher in 2007 than they were in the 

original Profile ‘87 study. In 1987 fewer than 40% of elementary teachers held Master’s Degrees. That number was 

47% in the 2007 study. Junior academy, academy, and conference administrators indicate their highest degrees 

were more likely to be Master’s Degrees (see Table 4.1). The conference level administrators and teacher 

educators were more likely to hold specialist and doctoral degrees. These findings indicate as the job requirement 

move from teaching younger children to adolescents, adults, and into conference level administrative work 

teachers tend to increase/improve their educational levels. A potential motivator for this increased educational 

level may be the increasingly diverse challenges facing teachers today, such as inclusion and technology 

integration.  

Teacher certification is another indicator of improving quality among teachers in the North American Division. 

Profile ‘87 reported that only 34% of elementary teachers held a professional teaching certificate. Now that figure 

has increased to almost 53%. Profile 2007 found over 50% of K-12 teachers hold professional Adventist 

certification and 80% of teacher educators held professional Adventist credentials. The study discovered that 

almost half of K-12 teachers are working towards acquiring or renewing state/provincial certificate. While not all 

states or provinces require teachers in private schools to hold valid governmental teacher certificates, these 
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certificates are viewed by many persons, including some church members, as key quality indicators. Therefore the 

fact that about half of Adventist teachers are seeking to demonstrate their mastery of similar quality standards as 

teachers in publically funded schools can be viewed as a positive development for defending the quality of the 

Adventist educator.  

The increase in advanced degrees and more rigorous certifications over the past two decades gives evidence of 

focused attention to teacher qualifications and professional development. The fact that over 80% of Profile 2007 

respondents were engaged in some type of on-going professional learning attests to an organization that is 

committed to learning and continuous improvement.  

In addition the study found teacher educators and conference-level administrators were least likely to be engaged 

in continuing education due to the unique nature of their jobs as providers of professional development. If teacher 

quality is to consistently improve teacher educators and systems level administrators also need to be involved in 

continuing education and professional development. They too need to be on the growing edge of improved quality 

in the education system. 

Teacher Commitment 

Over the years, the average tenure of Adventist teachers who participate in the Profile studies has varied 

somewhat. However, since 1993 it has hovered around the mid-teens (14-16 years of teaching experience). The 

figures found in Profile 2007 are among the highest reported in the past 20 years. [Note: This statistic has not been 

reported for every Profile study.] The implications of a more experienced, more mature work force are important 

to consider. There are some potentially negative aspects to a more mature work force in Adventist schools.  

For example, if a teacher has worked several years without continuing to grow as a learner and a teacher, they 

may stagnate. This increases the likelihood that they will have a negative impact on students under their care. 

Additionally, if more mature teachers decide to leave the Adventist system to join the public or another private 

system, they confront challenges related to retirement benefits.  Thus, for most teachers with long service in the 

Adventist system it is not practical to move to another system in terms of retirement plans and benefits. The desire 

to hold on to their retirement plan may cause some teachers to stay beyond their years of effectiveness and into 

years of burnout and non-effectiveness. 

There are also advantages to having a more mature workforce in Adventist schools. Older teachers are less likely to 

move from their current school. More experienced teachers should have the capacity for greater impact on 

student learning. Teachers, who have spent years in the same educational system, if properly trained through in-

service and continuing education programs, should have developed a good understanding of the system’s aims and 

practices. Thus, the more mature Adventist work force as evidenced in Profile 2007 provides much strength to the 

system.   

CONCLUSIONS 

It is clear from the Profile 2007 data that a large majority of NAD educators are well educated, properly 

certificated, and committed to employment within the Adventist educational system. As the church faces the 

challenges of filling every position in every school with highly qualified and committed teachers, we can learn from 

the correlation between a teacher’s likelihood of spending the next three years in the system and the likelihood 

they will stay at the current school during those same three years.  

It seems that perhaps the best way to keep teachers in the Adventist system is to help them find a good fit in their 

current school. Implementing plans to train board members, improve teacher interview techniques, and train 
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teachers how to negotiate their place in a local school and congregation could result in less teacher turn-over and 

greater teacher satisfaction with both the local school and the Adventist educational system. 
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CHAPTER 5 

 Awareness and Use of J2E Preferred Practices 
Yu-May Ho & Larry D. Burton 

By examining the degree of the awareness and use of J2E Preferred Practices, this section of the report answers 

the question, “Are Adventist teachers/administrators implementing Preferred Practices as identified in the Journey 

to Excellence (J2E) report?”  This chapter presents a broad overview of each Preferred Practice. Chapter 6 presents 

a more in-depth look at the following Preferred Practices: 

• Partnerships 

• Time Utilization 

• Climate, and 

• Integrated Curriculum 

Chapter 8 presents an in-depth look at the status of educational technology as a preferred practice in Adventist 

education. 

As mentioned in the Profile 2004 Final Report, some Union Conferences had not officially launched the Journey to 

Excellence initiative when the data were collected in 2004. As a result we would expect awareness of J2E to be 

more widespread now than then. It is also logical to expect a higher degree of awareness and use of J2E in 2007 

when compared to 2004. The following analysis presents the result for each item and shows the comparison 

between 2004 and 2007.       

AWARENESS OF J2E AND PREFERRED PRACTICES 

By examining the degree of the awareness and use of J2E Preferred Practices, this section of the report answers 

the first two evaluation questions listed in this paper:  

1. How do Adventist teachers rate their understandings of the Preferred Practices identified in J2E? 

2. How have those ratings changed since Profile 2004? 

The level of awareness and use of J2E and its associated Preferred Practices was assessed using a cluster of 11 

survey items. Since three years of focused implementation of the J2E vision had been completed between 2004 

and 2007, it would be expected that responses in 2007 would be more positive than in 2004. This was in fact the 

case with the first, perhaps core question. 

The first item asked, “Have you received a copy of the Journey to Excellence (J2E) document?” The number of 

respondents to this item increased from 2004 to 2007.  Those who said they had a copy of the J2E document 

increased from 48.0% (n=251) in 2004 to 64.6% (n=603) in 2007 (see Table 5.1). Those who said they had not 

received a copy of J2E dropped from 32.1% (n=168) to 18.3% (n=171).  In addition, the “not sure” response 

decreased almost three percent from 19.9% (n=104) in 2004 to 17.0% (n=159) in 2007. 

 Ten items asked educators to rate their knowledge of each of the Preferred Practices listed in the Journey to 

Excellence document.  Based on the Levels of Use concept from the Concerns Based Adoption Model (Hall, Dirksen 

& George, 2006), respondents were given six response options.  These response options were: “never heard of”, 

“aware of”, “basic understanding”, “attempted to use”, “use regularly”, and “advanced understanding”.  It should 

be noted that all of these responses were given in the context of understanding each item as a “preferred 
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practice”, not understanding the item, such as classroom instruction, in general terms.  In order to identify the 

differences between Profile 2004 and 2007, Table 5.2 presents the results from these items for both years. 

In looking at the change in responses to these ten items, one observed result is that even though the mean for 

each item has been raised, the most common response in 2007 for the 10 categories was still “never heard of” in 

terms of Preferred Practices.  As compared with the response in 2004 which the percentage for ”never heard of” 

on each Preferred Practice ranged between 22.7 and 29.5. There was a slight decrease in 2007 when the response 

rates for “never heard of” ranged from 21.6 to 27.6. 

The results in 2007 on these 10 items indicate a shifting of response patterns from the lowest end of the response 

options to the higher levels of “attempt to use” and “regular use”. Six of the 10 items still had a bi-modal 

distribution similar to the 2004 results, with the two modes being “Never heard of” and “Use regularly.” However, 

there were noticeable increases on the response of “regular use.” These increases ranged from 2.6% to 9.1 %.  At 

the same time, the percentage who selected “basic understanding” was reduced for most items or remained the 

same for some items. This indicates a greater buy-in to the innovation than in 2004. 

Administrative Leadership and Development 

Similar to the result of Profile 2004, the most common response in 2007 for administrative leadership and 

development, given by 233 educators (25.1%), was still “never heard of” in terms of Preferred Practices (see Table 

5.2).  The “aware of” response was reported by 164 respondents (17.7%) and resulted in a 6.3% reduction when 

compared with the year 2004.  Respondents with “basic understanding” of administrative leadership and 

development totaled 167 (18.0%).  One hundred and fifty-four respondents (16.6%) out of 934 indicated that they 

had tried to use this preferred practice, and 179 (19.3%) reported they regularly used this practice. Compared to 

the findings of 2004 these two categories increased 4.7 and 6.0 percent respectively.  Advanced understanding of 

administrative leadership as a preferred practice, or the ability to train others in this practice, showed a decline 

from 5.9% in 2004 to 3.2% (n=30) in 2007.  

Classroom Instruction 

In responding to classroom instruction as a preferred practice, 202 educators (21.8%) indicated they had “never 

heard of” it (see Table 5.2).  Ninety-nine respondents (10.7%) were “aware of” this preferred practice which was 

almost three percent lower than the result in 2004.  Respondents with “basic understanding” of classroom  

 

Table 5.1  

Responses to “Have you received a copy of the Journey to Excellence (J2E) report?” 

 Profile 2004 Profile 2007 

 Frequency 

n 

Percent 

% 

Frequency 

n 

Percent 

% 

NO 168 32.1 171 18.3 

YES 251 48.0 603 64.6 

NOT SURE 104 19.9 159 17.0 

TOTAL 523 100.0 933 100.0 
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Table 5.2  Awareness of Preferred Practices in 2004 and 2007  

 

Question Year Never heard of Aware of Basic      understanding Attempted 

to use 

Use 

regularly 

Advanced 

Understanding 

Total 

Administrative 

leadership 

2004 94 (26.6)* 85 (24.0) 65 (18.4) 42 (11.9) 47 (13.3) 21 (5.9) 354 

 2007   233 (25.1)  164 (17.7)                       167 (18.0)   154 (16.6)  179 (19.3)      30 (3.2)       934 

Classroom 

Instruction 

2004 80 (23.1) 47 (13.6) 49 (14.2) 50 (14.5) 87 (25.1) 33 (9.5) 346 

 2007      202 (21.8)    99 (10.7)      71 (7.7)   151 (16.3) 317 (34.2)   86 (9.3)          934 

Climate 2004 94 (27.4) 54 (15.7) 34 (9.9) 39 (11.4) 95 (27.7) 27 (7.9) 343 

 2007    233 (25.2)  106 (11.4)  87 (9.4)   135 (14.6) 304 (32.8)      61 (6.6)       934 

Diversity 2004 85 (24.9) 58 (17.0) 38 (11.1) 41 (12.0) 95 (27.8) 25 (7.3) 342 

 2007    213 (23.0)  107 (11.6)   100 (10.8)    140 (15.1) 318 (34.3)      48 (5.2)          934 

Educational 

Technology 

2004 81(23.8) 48 (14.1) 44 (12.9) 49 (14.4) 87 (25.5) 32 (9.4) 341 

 2007    201 (21.7) 105 ( 11.3)     91 (9.8)   202 (21.8) 270 (29.2)      57 (6.2)       934 

Integrated 

Curriculum 

2004 78 (22.7) 53 (15.5)  38 (11.1) 74 (21.6) 70 (20.4) 30 (8.7) 343 

 2007    200 (21.6) 103 (11.1)   103 (11.1)   178 (19.2) 269 (29.0)      73 (7.9)          934 

Partnerships 2004 101 (29.5) 81 (23.7) 49 (14.3) 64 (18.7) 38 (11.1) 9 (2.6) 342    

 2007    256 (27.6) 144(15.5)      144 (15.5)   203 (21.9) 153 (16.5)      27 (2.9)           934 

Question Year Never heard of Aware of Basic      understanding Attempted 

to use 

Use 

regularly 

Advanced 

Understanding 

Total 
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*number of respondents with percents in parentheses 

 

Staff 

Development 

2004 82 (24.0) 64 (18.7) 49 (14.3) 48 (14.0) 72 (21.1) 27 (7.9) 342 

 2007    228 (24.6) 145 (15.7)  120 (13.0)   166 (17.9) 219 (23.7)      47 (5.1)           934 

Student 

Assessment 

2004 81 (23.5) 52 (15.1) 35 (10.2) 53 (15.4) 102 (29.7) 21 (6.1) 344 

 2007    205 (22.2)     101 (10.9)     90 (9.7)    144 (15.6) 315 (34.1)      69 (7.5)           934 

Time Utilization 2004 94 (27.2)  58 (16.8) 37 (10.7) 65 (18.8) 75 (21.7) 16 (4.6) 345 

 2007     253 (27.4) 100 (10.8)    97 (10.5)   191 (20.7) 244 (26.4)    39 (4.2)           934 
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instruction totaled 71 (7.7%).  Over sixteen percent of respondents (n=151) indicated they had tried to 

use this preferred practice.  Although the most common response was still “regular use” of this practice, 

which was the same as the result in 2004, the percentage was dramatically increased from 25.1% (n=87) 

to 34.2% (n=317). Advanced understanding of classroom instruction as a preferred practice was indicated 

by 86 educators (9.3%). 

Climate 

In responding to climate as a preferred practice, 233 educators (25.2%) indicated they had “never heard 

of” it (see Table 5.2).  One hundred and six respondents (11.4%) were “aware of” this preferred practice.  

Respondents with “basic understanding” of climate totaled 87 (9.4%).  Over 14% of respondents (n=135) 

indicated they had tried to use this preferred practice.  The “regular use” of this practice was the most 

common response given by 304 educators (34.3%) in 2007. It showed a 5.1% growth compared to the 

result in 2004 (27.7%, n=95).  Advanced understanding of climate as a preferred practice was indicated by 

43 educators (5.1%). 

Diversity 

In responding to diversity as a preferred practice, 213 educators (23.0%) indicated they had “never heard 

of” it (see Table 5.2).  One hundred and seven respondents (11.6%) were “aware of” this preferred 

practice.  Respondents with “basic understanding” of diversity totaled 100 (10.8%).  Over fifteen percent 

of respondents (n=140) indicated they had tried to use this preferred practice.  The most common 

response, given by 318 educators (34.3%) was “regular use” of this practice.  Like other Preferred 

Practices discussed in this section, it had a big increase (6.5%) compared with the result (n=95, 27.8%) in 

2004. Advanced understanding of diversity as a preferred practice was indicated by 48 educators (5.2%). 

Educational Technology 

In responding to educational technology as a preferred practice, 201 educators (21.7%) indicated they had 

“never heard of” it (see Table 5.2).  One hundred and five respondents (11.3%) were “aware of” this 

preferred practice.  Respondents with “basic understanding” of educational technology totaled 91 (9.8%).  

Over one-fifth of respondents (n=202, 21.8%) indicated they had tried to use this preferred practice which 

increased 7.4 percent from the result (n=49, 14.4%) in 2004.  The most common response, given by 270 

educators (29.2%) was “regular use” of this practice, an increase of 3.7% over the 2004 result (n=87, 

25.5%). Advanced understanding of educational technology as a preferred practice was indicated by 57 

educators (6.2%). 

Integrated Curriculum 

In responding to integrated curriculum as a preferred practice, 200 educators (21.6%) indicated they had 

“never heard of” it (see Table 5.2).  One hundred and three respondents (11.1%) were “aware of” this 

preferred practice.  Respondents with “basic understanding” of integrated curriculum totaled 103 

(11.1%).  Near one-fifth of respondents (n=178, 19.2%) indicated they had tried to use this preferred 

practice.  “Regular use” of integrated curriculum was reported by 269 educators (29.0%).  This was the 

most common response to this item, showing an increase of 8.6% over the corresponding 2004 result 

(n=70, 20.4%).  Advanced understanding of integrated curriculum as a preferred practice was indicated by 

73 educators (7.9%). 
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Partnerships 

In responding to partnerships as a preferred practice, 256 educators (27.6%) indicated they had “never 

heard of” it (see Table 5.2).  This was the most common response to this item.  One hundred and forty-

four respondents (15.5%) were “aware of” this preferred practice.  Respondents with “basic 

understanding” of partnerships totaled 144 (15.4%). Over one-fifth of respondents (n=203, 21.9%) 

indicated they had tried to use this preferred practice.  “Regular use” of partnerships was reported by 153 

educators (16.5%).  Advanced understanding of partnerships as a preferred practice was indicated by 27 

educators (2.9%), virtually the same as the 2004 result.  Of all ten Preferred Practices, this item had the 

lowest number of responses in both the “regular use” and “advanced understanding” categories in both 

2004 and 2007. 

Staff Development 

In responding to staff development as a preferred practice, 228 educators (24.6%) indicated they had 

“never heard of” it (see Table 5.2).  One hundred and forty-five respondents (15.7%) were “aware of” this 

preferred practice.  Respondents with “basic understanding” of staff development totaled 120 (13.0%).  

Nearly 18% of respondents (n=166, 17.9%) indicated they had tried to use this preferred practice.  The 

second most common response, given by 219 educators (23.7%) was “regular use” of this practice.  

Advanced understanding of staff development as a preferred practice was indicated by 47 educators 

(5.1%). 

Student Assessment 

In responding to student assessment as a preferred practice, 205 educators (22.2%) indicated they had 

“never heard of” it (see Table 5.2).  One hundred and one respondents (10.9%) were “aware of” this 

preferred practice.  Respondents with “basic understanding” of student assessment totaled 90 (9.7%).  

Over one-tenth of respondents (n=144, 15.6%) indicated they had tried to use this preferred practice.  The 

most common response, given by 315 educators (34.1%) was “regular use” of this practice.  Advanced 

understanding of student assessment as a preferred practice was indicated by 69 educators (7.5%). 

Time Utilization 

In responding to time utilization as a preferred practice, 253 educators (27.4%) indicated they had “never 

heard of” it (see Table 5.2).  One hundred respondents (10.8%) were “aware of” this preferred practice.  

Respondents with “basic understanding” of time utilization totaled 97 (10.5%).  About one-fifth of 

respondents (n=191, 20.7%) indicated they had tried to use this preferred practice.  The second most 

common response, given by 244 educators (26.4%) was “regular use” of this practice.  Advanced 

understanding of time utilization as a preferred practice was indicated by 39 educators (4.2%). 

DISCUSSION OF MAJOR FINDINGS 

Visible Growth in Distribution of the J2E Document 

The dissemination of the Journey to Excellence document and website was much more pervasive in 2007 

than in 2004. Still over a third of the respondents indicated they did not have a copy of the document or 

were not sure if they had a copy. As the document exists now as a fully developed website, we would 

anticipate that every Adventist educator who was aware of the initiative would have a “copy” via the 

Internet.  
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Differences between Levels of Use of Some Preferred Practices 

Some Preferred Practices seem to be more aligned to classroom practices than others. For example, 

Classroom Instruction and Student Assessment are tied directly to the daily work of the classroom 

teacher. Partnerships, Professional Development, Time Utilitization and Administrative Leadership 

however, seem to reside more in the realm of the school principal or conference/union superintendent of 

education. As the majority of respondents to Profile 2007 were classroom teachers, it is possible that this 

subtle difference in Preferred Practices provides a partial explanation of the much lower levels of use 

reported for these four “administrative” practices in comparison to the “classroom” practices.  

No Real Change in Percentage of “Never Heard Of” Responses 

Still the high number of “never heard of” responses for each Preferred Practice is sobering. As compared 

with the response in 2004, when the percentage of respondents selecting ”never heard of” for each 

preferred practice ranged from 22.7 to 29.5, there was only a very small decrease in 2007, when the 

responses on “never heard of” ranged from 21.6% to 27.6%. 

A Shift Up the Continuum 

Six of these items had a bi-modal distribution (as they did in 2004), with the two modes being “never 

heard of” and “use regularly”. However, in 2007 there were noticeable increases on the percentage of 

respondents selecting “use regularly” and “attempt to use”. This increase varied from item to item and 

ranged between 2.6% to 9.1 %. At the same time, the percentage of respondents selecting “basic 

understanding” has declined or at least remained the same for every item. This shift in responses up the 

continuum from basic understanding to the regular use of Preferred Practices indicates that some 

professional development efforts focused on J2E have been effective. This raises the need for further 

study to help us understand more clearly why and how this increase in use has occurred.  

CONCLUSIONS 

Over one-fifth of Adventist educators are not really aware of the initiative, as evidenced by the “do not 

have a copy” and “never heard of” responses to the items discussed in this chapter. In at least one case, 

an overburdened conference superintendent had not heard of the initiative. He called the research office 

to ask how he could learn about J2E before he completed the survey. This level of lack of awareness raises 

concern, as the phrase “Preferred Practices” has been in use in Adventist Education since 1995 with the 

release of the FACT21 report. Additionally, educators have been polled about these Preferred Practices in 

every Profile study since 1995. 

Perhaps the results indicating little change in the percentage of teachers at the lowest end of the 

implementation continuum are not surprising considering the continual turnover of educators in a system 

this large. As we saw in Chapter 3, almost 20% of Adventist educators in 2007 had only been in the system 

1-5 years. However, analysis revealed only weak correlations between the number of years an educator 

had worked in the Adventist system and their awareness levels of J2E Preferred Practices. Neither was any 

correlation found between educators’ awareness of J2E Preferred Practices and the Union in which they 

worked. Thus the problem of full implementation of the J2E initiative appears to be systemic to the NAD. 

The problem may lie in our professional development approaches. In virtually every Profile study over the 

past two decades educators have indicated dissatisfaction with their professional learning opportunities 

specific to NAD initiatives.  
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However, the real increase in numbers of teachers implementing J2E Preferred Practices indicates that 

something IS working in the system’s professional development efforts and teacher education programs. 

Thus the need may be for the use by educational leaders of innovative change process strategies to 

engage the “late adopters” and those who are waiting around for this initiative to disappear. 

Whatever the cause of the relatively large number of persons who have never heard of J2E’s Preferred 

Practices, it is imperative that educational leaders in the NAD K-12 and Higher Education system 

collaborate to provide on-going professional learning opportunities that are focused on the purposes, 

plans, practices, and products of Journey to Excellence.  
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CHAPTER 6 

 Implementation of Selected J2E Preferred Practices 

To investigate stakeholders’ perceptions of the implementation status of selected J2E Preferred Practices, 

the research team developed scales for four of the practices: Partnerships, Time Utilization, Climate, and 

Integrated Curriculum. The scales were developed by referring to the descriptions of each Preferred 

Practice in the J2E Report, available on the Journey to Excellence website. The size of the scales varied, 

with 11 items for Climate, 12 items for Integrated Curriculum, 16 items for Partnerships, and 18 items for 

Time Utilization. The reliability estimates for all of these scales indicate the scales are internally consistent 

and thus, do represent coherent, cohesive measures. Face validity of the scales provide support for the 

argument that they do actually measure what they were intended to measure. A fifth Preferred Practice, 

Educational Technology, is reported in Chapter 7. 

PARTNERSHIPS 

Marcel Sargeant, Carol Campbell, & Wanli Xing 

School partnerships were assessed using a set of 16 items. Alpha reliability estimates for this set of items 

was 0.898 indicating excellent consistency.  Table 6.1 demonstrates item means, standard deviations and 

percent of respondents’ perceptions about partnership building activities by school leaders. Respondents 

generally agreed with school leaders efforts in consulting with many sources and developing broad 

partnerships with other institutions for school and student improvement. Ratings of school partnerships 

with local communities to provide students internships and financial grants are lower than others. 

However, this may reflect challenges due to students’ ages, particularly at the elementary and junior 

academy levels, and the resulting limitations on potential sponsors and internship sites.  

To look for possible differences in perceptions of partnerships between different respondent group, an 

Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was calculated. The ANOVA revealed statistically significant differences for 

13 of the 16 items. In five of these cases the items were rated higher by senior academy staff in contrast 

to junior academy and elementary school staff; in seven cases academy educator responses were lowere 

than junior academy and elementary school staff. In one case, concerning partnerships to provide 

students “work experience,” academy responses were significantly higher than junior academy or 

elementary educator responses and junior academy responses were significantly higher than elementary 

responses (see Table 6.2). In general, educators perceive that school leaders were striving to enhance the 

school and services offered to students.  

Differences between groups were calculated by t-tests for sex and ANOVA for ethnicity. These results are 

shown in Table 6.3 and 6.4 respectively. Ratings of school partnerships were almost the same between 

female and male respondents, however analysis revealed four items where male responses were 

statistically higher than female responses. The ANOVA based on ethnicity revealed only one item where 

responses were different based on these subgroups. Black and White teachers rated the following item 

more highly than Pacific Islander teachers: “Parents are consulted by school leadership.”  
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Table 6.1.   Means, Standard Deviations and Percent ‘Moderately Agree and Strongly Agree’ (Partnerships) 

Item n Mean SD % 

Parents are consulted by school leadership in school improvement initiatives 472 4.89 1.129 73.6 

Constituents are consulted by school leadership in school improvement initiatives 472 4.68 1.255 64.2 

Local pastors are consulted by school leadership in school improvement initiatives  472 4.92 1.208 72.5 

The community is consulted by school leadership in school improvement initiatives 472 3.78 1.423 34.3 

Teachers are consulted by school leadership in school improvement initiatives 472 5.29 1.096 83.0 

Adventist college/universities are consulted by school leadership in school  

improvement initiatives 

472 3.12 1.556 22.6 

Other HE institutions are consulted by school leadership in school  

improvement initiatives 

472 2.95 1.534 18.7 

School leaders partner with the local community to provide students opportunities  

in Community-based learning 

472 3.57 1.497 34.3 

School leaders partner with the local community to provide students opportunities  

in Community-based projects 

472 3.95 1.552 44.5 

School leaders partner with the local community to provide students  

opportunities in work experience 

472 3.45 1.649 32.0 

School leaders partner with the local community to provide students  

opportunities in financial grants 

472 2.93 1.630 20.9 

School leaders partner with the local community to provide students  

opportunities in internships 

472 2.38 1.424 10.4 

School leaders partner with the local community to provide students  

opportunities in career awareness 

472 3.97 1.508 42.8 

School leaders develop partnerships with Home 472 5.18 1.060 80.6 

School leaders develop partnerships with School 472 5.43 0.933 88.5 

School leaders develop partnerships with Church 472 5.25 1.059 83.1 

*1-Strongly disagree to 6 – Strongly agree 
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Table  6.2   Means
a
 and Standard Deviations by School Type (Partnerships)  

 Elementary Junior Academy Academy 

 (n=240) (n=80) (n=152) 

Item Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Parents are consulted by school leadership in school improvement initiatives
b
 5.05 1.099 4.99 1.049 4.61 1.169 

Constituents are consulted by school leadership in school improvement initiatives
b
 4.76 1.210 4.85 1.370 4.45 1.239 

Local pastors are consulted by school leadership in school improvement initiatives
b
  5.13 1.150 5.28 0.993 4.41 1.241 

The community is consulted by school leadership in school improvement initiatives 3.69 1.445 3.66 1.440 3.97 1.366 

Teachers are consulted by school leadership in school improvement initiatives
b
 5.50 0.959 5.51 0.871 4.86 1.271 

Adventist college/universities are consulted by school leadership in school  

improvement initiatives
b
 

2.97 1.589 2.78 1.467 3.53 1.469 

Other HE institutions are consulted by school leadership in school  

improvement initiatives
b
 

2.76 1.544 2.85 1.468 3.30 1.500 

School leaders partner with the local community to provide students opportunities  

in Internships
b
 

2.07 1.327 2.11 1.331 3.03 1.414 

School leaders partner with the local community to provide students opportunities  

in Career awareness 

3.84 1.537 3.91 1.663 4.22 1.347 

School leaders partner with the local community to provide students opportunities  

in Community-based learning 

3.46 1.557 3.69 1.531 3.69 1.373 

School leaders partner with the local community to provide students opportunities 

in Community-based projects
b
 

3.76 1.636 4.00 1.567 4.22 1.366 

School leaders partner with the local community to provide students opportunities  

in Work experience
b
 

2.90 1.601 3.60 1.556 4.24 1.424 

School leaders partner with the local community to provide students opportunities  

in Financial grants
b
 

2.61 1.594 2.58 1.549 3.63 1.512 

School leaders develop partnerships with Home
b
 5.37 1.015 5.39 0.893 4.77 1.101 

School leaders develop partnerships with School
b
 5.55 0.866 5.68 0.689 5.13 1.063 

School leaders develop partnerships with Church
b
 5.35 1.064 5.43 0.925 4.99 1.077 

a
1-Strongly disagree to 6 – Strongly agree 

b
Statistically significant at p≤ 0.05  
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Table  6.3   Means
a
 and Standard Deviations by Sex (Partnerships)  

 Female Male 

 (n=325) (n=147) 

Item Mean SD Mean SD 

Parents are consulted by school leadership in school improvement initiatives 4.86 1.173 4.97 1.027 

Constituents are consulted by school leadership in school improvement initiatives 4.64 1.302 4.76 1.143 

Local pastors are consulted by school leadership in school improvement initiatives  4.93 1.230 4.89 1.159 

The community is consulted by school leadership in school improvement initiatives
b
 3.68 1.458 3.99 1.324 

Teachers are consulted by school leadership in school improvement initiatives 5.27 1.135 5.35 1.005 

Adventist college/universities are consulted by school leadership in school  

improvement initiatives 

3.08 1.553 3.20 1.564 

Other HE institutions are consulted by school leadership in school improvement initiatives 2.95 1.518 2.93 1.573 

School leaders partner with the local community to provide students opportunities  

in Community-based learning 

3.54 1.496 3.66 1.501 

School leaders partner with the local community to provide students opportunities  

in Community-based projects 

3.91 1.578 4.04 1.494 

School leaders partner with the local community to provide students opportunities  

in Work experience
b
 

3.30 1.651 3.77 1.605 

School leaders partner with the local community to provide students opportunities  

in Financial grants
b
 

2.74 1.646 3.35 1.520 

School leaders partner with the local community to provide students opportunities  

in Internships
b
 

2.25 1.460 2.69 1.423 

School leaders partner with the local community to provide students opportunities  

in Career awareness 

3.94 1.528 4.05 1.463 

School leaders develop partnerships with Home 5.19 1.084 5.15 1.009 

School leaders develop partnerships with School 5.43 0.932 5.44 0.937 

School leaders develop partnerships with Church 5.21 1.103 5.33 0.952 
a
1-Strongly disagree to 6 – Strongly agree 

b
Statistically significant at p≤ 0.05 
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 Table  6.4   Means
a
 and Standard Deviations by Ethnicity (Partnerships)  

 Asian Black White Latino Mixed Race Pacific Islander 

 (n=8) (n=30) (n=396) (n=21) (n=11) (n=6) 

Item Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Parents are consulted by school leadership in school improvement initiatives
b
 4.75 1.669 4.97 1.189 4.94 1.052 4.33 1.683 4.73 1.272 3.67 1.633 

Constituents are consulted by school leadership in school improvement initiatives 4.75 1.669 4.60 1.589 4.71 1.175 4.48 1.778 4.36 1.362 4.00 1.789 

Local pastors are consulted by school leadership in school improvement initiatives 4.50 1.690 4.67 1.539 5.01 1.117 4.43 1.535 4.09 1.375 4.17 1.835 

The community is consulted by school leadership in school improvement initiatives 4.00 1.512 3.60 1.714 3.82 1.385 3.29 1.736 4.00 1.183 3.17 1.472 

Teachers are consulted by school leadership in school improvement initiatives 5.25 0.886 5.40 0.968 5.33 1.062 4.71 1.707 5.09 1.221 4.83 0.983 

Adventist college/universities are consulted by school leadership in  

school improvement initiatives 

3.13 2.100 3.20 1.789 3.12 1.535 3.05 1.774 3.27 1.104 2.33 1.211 

Other HE institutions are consulted by school leadership in  

school improvement initiatives 

3.00 2.000 3.10 1.788 2.93 1.507 3.00 1.761 3.36 1.120 2.17 1.329 

School leaders partner with the local community to provide students opportunities  

in Community-based learning 

3.50 1.512 3.47 1.852 3.60 1.450 3.14 1.905 3.73 1.421 3.67 1.506 

School leaders partner with the local community to provide students opportunities in  

   Community-based projects 

4.38 0.916 3.67 1.845 3.98 1.519 3.43 1.964 4.36 0.924 3.67 2.066 

School leaders partner with the local community to provide students opportunities  

in  Work experience 

4.00 1.604 3.43 1.924 3.43 1.620 3.38 1.820 3.82 1.601 3.67 2.160 

School leaders partner with the local community to provide students opportunities  

in Financial grants 

3.63 1.598 3.17 1.642 2.89 1.624 2.86 1.711 3.55 1.753 2.50 1.643 

School leaders partner with the local community to provide students opportunities  

in Internships 

2.88 1.727 2.57 1.633 2.37 1.398 2.14 1.526 2.36 1.206 2.50 1.975 

School leaders partner with the local community to provide students opportunities 

 in Career awareness 

4.88 1.246 3.93 1.837 3.98 1.476 3.67 1.592 3.64 1.502 4.33 1.862 

School leaders develop partnerships with Home 4.75 1.669 5.23 1.278 5.23 0.985 4.71 1.271 4.91 0.944 4.00 2.098 

School leaders develop partnerships with School 5.25 1.165 5.30 1.291 5.48 0.849 5.19 1.123 5.55 0.688 4.17 2.229 

School leaders develop partnerships with Church 5.38 1.061 5.27 1.311 5.30 0.966 4.67 1.592 4.91 1.375 4.50 1.975 

a
 1-Strongly disagree to 6 – Strongly agree 

b
Statistically significant at p≤ 0.05 
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TIME UTILIZATION 

Marcel Sargeant, Carol Campbell, & Wanli Xing 

School time utilization was assessed using 18 items. Alpha reliability estimates for this set of items was 

0.810 suggesting strong internal consistency. Table 6.5 shows item means, standard deviations and 

percent of respondents who moderately or strongly agreed with the time utilization items. While 

responses reported in Chapter 5 (see Table 5.2) indicated that respondents were more aware of Time 

Utilization as a preferred practice and used it more regularly than Partnerships, the results presented here 

to the specific items on the Time Utilization scale indicate otherwise. While above 50% for most of the 

items, the percent of respondents who either “Moderately Agree” or “Strongly Agree,” is generally lower 

for this preferred practice than for Partnerships. This indicates that when speaking in general terms, 

educators believe they have a better understanding of Time Utilization than Partnerships. However, when 

presented with a scale composed of specific items based on the J2E description of each or these Preferred 

Practices, Partnerships are actually being explored or implemented at a higher level than are Time 

Utilization options.  The item with the lowest level of agreement was for schools promoting students from 

one grade to another at times other than start of year.   The standard deviation (SD) reported for the Time 

Utilization items, when compared to other tables in this chapter, is slightly larger in general. This indicates 

more variation in responses on use of time in schools by teachers and administrators than other Preferred 

Practices in this chapter.  

Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) revealed that differences in perceptions, based on school type, existed for 

seven items. Item means and standard deviations by types of school are shown in Table 6.6. Academy 

educators are more likely to indicate they have “time for planning and evaluation” in their daily schedule 

and “time allocated for student involvement in co-curricular activities” than are elementary and junior 

academy educators. Academy teachers are more likely to “use block scheduling” and that they feel 

“generally overwhelmed” than are junior academy educators. Junior academy teacher are more “aware of 

early dismissal” than academy teachers and more aware of the “four-day week” than are elementary 

teachers. Elementary educators were more likely to say they promote students at “times other than start 

of year” and there is “equitable time involvement in all activities” in comparison to academy teachers.  

Results for the t-test by sex and ANOVA by ethnicity, including item means and standard deviations, are 

shown in Table 6.7 and Table 6.8 respectively. Seven statistical differences were found between males 

and females. Males’ ratings on these items were higher with the exception of one: “promote students at 

times other than start of year.” The differences between males and females regarding perceptions of 

Time Utilization can generally be ascribed to the differences between school types; more males teach at 

the academy level than at the elementary level, thus we see some of the same patterns in both of these 

analyses. Analysis by ethnicity revealed only four significant differences. Asian-American educators rated 

these four items higher than Pacific Islander teachers. However, as the number in each of these 

subgroups is small, we should be cautious in trying to read too much into this result. At most it calls for 

additional study.  
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Table 6.5   Means, Standard Deviations and Percent ‘Moderately Agree and Strongly Agree’ (Time Utilization)  

Item n Mean SD % 

Daily schedule provides time for planning and evaluation 472 3.43 1.901 38.1 

Promote students from one grade to another at times other than start of year 472 2.34 1.592 14.2 

Have time to meet with teachers and assess co-curricular activities 472 3.44 1.624 30.7 

Time is allocated in the school schedule for student involvement in co-curricular activities 472 4.06 1.612 48.8 

Generally feel overwhelmed by the demands on my time during the school day 472 4.21 1.617 51.3 

There is an equitable time involvement of all teachers in school activities 472 3.96 1.656 47.2 

Use block scheduling 472 3.11 2.011 34.9 

Have release time to attend professional development opportunities 472 4.31 1.567 57.0 

Use release time to attend professional development opportunities 472 4.17 1.705 51.6 

Aware of time options—late start of school day 472 3.53 1.989 42.6 

Aware of time options—early dismissal 472 4.30 1.796 60.2 

Aware of time options—four-day week 472 3.42 2.025 40.0 

Aware of time options—year-round calendars 472 3.37 2.005 38.3 

Aware of time options—extended school year 472 3.13 1.992 33.3 

School(s) uses time utilization options to support effective student learning 472 3.90 1.701 47.4 

School(s) uses time utilization options to support teacher professional development 472 4.04 1.688 50.2 

School(s) uses time utilization options to support evaluation 472 3.60 1.661 35.0 

School(s) uses time utilization options to support planning 472 3.39 1.713 33.4 

*1-Strongly disagree to 6 – Strongly agree 
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Table  6.6   Means
a
 and Standard Deviations by School Type (Time Utilization)  

 Elementary Junior Academy Academy 

 (n=240) (n=80) (n=152) 

Item Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Daily schedule provides time for planning and evaluation
b
 3.00 1.849 3.31 1.978 4.16 1.724 

Promote students from one grade to another at times other than start of year
b
 2.56 1.640 2.20 1.463 2.06 1.549 

Have time to meet with teachers and assess co-curricular activities
b
 3.26 1.682 3.49 1.551 3.69 1.541 

Time is allocated in the school schedule for student involvement in  

co-curricular activities
b
 

3.78 1.665 4.09 1.511 4.48 1.492 

Generally feel overwhelmed by the demands on my time during the school day 4.20 1.650 3.89 1.661 4.39 1.519 

There is an equitable time involvement of all teachers in school activities
b
 4.17 1.662 3.86 1.674 3.68 1.601 

Use block scheduling
b
 3.07 1.891 2.63 1.885 3.42 2.206 

Have release time to attend professional development opportunities 4.19 1.628 4.44 1.590 4.43 1.449 

Use release time to attend professional development opportunities 4.19 1.761 4.05 1.676 4.18 1.637 

Aware of time options—late start of school day 3.35 2.001 3.84 2.040 3.64 1.927 

Aware of time options—early dismissal
b
 4.35 1.814 4.78 1.542 3.97 1.836 

Aware of time options—four-day week 3.24 2.035 3.84 2.009 3.47 1.993 

Aware of time options—year-round calendars 3.33 1.988 3.66 1.981 3.28 2.044 

Aware of time options—extended school year 3.08 1.983 3.53 2.019 3.00 1.980 

School(s) uses time utilization options to support effective student learning 3.88 1.739 3.93 1.621 3.93 1.692 

School(s) uses time utilization options to support teacher  

professional development 

4.07 1.716 3.88 1.610 4.09 1.689 

School(s) uses time utilization options to support evaluation 3.57 1.706 3.59 1.573 3.64 1.649 

School(s) uses time utilization options to support planning 3.30 1.741 3.19 1.592 3.63 1.714 

  a
 1-Strongly disagree to 6 – Strongly agree 

  b
Statistically significant at p≤ 0.05 
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Table  6.7   Means
a
 and Standard Deviations by Sex (Time Utilization)  

 Female Male 

 (n=325) (n=147) 

Item Mean SD Mean SD 

Daily schedule provides time for planning and evaluation
b
 3.05 1.859 4.27 1.718 

Promote students from one grade to another at times other than start of year
b
 2.45 1.628 2.08 1.483 

Have time to meet with teachers and assess co-curricular activities
b
 3.21 1.612 3.93 1.542 

Time is allocated in the school schedule for student involvement in co-curricular activities
b
 3.87 1.631 4.47 1.496 

Generally feel overwhelmed by the demands on my time during the school day 4.23 1.648 4.17 1.550 

There is an equitable time involvement of all teachers in school activities 3.90 1.694 4.10 1.567 

Use block scheduling 3.20 1.959 2.90 2.114 

Have release time to attend professional development opportunities
b
 4.19 1.628 4.56 1.395 

Use release time to attend professional development opportunities 4.11 1.764 4.29 1.566 

Aware of time options—late start of school day
b
 3.38 2.007 3.85 1.917 

Aware of time options—early dismissal 4.32 1.780 4.24 1.834 

Aware of time potions—four-day week 3.36 2.017 3.54 2.041 

Aware of time options—year-round calendars 3.35 1.970 3.41 2.087 

Aware of time options—extended school year 3.07 1.968 3.25 2.047 

School(s) uses time utilization options to support effective student learning 3.83 1.771 4.07 1.529 

School(s) uses time utilization options to support teacher professional development 4.01 1.718 4.13 1.623 

School(s) uses time utilization options to support evaluation
b
 3.49 1.697 3.83 1.559 

School(s) uses time utilization options to support planning
b
 3.23 1.719 3.74 1.651 

a
1-Strongly disagree to 6 – Strongly agree 

b
Statistically significant at p≤ 0.05 
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 Table  6.8   Means
a
 and Standard Deviations by Ethnicity (Time Utilization)  

 Asian Black White Latino Mixed Race Pacific Islander 

 (n=8) (n=30) (n=396) (n=21) (n=11) (n=6) 

Item Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Daily schedule provides time for planning and evaluation 3.63 2.124 3.30 1.968 3.39 1.891 4.10 1.868 4.00 1.732 3.17 2.483 

Promote students from one grade to another at   times   

          other  than start of year 

2.50 2.000 2.37 1.991 2.33 1.548 2.43 1.748 2.18 1.471 2.67 1.966 

Have time to meet with teachers and assess co- 

         curricular  activities 

3.75 1.909 3.43 1.924 3.41 1.583 3.90 1.758 3.64 1.859 2.83 1.722 

Time is allocated in the school schedule for student 

          involvement in co-curricular activities 

4.50 1.414 3.93 1.837 4.06 1.602 4.38 1.687 4.00 1.265 3.17 1.835 

Generally feel overwhelmed by the demands on my time 

           during the school day 

4.50 1.414 3.97 2.008 4.20 1.582 4.57 1.690 3.91 1.973 5.33 0.516 

There is an equitable time involvement of all teachers in  

           school activities 

3.63 1.996 4.07 1.780 3.92 1.666 4.29 1.384 4.36 1.567 4.83 0.753 

Use block scheduling 2.75 2.435 3.67 2.106 3.07 1.984 2.86 2.081 3.36 2.335 3.67 2.160 

Have release time to attend professional  

         development  opportunities 

4.63 1.061 4.07 1.818 4.34 1.544 4.24 1.069 4.36 1.629 3.00 2.000 

Use release time to attend professional 

         development opportunities 

4.75 1.669 4.17 1.821 4.17 1.704 4.14 1.652 4.00 1.789 3.17 1.472 

Aware of time options—late start of school day 3.50 2.673 3.87 2.113 3.51 1.975 3.38 1.987 3.64 1.859 3.33 2.251 

Aware of time options—early dismissal 4.88 1.356 4.40 1.905 4.29 1.793 4.29 1.793 3.91 1.973 4.00 2.098 

Aware of time options—four-day week 4.13 2.232 3.20 2.156 3.41 2.009 3.52 2.159 3.36 2.014 3.67 2.338 

Aware of time options—year-round calendars 4.63 1.768 3.47 2.224 3.34 1.999 3.48 1.990 3.18 1.991 3.17 1.835 

Aware of time options—extended school year 4.38 1.768 3.07 2.050 3.15 2.003 2.76 1.868 2.82 1.991 2.17 1.329 

School(s) uses time utilization options to support       

         effective student learning
b
 

5.25 0.886 4.20 1.883 3.85 1.682 4.24 1.729 4.00 1.732 3.00 2.098 

School(s) uses time utilization options to support teacher  

          professional development
b
 

5.25 1.035 4.23 1.716 4.02 1.699 4.10 1.609 4.27 1.191 2.67 1.862 

School(s) uses time utilization options to support  

          evaluation
b
 

4.75 1.832 3.63 1.847 3.55 1.643 4.10 1.609 3.91 1.514 2.67 1.633 

School(s) uses time utilization options to support 

          planning
b
 

4.75 1.832 3.67 1.863 3.31 1.687 3.76 1.841 4.36 1.286 2.67 1.633 

             a
1-Strongly disagree to 6 – Strongly agree 

             b
Statistically significant at p≤ 0.05



 

 

Profile 2007 Final Report - 49 

CLIMATE 

Jimmy Kijai 

School climate was assessed using a set of 11 items.  Alpha reliability estimates for this set of items was 0.95 

suggesting excellent internal consistency.  Table 6.9 shows item means, standard deviations and percent of 

respondents who agreed or strongly agreed with the climate statements.  It is quite apparent that staff and faculty 

representing various elementary schools, junior and senior academies have rated school climate positively.  

Schools provide positive climates and experiences for students (e.g. safe environment, nurtures student growth, 

high expectation) as well as for faculty and staff (functions as a team, respectful interactions). 

Item means and standard deviations by types of school are shown in Table 6.10.  Ratings of school climate are 

slightly lower in senior academies compared to elementary schools and junior academies, with eight of these 

differences being statistically significant.  However, it should be pointed out that all responses are positive.  Ratings 

by gender or ethnicity were not statistically significant (p>0.01). 

 

Table 6.9.   Means, Standard Deviations and Percent ‘Strongly Agree’ (Climate)  

Item n Mean SD % 

Provides positive experiences 472 5.59 0.81 70.6 

Welcome all individuals  472 5.54 0.93 71.0 

Provides a safe environment 472 5.52 0.93 68.4 

Nurtures student growth 472 5.52 0.87 65.9 

Fosters respect for the individual 472 5.52 0.94 69.3 

Faculty/staff interaction is respectful 472 5.52 0.76 62.5 

Helps individuals to accept personal responsibility 472 5.47 0.98 66.9 

Sets high standards for academic achievement 472 5.34 0.98 55.9 

Faculty/staff/volunteers function well as a team 472 5.29 1.06 55.7 

Helps students achieve high standards 472 5.24 0.94 47.0 

Student/Faculty interaction is respectful 472 5.20 0.97 44.5 

*1-Strongly disagree to 6 – Strongly agree 
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Table  6.10  Means
a
 and Standard Deviations by school type (Climate)  

 Elementary Junior Academy Academy 

 (n=240) (n=80) (n=152) 

Item Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Provides positive experiences 5.65 0.72 5.55 0.87 5.51 0.91 

Welcome all individuals 5.63 0.84 5.39 1.16 5.47 0.93 

Provides a safe environment
b
 5.65 0.81 5.43 1.11 5.37 0.99 

Nurtures student growth
b
  5.65 0.76 5.46 1.04 5.34 0.87 

Fosters respect for the individual
b
  5.66 0.81 5.45 1.04 5.32 1.03 

Faculty/staff interaction is respectful
b
 5.61 0.62 5.55 0.76 5.35 0.92 

Helps individuals to accept personal 

responsibility
b
 

5.63 0.84 5.55 0.90 5.16 1.14 

Sets high standards for academic achievement
b
 5.48 0.83 5.38 1.01 5.10 1.03 

Faculty/staff/volunteers function well as a 

team
b
 

5.45 0.91 5.39 1.04 4.97 1.21 

Helps students achieve high standards
b
 5.41 0.84 5.10 1.06 5.03 0.98 

Student/Faculty interaction is respectful 5.29 0.87 5.23 0.86 5.05 1.14 

a
1-Strongly disagree to 6 – Strongly agree 

b
Statistically significant at p≤ 0.01 

 

 

INTEGRATED CURRICULUM 

Marcel Sargeant, Carol Campbell & Wanli Xing 

School curriculum integration was assessed by a set of 12 items. Alpha reliability estimates for this set of items was 

0.899 showing great internal consistency. Table 6.11 shows item means, standard deviations and percent of 

respondents who moderately agreed or strongly agreed with the integrated curriculum statements. It is quite 

apparent that staff and faculty representing various elementary schools, junior and senior academies rated with 

the integrated curriculum positively on almost every item.  The two highest rated items were teachers are “able to 

integrate key principles from faith and the content areas” and “Christian values permeate the school 

environment.”  The two lowest rated items also had the highest standard deviations: “Teacher-teacher 

collaboration helps integrate curriculum” either “between grade levels” or “disciplines/subject areas”.  

Table 6.12 shows item means and standard deviations by types of school. ANOVA revealed six statistically 

significant differences in perspectives of Integrated Curriculum statements. For these items, elementary educators 

generally rated a little higher than junior academies and academies.  
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Table 6.11.   Means, Standard Deviations and Percent ‘Agree and Strongly Agree’ (Integrated Curriculum)  

Item n Mean SD % 

Christian values permeate the school environment 699 5.49 0.835 90.7 

Key ideas from the content areas are linked to each other 699 4.90 0.994 72.1 

Key ideas from the content areas are linked to real world experiences 699 5.01 0.870 76.8 

Instructional units incorporate more than one subject area 699 4.77 1.101 67.0 

Content reading strategies are used in the subject areas 699 4.90 1.040 70.2 

Technology is utilized across subject areas  699 4.72 1.228 64.4 

Teacher-teacher collaboration helps integrate curriculum between grade levels 699 4.27 1.511 53.6 

Teacher-teacher collaboration helps integrate curriculum between disciplines/subject areas  699 4.24 1.488 52.0 

At our schools Students are able to integrate key principles from faith and the content areas 699 4.86 0.981 72.4 

At our schools Teachers are able to integrate key principles from faith and the content areas 699 5.35 0.837 88.5 

At our schools Administrators are able to integrate key principles from faith and the content areas 699 5.22 1.030 84.0 

At our schools Parents are able to integrate key principles from faith and the content areas 699 4.61 1.065 60.2 

*1-Strongly disagree to 6 – Strongly agree 
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Table  6.12   Means
a
 and Standard Deviations by school type (Integrated Curriculum) 

 Elementary Junior Academy Academy 

 (n=240) (n=80) (n=152) 

Item Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Christian values permeate the school environment
b
 5.64 0.670 5.50 0.857 5.40 0.886 

Key ideas from the content areas are linked to each other
b
 5.08 0.890 4.96 0.961 4.74 0.987 

Key ideas from the content areas are linked to real world experiences 5.12 0.830 4.95 0.899 4.96 0.796 

Instructional units incorporate more than one subject area
b
 5.05 1.017 4.78 1.147 4.52 1.029 

Content reading strategies are used in the subject areas
b
 5.20 0.886 5.08 0.965 4.51 1.110 

Technology is utilized across subject areas 4.64 1.270 4.63 1.409 4.86 1.030 

Teacher-teacher collaboration helps integrate curriculum between grade levels 4.35 1.642 4.41 1.490 4.07 1.331 

Teacher-teacher collaboration helps integrate curriculum between  

disciplines/subject areas 

4.33 1.615 4.38 1.479 4.09 1.339 

At our schools Students are able to integrate key principles from faith  

and the content areas 

4.98 0.917 4.76 1.022 4.74 1.058 

At our schools Teachers are able to integrate key principles from faith 

                  and the content areas 

5.47 0.765 5.29 0.930 5.24 0.890 

At our schools Administrators are able to integrate key principles from faith  

and the content areas
b
 

5.37 0.954 5.20 0.999 5.07 1.084 

At our schools Parents are able to integrate key principles from faith  

and the content areas
b
 

4.75 1.001 4.55 1.054 4.41 1.176 

   a
1-Strongly disagree to 6 – Strongly agree 

   b
Statistically significant at p≤ 0.01 
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DISCUSSION OF MAJOR FINDINGS 

In gathering data on the four selected Preferred Practices presented in this chapter, the research team utilized four 

different scales developed from the description of these practices as published in the J2E Report and website. 

Responses to all scales were generally positive, however, we were able to find some subtle differences and confirm 

data from other portions of the survey instrument. For example, means for the Time Utilization and Partnerships 

scales were lower in general than the means for the Climate and Integrated Curriculum scales. This pattern is 

consistent with responses to the general questions about awareness of J2E Preferred Practices reported in Chapter 

5. There educators indicated more advanced understandings and regular use of Climate and Integrated Curriculum 

in comparison to Time Utilization and Partnerships. 

In responding to the items related to Partnerships, academy educators were more likely than elementary or junior 

academy teachers to say universities (Adventist or other) were involved in school improvement initiatives. Also 

academy teachers were more likely to indicate their school leaders sought partnerships to provide student 

opportunities (such as internships, work experience, or financial grants). Elementary and junior academy educators 

were more likely to indicate their school leaders involved various stakeholders (parents, pastors, constituents, and 

teachers) in school improvement initiatives than were academy teachers. Elementary and junior academy 

educators were also more likely to indicate their schools developed partnerships between home, school, and the 

church (see Table 6.2). 

On the Time Utilization scale Academy teachers and administrators rated four items more positively than 

elementary and junior academy educators: “time for planning and evaluation” in the daily schedule, “time to meet 

with teachers,” “time allocated for student involvement in co-curricular activities,” and “use block scheduling.” 

Elementary educators were more likely to say they promote students at “times other than start of year,” there is 

“equitable time involvement in all activities,” and were more “aware of early dismissal.” Some differences were 

found on the Time Utilization scale by sex. The differences in male-female response patterns were almost identical 

to those found for high school-elementary school educators. This is reasonable, as proportionally more males 

teach at the high school level than at the elementary level. 

While responses were quite positive on the Climate and Integrated Curriculum scales, statistical analyses revealed 

that secondary educators’ responses were not quite as positive as those of elementary and junior academy 

teachers.  

CONCLUSIONS 

Many of the differences observed in perceptions of these Preferred Practices can be ascribed to the inherent 

difference between elementary and secondary education. Thus some of the items asked about aspects of 

Partnerships that have traditionally been the domain of secondary schools, while other asked about traditional 

elementary school partnership practices. Similarly, some differences in responses can be attributed to the fact that 

proportionally more men teach in secondary schools than in elementary schools. Thus some of the same statistical 

differences show up between school types and between the sexes. 

Responses to these specific scales give us a more detailed and perhaps more accurate picture of the actual 

implementation of J2E’s Preferred Practices when compared to the general awareness questions reported in 

Chapter 5. Thus, while respondents in Chapter 5 indicated they were more comfortable with and knowledgeable of 

Time Utilization as a Preferred Practice in comparison to Partnerships, these more specific items revealed exactly 
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the opposite. Responses to the Partnerships scale items were in general more positive than responses to items on 

the Time Utilization scale. Thus, when it comes to actual implementation of these two Preferred Practices, it 

appears that more is being done in terms of Partnerships, as described in the J2E document, than is being done 

with Time Utilization options. 

In Profile 2007 the research team was able to construct scales to help estimate the implementation of four 

selected Preferred Practices: Partnerships, Time Utilization, Climate, and Integrated Curriculum. Both the face 

validity and the resultant alpha reliability estimates of the scales attest to their strength. These scales can now be 

used in future Profile studies, union- or conference-specific studies, or in local school self-studies. 
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CHAPTER 7 

Educational Technology as a Preferred Practice 
Giny Lonser, R. Lee Davidson, Wanli Xing, & Larry D. Burton 

Technology is an integral component of education in the 21
st

 century.  Because it offers such myriad options and 

advantages, technology is often harnessed for many uses inside and outside the classroom in support of education.  

Since the Apple Classrooms of Tomorrow project began in 1985, the pressure to incorporate technology in the 

classroom has accelerated (Dunleavy, Dextert, & Heinecket, 2007).  The teacher and the administrator are able to 

augment and streamline many tasks and processes by using technology.  Several studies support the conviction 

that the best use of computers to increase pupil learning is in classrooms (Billings, 2009; Yarnall, Penuel, Ravitz, 

Murray, Means, & Broom, 2003; Fung, Hennessey, & O’Shea, 1998).  The use of technology is contributing to a 

shift to student-centered classrooms posing challenges for teachers accustomed to teacher-centered classrooms 

(Donovan, Hartley, & Strudler, 2007).  In addition to up-to-date virus screening, issues of blocking online 

information with the potential to distract students or hamper educational goals must be resolved. Also 

confidentiality of electronic classroom records must be guarded.  An additional challenge is that classroom 

management issues may be potentially exacerbated (Dunleavy, Dextert, & Heinecket, 2007). 

In view of the advantages posed by technology, availability of technology to educators was again explored in the 

Profile 2007 study.  From looking at the results broadly (see Tables 7.1 through 7.6), access to basic technology is 

fairly good.  In terms of technologies available in the classroom, junior academy teachers appear to have the 

greatest probability of having core technologies available (computers for students and teacher, printers, and 

Internet access).  Elementary teachers and junior academy teachers tend to have more technology available in the 

classroom than do academy teachers.  One notable exception to the perceived pattern of more technology 

availability in elementary and junior academy classrooms was the computer projector, which was more likely to be 

found in academy classrooms than in either elementary or junior academy classrooms.  However, the overhead 

projector was still more common than a computer projector when it came to technology available for sharing 

teacher-prepared materials with students (see Table 7.1). 

Student computers were most likely located in classrooms for elementary and junior academy teachers, while they 

were generally in computer labs in academy settings.  Still large percentages of elementary (42.1%) and junior 

academy (63.8%) teachers indicated their students also had access to computers available in computer labs.  

Student access to the Internet was available to the majority of junior academy teachers in both the classroom and 

in computer labs.  While a large majority of elementary teachers indicated student Internet access was available in 

their classrooms, over 40% indicated Internet access for students in their computer labs as well (see Tables 7.1 and 

7.3). 

Most elementary and junior academy teachers did not indicate teacher offices or personal spaces as 

technologically equipped locations.  However, academy teachers, system administrators, and teacher educators 

were more likely to have offices with at least personal productivity technologies such as personal computers, 

printers, and productivity software, such as E-gradebooks or PowerPoint (See Table 7.2).  Fax machines and copiers 

were more likely to be available in offices of elementary and junior academy teachers than in academy teachers’ 

offices (Table 7.2).  This may be due to the prevalence of these teachers often doubling as principals or the reality 

of many small Adventist schools where the school office is also the teacher’s office.  In these situations  
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Table 7.1 Availability of Educational Technology in the Classroom 

Technology 

Elementary 

N=240  

Jr. Academy 

N=80 

Academy 

N=152 

Teacher 

Educators 

N=31 

Administr 

(in my bldg) 

N=44 

Teacher Computer 208 (86.7) 78 (97.5) 103 (67.8) 20 (64.5) 31 (70.5) 

Teacher Internet 199 (82.9) 74 (92.5) 106 (69.7) 27 (87.1) 30 (68.2) 

Printer 183 (76.3) 64 (80.0) 52 (34.2) 4 (12.9) 31 (70.5) 

Scanner 73 (30.4) 10 (12.5) 22 (14.5) 2   (6.5) 34 (77.3) 

Student Computers 185 (77.1) 67 (83.8) 40 (26.3) 5 (16.1) -- 

Computer projector 58 (24.2) 20 (25.0) 72 (47.4) 26 (83.9) 32 (72.7) 

Student Internet 156 (65.0) 54 (67.5) 50 (32.9) 19 (61.3) -- 

E-whiteboard 18   (7.5) 2   (2.5) 29 (19.1) 11 (35.5) 5 (11.4) 

PDAs 11   (4.6) 2   (2.5) 9   (5.9) 1   (3.2) 13 (29.5) 

Graphic calculators 27 (11.3) 22 (72.5) 42 (27.6) 2   (6.5) 9 (20.5) 

Fax 25 (10.4) 0  (0.0) 3   (2.0) 1   (3.2) 30 (68.2) 

Copier 48 (20.0) 9 (11.3) 8   (5.3) 2   (6.5) 32 (72.7) 

Overhead projector 143 (59.6) 47 (58.8) 70 (46.1) 23 (74.2) 32 (72.7) 

Video camera 14   (5.8) 4    (5.0) 15   (9.9) 2   (6.5) 27 (61.4) 

Digital camera 82 (34.2) 26 (32.5) 21 (13.8) 1   (3.2) 26 (59.1) 

Television 197 (82.1) 64 (80.0) 114 (75.0) 16 (51.6) 32 (25.0) 

Telephone 187 (77.9) 47 (58.8) 63 (41.4) 7 (22.6) 33 (75.0) 

VCR 202 (84.2) 67 (83.8) 116 (76.3) 24 (77.4) 32   (2.3) 

DVD player 182 (75.8) 60 (75.0) 114 (75.0) 24 (77.4) 32   (9.1) 

DVD recorder 47 (19.6) 11 (13.8) 21 (13.8) 9 (29.0) 28 (72.7) 

CD player 214 (89.2) 73 (91.3) 103 (67.8) 21 (67.7) 29 (63.6) 

Cassette player 206 (85.8) 59 (73.8) 51 (33.6) 8 (25.8) 23 (52.3) 

Video editing 15   (6.3) 3   (3.8) 8   (5.3) 2   (6.5) 9   (9.1) 

Tech support 28 (11.7) 5   (6.3) 25 (16.4) 7 (22.6) 35 (79.5) 

AV aids 141 (58.8) 46 (57.5) 73 (48.0) 15 (48.4) 30 (68.2) 

PowerPoint 162 (67.5) 67 (83.8) 98 (64.5) 19 (61.3) 30 (68.2) 

Chat rooms 53 (22.1) 16 (20.0) 21 (13.8) 5 (16.1) 19 (43.2) 

Blogs 39 (16.3) 17 (21.3) 18 (11.8) 6 (19.4) 18 (40.9) 

Newsletter software 84 (35.0) 26 (32.5) 32 (21.1) 12   (6.5) 25 (56.8) 

E-gradebook 132 (55.0) 57 (71.3) 84 (55.3) 5 (16.1) 16 (36.4) 

Email 185 (77.1) 66 (82.5) 98 (64.5) 10 (32.3) 31 (70.5) 
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Table 7.2 Availability of Educational Technology in My Office 

Technology Elementary Jr. Academy Academy 
Teacher 

Educators 
Administr 

 N=240 N=80 N=152 N=31 N=44 

Teacher Computer 55 (22.9) 22 (27.5) 108 (71.1) 28 (90.3) 40 (90.9) 

Teacher Internet 49 (22.4) 21 (26.3) 108 (71.1) 28 (90.3) 40 (90.9) 

Printer 50 (20.8) 23 (28.8) 89 (58.6) 21 (67.7) 37 (84.1) 

Scanner 17   (7.1) 12 (15.0) 27 (17.8) 12 (38.7) 14 (31.8) 

Student Computers 5   (2.1) 0   (0.0) 4   (2.6) 2 (6.5)    -- 

Computer projector 7   (2.9) 4   (5.0) 2   (1.3) 2(6.5) 21 (41.7) 

Student Internet 7   (2.9) 5   (6.3) 8   (5.3) 6 (19.4) -- 

E-whiteboard 1   (0.4) 0   (0.0) 1   (0.7) 1 (3.2) 2   (4.5) 

PDAs 3   (1.3) 5   (6.3) 8   (5.3) 7 (22.6) 18 (40.9) 

Graphic calculators 2   (0.8) 2   (2.5) 11   (7.2) 6 (19.4) 3   (6.8) 

Fax 67 (27.9) 27 (33.8) 15   (9.9) 11 (35.5) 22 (50.0) 

Copier 57 (23.8) 24 (30.0) 14   (9.2) 12 (38.7) 22 (50.0) 

Overhead projector 7   (2.9) 0   (0.0) 5   (3.3) 2 (6.5) 11 (25.0) 

Video camera 11   (4.6) 8 (10.0) 4   (2.6) 10 (32.3) 9 (20.5) 

Digital camera 24 (10.0) 12 (15.0) 12   (7.9) 9 (29.0) 19 (43.2) 

Television 5   (2.1) 3   (3.8) 11   (7.2) 10 (32.3) 11 (25.0) 

Telephone 67 (27.9) 24 (30.0) 99 (65.1) 27 (87.1) 40 (90.9) 

VCR 5   (2.1) 3   (3.8) 17 (11.2) 10 (32.3) 15 (34.1) 

DVD player 6   (2.5) 5   (6.3) 20 (13.2) 9 (29.0) 30 (68.2) 

DVD recorder 3   (1.3) 6   (7.5) 21 (13.8) 6 (19.4) 15 (34.1) 

CD player 12   (5.0) 4   (5.0) 42 (27.6) 13 (41.9) 29 (65.9) 

Cassette player 14   (5.8) 3   (3.8) 15   (9.9) 9 (29.0) 11 (25.0) 

Video editing 4   (1.7) 4   (5.0) 6   (3.9) 5 (16.1) 9 (20.5) 

Tech support 12   (5.0) 7   (8.8) 20 (13.2) 5 (16.1) 18 (40.9) 

AV aids 15   (6.3) 6   (7.5) 14   (9.2) 10 (32.3) 20 (45.5) 

PowerPoint 32 (13.3) 19 (23.8) 73 (48.0) 25 (80.6) 38 (86.4) 

Chat rooms 16   (6.7) 5   (6.3) 23 (15.1) 10 (32.3) 26 (59.1) 

Blogs 13   (5.4) 4   (5.0) 24 (15.8) 10 (32.3) 22 (50.0) 

Newsletter software 23   (9.6) 13 (16.3) 30 (19.7) 12 (38.7) 23 (52.3) 

E-gradebook 34 (14.2) 17 (21.3) 97 (63.8) 25 (80.6) 20 (45.5) 

Email 56 (23.3) 18 (22.5) 100 (65.8) 28 (90.3) 39 (88.6) 
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Table 7.3 Availability of Educational Technology in a Computer Lab 

Technology Elementary Jr. Academy Academy 
Teacher 

Educators 

 N=240 N=80 N=152 N=31 

Teacher Computer 72 (30.0) 36 (45.0) 86 (56.6) 23 (74.2) 

Teacher Internet 70 (29.2) 36 (45.0) 86 (56.6) 23 (74.2) 

Printer 66 (27.5) 38 (47.5) 89 (58.6) 23 (74.2) 

Scanner 42 (17.5) 15 (18.8) 65 (42.8) 14 (45.2) 

Student Computers 101 (42.1) 51 (63.8) 128 (84.2) 26 (83.9) 

Computer projector 28 (11.7) 13 (16.3) 39 (25.7) 12 (38.7) 

Student Internet 103 (42.9) 52 (65.0) 127 (83.6) 25 (80.6) 

E-whiteboard 5   (2.1) 0   (0.0) 8   (5.3) 8 (25.8) 

PDAs 3   (1.3) 0   (0.0) 2   (1.3) 1   (3.2) 

Graphic calculators 1   (0.4) 2   (2.5) 11   (7.2) 3   (9.7) 

Fax 5   (2.1) 0   (0.0) 5   (3.3) 2   (6.5) 

Copier 10   (4.2) 3   (3.8) 7   (4.6) 6 (19.4) 

Overhead projector 3   (1.3) 2   (2.5) 7   (4.6) 7 (22.6) 

Video camera 3   (1.3) 0   (0.0) 9   (5.9) 5 (16.1) 

Digital camera 4   (1.7) 1   (1.3) 6   (3.9) 4 (12.9) 

Television 16   (6.7) 3   (3.8) 6   (3.9) 5 (16.1) 

Telephone 19   (7.9) 6   (7.5) 17 (11.2) 10 (32.3) 

VCR 13   (5.4) 1   (1.3) 6   (3.9) 8 (25.8) 

DVD player 11   (4.6) 4   (5.0) 11   (7.2) 9 (29.0) 

DVD recorder 10   (4.2) 3   (3.8) 13   (8.6) 7 (22.6) 

CD player 10   (4.2) 4   (5.0) 15   (9.9) 10 (32.3) 

Cassette player 4   (1.7) 0   (0.0) 3   (2.0) 3   (9.7) 

Video editing 12    (5.0) 7   (8.8) 31 (20.4) 8 (25.8) 

Tech support 23   (9.6) 2   (2.5) 39 (25.7) 8 (25.8) 

AV aids 17   (7.1) 5   (6.3) 14   (9.2) 8 (25.8) 

PowerPoint 60 (25.0) 29 (36.3) 64 (42.1) 18 (58.1) 

Chat rooms 17   (7.1) 9 (11.3) 14   (9.2) 7 (22.6) 

Blogs 17   (7.1) 6   (7.5) 19 (12.5) 4 (12.9) 

Newsletter software 30 (12.5) 7   (8.8) 22 (14.5) 5 (16.1) 

E-gradebook 17   (7.1) 13 (16.3) 37 (24.3) 7 (22.6) 

Email 46 (19.2) 20 (25.0) 67 (44.1) 18 (58.1) 
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Table 7.4 Availability of Educational Technology on a Cart for Checkout 

Technology Elementary Jr. Academy Academy 
Teacher 

Educators 

Administr 

(Travelling) 

 N=240 N=80 N=152 N=31 N=44 

Teacher Computer 2   (0.8) 2   (2.5) 6   (3.9) 13 (41.9) 30 (68.2) 

Teacher Internet 0   (0.0) 2   (2.5) 5   (3.3) 7 (22.6) 25 (56.8) 

Printer 0   (0.0) 0   (0.0) 2   (1.3) 2   (6.5) 14 (31.8) 

Scanner 0   (0.0) 1   (1.3) 0   (0.0) 1   (3.2) 2   (4.5) 

Student Computers 2   (0.8) 1   (1.3) 5   (3.3) 4 (12.9) -- 

Computer projector 21   (8.8) 19 (23.8) 43 (28.3) 12 (38.7) 15 (34.1) 

Student Internet 2   (0.8) 2   (2.5) 4   (2.6) 2   (6.5) -- 

E-whiteboard 0   (0.0) 1   (1.3) 0   (0.0) 0   (0.0) 0   (0.0) 

PDAs 0   (0.0) 0   (0.0) 0   (0.0) 0   (0.0) 11 (25.0) 

Graphic calculators 1   (0.4) 1   (1.3) 3   (2.0) 0   (0.0) 2   (4.5) 

Fax 0   (0.0) 0   (0.0) 0   (0.0) 0   (0.0) 5 (11.4) 

Copier 0   (0.0) 0   (0.0) 0   (0.0) 0   (0.0) 4   (9.1) 

Overhead projector 15   (6.3) 15 (18.8) 28 (18.4) 7 (22.6) 3   (6.8) 

Video camera 4   (1.7) 8 (10.0) 11   (7.2) 4 (12.9) 5 (11.4) 

Digital camera 11   (4.6) 11 (13.8) 8   (5.3) 4 (12.9) 18 (40.9) 

Television 25 (10.4) 15 (18.8) 22 (14.5) 5 (16.1) 10 (22.7) 

Telephone 1   (0.4) 0   (0.0) 1   (0.7) 0   (0.0) 31 (70.5) 

VCR 27 (11.3) 14 (17.5) 19 (12.5) 11 (35.5) 4   (9.1) 

DVD player 17   (7.1) 15 (18.8) 18 (11.8) 7 (22.6) 17 (38.6) 

DVD recorder 3   (1.3) 3   (3.8) 3   (2.0) 2   (6.5) 8 (18.2) 

CD player 4   (1.7) 6   (7.5) 7   (4.6) 5 (16.1) 18 (40.9) 

Cassette player 4   (1.7) 4   (5.0) 6   (3.9) 4 (12.9) 8 (18.2) 

Video editing 0   (0.0) 1   (1.3) 3   (2.0) 0   (0.0) 0   (0.0) 

Tech support 2   (0.8) 1   (1.3) 5  (3.3) 0   (0.0) 12 (27.3) 

AV aids 5   (2.1) 6   (7.5) 11   (7.2) 4 (12.9) 6 (13.6) 

PowerPoint 3   (1.3) 4   (5.0) 4   (2.6) 6 (19.4) 23 (52.3) 

Chat rooms 0   (0.0) 1   (1.3) 1   (0.7) 0   (0.0) 12 (27.3) 

Blogs 0   (0.0) 1   (1.3) 0   (0.0) 0   (0.0) 12 (27.3) 

Newsletter software 0   (0.0) 0   (0.0) 0   (0.0) 0   (0.0) 7 (15.9) 

E-gradebook 0   (0.0) 0   (0.0) 1   (0.7) 0   (0.0) 9 (20.5) 

Email 3   (1.3) 3   (3.8) 2   (1.3) 2   (6.5) 24 (54.5) 
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Table 7.5 Availability of Educational Technology in Another Location 

Technology Elementary Jr. Academy Academy 
Teacher 

Educators 

Administr 

(at home) 

 N=80 N=152 N=31 N=44 N=240 

Teacher Computer 14   (5.8) 3   (3.8) 26 (17.1) 8 (25.8) 35 (79.5) 

Teacher Internet 20   (8.3) 6   (7.5) 30 (19.7) 6 (19.4) 34 (77.3) 

Printer 48 (20.0) 16 (20.0) 44 (28.9) 12 (38.7) 31 (70.5) 

Scanner 54 (22.5) 25 (31.3) 44 (28.9) 12 (38.7) 14   (4.5) 

Student Computers 16   (6.7) 7   (8.8) 36 (23.7) 9 (29.0) -- 

Computer projector 46 (19.2) 19 (23.8) 44 (28.9) 8 (25.8) 3 (6.8) 

Student Internet 11   (4.6) 6   (7.5) 45 (29.6) 13 (41.9) -- 

E-whiteboard 12   (5.0) 2   (2.5) 24 (15.8) 6 (19.4) 0   (0.0) 

PDAs 6   (2.5) 2   (2.5) 7    (4.6) 2 (6.5) 13 (29.5) 

Graphic calculators 17   (7.1) 8 (10.0) 34 (22.4) 5 (16.1) 3   (6.8) 

Fax 125 (52.1) 52 (65.0) 134 (88.2) 20 (64.5) 13 (29.5) 

Copier 145 (60.4) 56 (70.0) 134 (88.2) 19 (61.3) 17 (38.6) 

Overhead projector 63 (26.3) 24 (30.0) 62 (40.8) 6 (19.4) 1   (2.3) 

Video camera 53 (22.1) 15 (18.8) 73 (48.0) 13 (41.9) 7 (15.9) 

Digital camera 77 (32.1) 26 (32.5) 81 (53.3) 14 (45.2) 28 (63.6) 

Television 29 (12.1) 14 (17.5) 35 (23.0) 10 (32.3) 31 (70.5) 

Telephone 52 (21.7) 30 (37.5) 50 (32.9) 11 (35.5) 33 (75.0) 

VCR 25 (10.4) 11 (13.8) 36 (23.7) 14 (45.2) 28 (63.6) 

DVD player 34 (14.2) 16 (20.0) 41 (27.0) 13 (41.9) 29 (65.9) 

DVD recorder 22   (9.2) 12 (15.0) 37 (24.3) 9 (29.0) 14 (31.8) 

CD player 21   (8.8) 8 (10.0) 35 (23.0) 9 (29.0) 29 (65.9) 

Cassette player 22   (9.2) 11 (13.8) 44 (28.9) 12 (38.7) 24 (54.5) 

Video editing 15   (6.3) 9 (11.3) 49 (32.2) 10 (32.3) 4   (9.1) 

Tech support 119 (49.6) 37 (46.3) 76 (50.0) 20 (64.5) 10 (22.7) 

AV aids 51 (21.3) 24 (30.0) 59 (38.8) 11 (35.5) 6 (13.6) 

PowerPoint 29 (12.1) 7   (8.8) 42 (27.6) 9 (29.0) 31  (70.5) 

Chat rooms 11   (4.6) 4   (5.0) 21 (13.8) 11 (35.5) 15 (34.1) 

Blogs 10   (4.2) 4   (5.0) 17 (11.2) 9 (29.0) 16 (36.4) 

Newsletter software 33 (13.8) 7   (8.8) 37 (24.3) 10 (32.3) 11 (25.0) 

E-gradebook 29 (12.1) 12 (15.0) 27 (17.8) 4 (12.9) 10 (22.7) 

Email 27 (11.3) 14 (17.5) 39 (25.7) 10 (32.3) 30 (68.2) 
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Table 7.6 Educational Technology Not Available to Me 

Technology Elementary Jr. Academy Academy 
Teacher 

Educators 
Administr 

 N=240 N=80 N=152 N=31 N=44 

Teacher Computer 7   (2.9) 0   (0.0) 1   (0.7) 0   (0.0) 0   (0.0) 

Teacher Internet 11   (4.6) 0   (0.0) 1   (0.7) 0   (0.0) 0   (0.0) 

Printer 4   (1.7) 0   (0.0) 2   (1.3) 0   (0.0) 0   (0.0) 

Scanner 75 (31.3) 25 (31.3) 27 (17.8) 0   (0.0) 2   (4.5) 

Student Computers 3   (1.3) 0   (0.0) 7   (4.6) 0   (0.0) -- 

Computer projector 103 (42.9) 18 (22.5) 11 (7.2) 0   (0.0) 1   (2.3) 

Student Internet 19   (7.9) 4   (5.0) 5   (3.3) 0   (0.0) -- 

E-whiteboard 206 (85.8) 75 (93.8) 99 (65.1) 7 (22.6) 36 (81.8) 

PDAs 219 (91.3) 73 (91.3) 127 (83.6) 19 (61.3) 19 (43.2) 

Graphic calculators 193 (80.4) 48 (60.0) 74 (48.7) 16 (51.6) 30 (68.2) 

Fax 25 (10.4) 3   (3.8) 3   (2.0) 0   (0.0) 0   (0.0) 

Copier 1   (0.4) 0   (0.0) 3   (2.0) 0   (0.0) 0   (0.0) 

Overhead projector 23   (9.6) 3   (3.8) 9   (5.9) 1   (3.2) 5 (11.4) 

Video camera 158 (65.8) 47 (58.8) 51 (33.6) 2   (6.5) 11 (25.0) 

Digital camera 59 (24.6) 11 (13.8) 34 (22.4) 1   (3.2) 3   (6.8) 

Television 7   (2.9) 2   (2.5) 6   (3.9) 2   (6.5) 0   (0.0) 

Telephone 2   (0.8) 1   (1.3) 2   (1.3) 0   (0.0) 1   (2.3) 

VCR 3   (1.3) 0   (0.0) 2   (1.3) 0   (0.0) 0   (0.0) 

DVD player 19   (7.9) 1   (1.3) 4   (2.6) 0   (0.0) 0   (0.0) 

DVD recorder 159 (66.3) 52 (65.0) 67 (44.1) 6 (19.4) 8 (18.2) 

CD player 12   (5.0) 3   (3.8) 10   (6.6) 0   (0.0) 1   (2.3) 

Cassette player 15   (6.3) 10 (12.5) 46 (30.3) 1   (3.2) 4   (9.1) 

Video editing 199 (82.9) 58 (72.5) 67 (44.1) 7 (22.6) 13 (29.5) 

Tech support 83 (34.6) 32 (40.0) 23 (15.1) 3   (9.7) 5 (11.4) 

AV aids 52 (21.7) 11 (13.8) 25 (16.4) 5 (16.1) 6 (13.6) 

PowerPoint 35 (14.6) 5   (6.3) 9   (5.9) 0   (0.0) 0   (0.0) 

Chat rooms 161 (67.1) 51 (63.8) 92 (60.5) 6 (19.4) 12 (27.3) 

Blogs 176 (73.3) 55 (68.8) 95 (62.5) 8 (25.8) 14 (31.8) 

Newsletter software 106 (44.2) 40 (50.0) 58 (38.2) 9 (29.0) 8 (18.2) 

E-gradebook 62 (25.8) 8 (10.0) 6   (3.9) 1   (3.2) 16 (36.4) 

Email 15   (6.3) 1   (1.3) 1   (0.7) 0   (0.0) 1   (2.3) 
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teacher/principals and small school teachers need these additional pieces of technology housed in their ‘personal’ 

office space. 

Computer labs were mostly well equipped with resources.  Academy labs were best equipped from the perspective 

of academy teachers who listed computers and Internet available in lab settings for 84% of their students.  Junior 

academy teachers reported 64% of their students had computer lab access, while elementary teachers reported 

42% of their students also had access to a similar center for electronic resources.  Although elementary teachers 

reported higher availability of TVs and VCRs in their computer labs, availability of other electronic devices varied 

along similar lines with academies usually being the best supplied (see Table 7.3).  Obviously the trend at the 

academy level leaned toward the computer lab, a separate room, which was not as available in elementary and 

junior academy school settings. 

Check-out carts appeared to be used most commonly as multi-media centers.  The most common technologies 

found on these carts were computer projectors, overhead projectors, televisions, VCRs, and DVD players (see Table 

7.4).  The use of check-out carts was more prevalent in junior and senior academies than in elementary schools.  

Still only about one-fourth of teachers indicated their schools had such carts available. 

Teachers reported they had access to many technologies in other locations.  The most common technological tools 

teachers had available in another location were copiers and facsimile machines (see Table 7.5).  Availability of 

technology in locations other than the classroom, the office, and a check-out cart was more common for academy 

teachers than for either elementary or junior academy teachers. 

We also asked educators to identify technologies to which they did not have access.  The single technology most 

likely to be identified as unavailable was the PDA.  Electronic whiteboards were identified as unavailable by more 

than 90% of junior academy teachers and more than 85% of elementary teachers.  While more available in 

academies, electronic whiteboards were not available to 65% of those respondents either.  Although the NAD has 

formally adopted, distributed, and trained teachers in the use of a specific electronic grade book, one-fourth of 

elementary teachers said they did not have access to such software (see Table 7.6). 

Another cluster of technologies related to digital imaging and videography were also generally unavailable to large 

numbers of Adventist teachers.  These technologies included video cameras, digital cameras, DVD recorders, and 

video editing software.  This availability pattern was seen with some other technologies which were less available 

at the elementary level and more readily available at the academy level (see Table 7.6). 

Educators estimated their personal usage of technology in terms of hours spent each week on the computer.  It 

appeared that this group of respondents either had embraced the computer as a productivity tool or had been 

‘tricked’ into reliance on it.  The most common response from all groups of respondents was “More than 10” hours 

of computer work per week.  The next largest number of respondents in each group was “5-10” hours.  More than 

70% of all respondents in each group reported using the computer five or more hours per week (see Table 7.7). 

We asked educators to indicate how often they used each listed technology for instruction (teachers), 

administration (superintendents), or communication (other).  The technologies used by more than 85% of all 

respondents included the following: teacher computer, teacher’s Internet, printer, copier, email, and telephone.  

Email was used slightly more than the telephone by this group of respondents.  The Internet for students was used 

at least once a week by approximately 60-70% of K-12 educators (see Table 7.8). 
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Table 7.7 Personal Use of Computer Each Week, in Hours 

Hours Elementary Jr. Academy Academy 
Teacher 

Educators 
Administr 

Less than 1 8   (3.3) 1   (1.3) 1   (0.7) 0   (0.0) 0     (0.0) 

1-3 20   (8.3) 5   (6.3) 4   (2.6) 0   (0.0) 0     (0.0) 

3-5 32 (13.3) 12 (15.0) 12   (7.9) 1   (3.4) 0     (0.0) 

5-10 86 (35.8) 24 (30.0) 33 (21.7) 5 (17.2) 0     (0.0) 

More than 10 92 (38.3) 37 (46.3) 102 (67.1) 23 (79.3) 33 (100.0) 

Computer 

unavailable 
2   (0.8) 1   (1.3) 0   (0.0) 0   (0.0) 0     (0.0) 

 

 

When asked how they regularly used their computers, more than 90% of K-12 and teachers educators indicated 

regular use of computers for accessing the Internet, doing email, and word processing.  Over 50% of responding 

teachers reported regular use for classroom administration.  Other tasks eliciting responses from more than 20% 

of respondents included PowerPoint and drill & practice (Table 7.9). 

Teachers and teacher educators were also asked which subject areas were foci of technology integration.  Of the 

subject areas rating regular usage, language arts and extracurricular subjects topped the list.  Reported regular 

usage in the various subjects ranged between one-quarter to one-half of respondents.  One-third of educators 

reported regular usage of technology in language arts (Table 7.10). 

The use of computer technology for administrative tasks was reported at fairly high levels.  Seventy percent of 

junior academy and academy teachers reported using computers for scheduling, as do 60% of teacher educators 

and 40% of elementary teachers.  Less than a third of conference-level administrators reported using computers 

for scheduling.  Over 90% of all K-12 educators indicated they used word processing and email to help them with 

administrative tasks.  Presentations were the item least used by K-12 educators for administrative purposes (see 

Table 7.11). 

One item on the survey asked educators to share how they viewed their supervisors’ expectations for use of 

technology in Adventist schools (see Table 7.12).  Elementary and academy educators, the largest group of 

respondents in this study, felt that expectations exceeded follow-through actions.  They believed that supervisors 

and school boards had expectations for them to integrate computer technology into their classroom activities but 

that supervisors in general did not check to see if this integration happened.  They also felt that school boards 

expected them to use computers in their teaching but didn’t always adequately fund technology purchases (see 

Table 7.12). 

The first pattern, supervisors expecting computer use but not checking for it, was true also for the responses of 

junior academy teachers and teacher educators.  The second pattern, however, was not true for junior academy 

teachers or teacher educators.  Almost the same percentages of these groups said that not only did their school 

boards expect computer use in class (68.8% and 79.3%), but they also provided adequate funding for technology 

needs (66.3% and 75.8%).  The “fly in the ointment” in this group of responses may be that while elementary and 

junior academy teachers felt they were expected to use computers in the classroom, less than half of them had 

access to technical support when troubles arose (see Table 7.12). 
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Table 7.8 Regular Use of Educational Technology for Instruction/Administration or Communication 

Technology Elementary Jr. Academy Academy 
Teacher 

Educators 
Administr 

Teacher Computer 229 (95.4) 78  (97.6) 147 (96.7) 29 (100.0) 41 (100.0) 

Teacher Internet 222 (92.5) 78   (97.6) 149 (98.0) 29 (100.0) 40   (97.6) 

Printer 228 (95.0) 79   (98.8) 149 (98.1) 29 (100.0) 41 (100.0) 

Scanner 39 (16.2) 11   (13.8) 37 (24.3) 8   (27.6) 9   (21.9) 

Student Computers 216 (90.1) 68   (85.1) 92 (60.5) 13   (44.8) -- 

Computer projector 66 (27.6) 25   (31.3) 74 (48.6) 18   (62.0) 7   (17.1) 

Student Internet 164 (68.3) 60   (65.0) 90 (59.2) 19   (65.5) -- 

E-whiteboard 18   (7.6) 2     (2.6) 21 (13.8) 8   (27.5) 1     (2.4) 

PDAs 14   (5.9) 6     (7.4) 15   (9.8) 7   (24.1) 14   (34.1) 

Graphic calculators 20   (8.4) 14   (17.5) 28 (18.4) 4   (13.7) 0     (0.0) 

Fax 70 (29.2) 28   (35.0) 38 (25.0) 10   (34.5) 30   (73.2) 

Copier 237 (98.8) 80 (100.0) 143 (94.1) 29 (100.0) 39   (95.1) 

Overhead projector 82 (34.2) 32   (40.1) 41 (27.0) 17   (58.6) 4     (9.8) 

Video camera 11   (4.6) 5     (6.3) 22 (14.5) 9   (35.0) 1     (2.4) 

Digital camera 88 (36.7) 43   (53.8) 42 (27.6) 11   (37.9) 15   (36.6) 

Television 107 (44.6) 36   (45.1) 56 (36.9) 10   (34.4) 18   (44.0) 

Telephone 214 (89.1) 73   (91.3) 131 (86.2) 24   (82.8) 39   (95.1) 

VCR 118 (49.2) 42   (52.5) 59 (38.8) 15   (51.7) 5   (12.2) 

DVD player 108 (45.0) 40   (50.0) 59 (38.8) 15   (51.7) 18   (43.9) 

DVD recorder 17   (7.1) 4     (5.0) 18 (11.8) 7   (24.1) 5   (12.2) 

CD player 165 (68.8) 45   (56.3) 51 (33.5) 12   (41.3) 20   (48.8) 

Cassette player 112 (46.7) 21   (26.3) 28 (18.4) 2     (6.8) 4     (9.7) 

Video editing 10   (4.2) 1      1.3) 15   (9.8) 4   (13.8) 0     (0.0) 

Tech support 37 (15.4) 10   (12.5) 32 (21.1) 9   (31.0) 17   (41.4) 

AV aids 126 (52.5) 40   (50.1) 81 (53.3) 22   (75.9) 13   (31.7) 

PowerPoint 54 (22.5) 17   (21.3) 72 (47.3) 19   (65.5) 17   (41.5) 

Chat rooms 10   (4.2) 2     (2.6) 6   (3.9) 7   (24.1) 1     (2.4) 

Blogs 5   (2.1) 3     (3.8) 5   (3.3) 1     (3.4) 2     (4.9) 

Class/school web 59 (24.6) 27   (33.8) 58 (38.2) 13   (44.8) 14   (34.1) 

Newsletter software 141 (58.7) 45   (56.3) 46 (30.3) 3   (10.3) 10   (24.4) 

E-gradebook 126 (52.5) 54   (67.6) 132 (86.8) 18   (62.1) 6   (14.6) 

Email 208 (86.7) 72   (90.0) 147 (96.7) 29 (100.0) 41 (100.0) 

 

Note: Data represent the respondents who say they use this technology “once a week” or “daily”.  
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Table 7.9 Regular Use of Computer for Specific Tasks 

Technology Elementary Jr. Academy Academy 
Teacher 

Educators 
Administr 

PowerPoint 61 (40.2) 13 (16.3) 61 (40.2) 20   (68.9) -- 

Internet 146 (96.0) 76 (95.1) 146 (96.0) 29 (100.0) -- 

Email 146 (96.0) 72 (90.0) 146 (96.0) 29 (100.0) -- 

Word processing 145 (95.4) 77 (96.3) 145 (95.4) 28   (96.5) 0   (0.0) 

Tele/Web-conference 4   (2.6) 
 

2   (2.6) 4   (2.6) 6   (20.7) 4 (10.0) 

Dev online lessons 26 (17.1) 11 (13.8) 26 (17.1) 9   (31.0) 0   (0.0) 

Video editing 6   (3.9) 1   (1.3) 6   (3.9) 4   (13.8) -- 

Simulations 17 (11.2) 2   (2.6) 17 (11.2) 3   (10.3) -- 

Drill & Practice 33 (21.7) 33 (41.3) 33 (21.7) 3   (10.3) -- 

Remediation 22 (14.5) 20 (25.1) 22 (14.5) 4   (13.7) -- 

Classroom 

administration 
86 (56.6) 41 (51.3) 86 (56.6) 14   (48.2) -- 

Drawing or art 

software 

19 (12.5) 16 (20.0) 19 (12.5) 4   (13.7) 1   (2.5) 

Note: Data represent the respondents who say they use this technology at “once a week” or daily”. 

 

 

 

 

Table 7.10 Regular Use of Computer Technology in Specific Subject Areas 

Subjects Elementary Jr. Academy Academy 
Teacher 

Educators 

Religion/Bible 60 (26.3) 18 (24.0) 30 (25.0) 2   (9.5) 

Mathematics 86 (37.7) 33 (44.0) 29 (24.1) 6 (28.5) 

Science 103 (45.2) 32 (42.6) 33 (27.5) 5 (23.8) 

Language Arts 119 (52.2) 38 (50.6) 37 (30.8) 7 (33.4) 

Social Studies 106 (46.4) 32 (42.7) 41 (34.1) 5 (23.8) 

Extracurricular 118 (51.7) 34 (45.4) 65 (54.2) 1   (4.8) 

Note: Data represent the respondents who say they use this technology “once a week” or “daily”.
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Table 7.11 Regular Use of Computer Technology for Administrative Tasks 

Item Elementary Jr. Academy Academy 
Teacher 

Educators 
Administr 

Scheduling 44 (40.0) 21 (70.0) 21   (70.0) 6   (60.0) 11 (27.5) 

Word processing 97 (90.6) 29 (96.6) 30 (100.0) 9 (100.0) / 

Email 100 (96.1) 29 (96.7) 30 (100.0) 9 (100.0) / 

Presentations 33 (29.7) 15 (50.0) 12   (38.8) 7   (70.0)  / 

 

Note: Data represent the respondents who say they use technology for this task at “once a week” or “daily”. 

 

 

Table 7.12 Perceptions of Technology Use Expectations 

Item Elementary Jr. Academy Academy 
Teacher 

Educators 

Supervisor 

encourages me to 

use computers 

181 (75.4) 69 (86.3) 116 (76.3) 20 (69.0) 

Supervisor checks to 

see how I use 

computers in class 

62 (25.8) 26 (32.5) 37 (24.3) 5 (17.2) 

The Board 

encourages computer 

use at school 

192 (80.1) 55 (68.8) 100 (65.8)  23 (79.3) 

The Board provides 

funds for technology 

needs 

145 (60.4) 53 (66.3) 88 (57.9) 22 (75.8) 

Help is available 

when I have trouble 

with technology 

110 (45.8) 37 (46.3) 104 (68.4) 23 (79.3) 

Note: Data represent the respondents who selected “agree” or “strongly agree” for each item. 

 

DISCUSSION OF MAJOR FINDINGS 

As in Profile 2004, the most ubiquitous technology seemed to be the copier machine.  It is hard to imagine how a 

school would function without it.  But with the blurring of lines between various technologies, it may be that the 

1% that said they don’t have a copier used a computer printer or a multipurpose printer/scanner instead.  The 

overhead projector was still in the lead compared to computer projectors when it came to sharing teacher-

prepared materials with students. 
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Digital camera and video cameras, which are merging into a single device, had lower availability than was 

desirable.  It seems that working with these digital cameras could give teachers a real motivation boost in using 

technology with students.  Seventy-one percent of teachers reported never using video cameras for instructional 

use and almost 30% not using a digital camera.  The cost of each of these items has fallen so low that there is little 

excuse not to try one.  Either one of these tools in the hands of students can be used in project-based education 

and in producing promotional materials for the school. 

It appears that the DVD player is about to catch up with the VCR in Adventist classrooms.  Since standalone VCRs 

are no longer made, it is expected the DVD will be the main media in the near future.  The VCR will still need to be 

around for a few more years to play the tapes that are already owned, although teachers need to be careful not to 

use outdated video tapes. 

The use of E-gradebook software was lower than expected since the North American Division was moving towards 

requiring schools to use a specific gradebook/registrar software online at the time of the Profile 2007 study.  The 

problem seemed to be the greatest at the elementary level where just over one-fourth of teachers reported the 

software was not available.  Elementary teachers were also less likely to use grading software on a regular basis 

when compared to junior academy and academy teachers (see Table 7.6 and 7.9). 

It appeared that most computers with Internet access were used.  Work needed to be done to help network the 

computers of the few (3%) teachers which were not connected to the Internet.  Similarly, schools should consider 

connecting the student computers to the Internet in the few cases where a school had no connection for student 

use.  While technology use is not an absolute necessity for a good education, in this age an education that does not 

teach students to use technology is considered deficient and students will be at a disadvantage as they move 

higher in their education.  For example, at the university level there are students who have an acceptable 

knowledge base when it comes to technology use but have never learned how to type.  This puts them at a severe 

disadvantage when it comes to completing assignments.  This situation needs to be remedied. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Conclusions are similar to those of the Profile 2004 Study in terms of usage patterns among all groups included in 

the study. While some school boards and conferences may be more affluent and eager to supply the necessary 

financial support than others, apparently the general overall picture is that schools and teachers are being supplied 

with more technological tools and equipment. More students and teachers are able to access technology and use 

it in their classrooms to enhance learning and promote engagement in appropriate instructional activities. 
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CHAPTER 8 

Perceptions & Use of NAD Curriculum Resources  

Robert Egbert & Larry D. Burton 

This chapter presents Adventist educators’ perceptions of the curriculum resources developed and distributed 

under the auspices of the North American Division Curriculum Committee and the NAD Office of Education. The 

chapter is divided into sections that answer questions about the efficacy of these materials to help students meet 

the system’s goals for them, the availability of these materials, teachers’ use of the materials, teachers’ 

perceptions of the quality of the materials, and teachers’ perceptions of how well the materials support the 

Adventist philosophy of education. Comparisons of perceptions between K-12 teachers, administrators, and 

teacher educators are presented as well. The Web-based resources produced by the NAD are presented in Chapter 

8, while this chapter focuses on print materials provided for schools and educators. 

CURRICULUM GOALS 

To determine whether or not Adventist educators felt that the curriculum materials developed by the NAD were 

helping to meet the educational system’s goals in four learning domains, the following questions were asked of 

each group: To what extent do NAD curriculum materials help meet the spiritual goals for our students?  To what 

extent do NAD curriculum materials help meet the Cognitive goals for our students?  To what extent do NAD 

curriculum materials help meet the Physical goals for our students?  And to what extent do NAD curriculum 

materials help meet the Social goals for our students? 

K-12 educators’ perceptions of the NAD material’s helping students meet spiritual and cognitive goals were 

generally more positive than those for physical or social goals of Adventist education. The means for the Spiritual 

Domain were the highest of all four areas. Over 60% of respondents indicated the NAD-developed curriculum 

materials were either “quite helpful” or “very helpful” in helping Adventist students meet the system’s spiritual 

goals for learners (see Table 8.1). Almost as many respondents (58.1%) selected these same responses in terms of 

 

Table 8.1 Means
a
, Standard Deviations and Percent “Helpful”  

(To what extent do NAD curriculum materials help meet the following goals for our student) 

Resource n Mean SD % Helpful
b
 

Spiritual Goals 574 3.76 0.943 63.5 

Cognitive Goals 572 3.65 0.930 58.1 

Physical Goals 564 3.35 1.008 43.8 

Social Goals 562 3.36 0.988 43.6 

 
a
1=”Not helpful at all” to 5= “Very helpful” 

b 
% Helpful = those who selected the top two levels of response: “Quite helpful” or “Very helpful”  
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the cognitive goals Adventist education has for its students. However, fewer than half of Adventist K-12 educators 

indicated that NAD materials were helpful in meeting student goals in the Physical or Social Domains. Some 

differences were also noted between the responses of K-12 educators based on the type of school they worked in.  

Elementary teachers were more likely than academy teachers to perceive that NAD developed materials were 

helpful in the Spiritual and Cognitive Domains (see Table 8.2). 

AVAILABILITY OF NAD CURRICULUM MATERIALS 

To determine whether or not NAD-prepared curriculum materials were available to teachers in the schools, we 

asked the teachers who taught each subject area to indicate if they had a copy of the curricular materials 

developed for their area.  A large majority of teachers, more than 75% in most cases, had a copy of the NAD-

prepared curriculum guides. Responses ranged from a low of 64.7 % for the K-8 Health Curriculum Guide to a high 

of 83.1% for the K-8 Social Studies Curriculum Guide.  With the exception of the K-8 Health Curriculum Guide, much 

fewer than 10% of teachers indicated they did not have a copy of any particular curriculum guide.  Another 

percentage of respondents indicated they were not sure if they had a copy of the curriculum guide for their subject 

area (see Table 8.3).  

Just over 60% of multi-grade teachers indicated they had a copy of the Small School Survival Manual, Revised 

Edition (see Table 8.3). Fewer than 40% of these teachers had the other two multigrade-specific resources. It 

appears there may have been a problem in dissemination of these Small Schools materials, as the number of 

teachers who have copies and those who do not have copies are about the same.  

In the early dissemination (2007) of the Pathway Reading Program, more than 90% of pilot teachers who 

responded indicated they had copies of the program materials (see Table 8.3). However, according to teacher self-

report even some of the pilot teachers had not received all the program materials by the end of the spring 

semester for implementing the program.  The grade 5-8 Bible textbooks, which were all released at the time of 

Profile 2007, were in just over 80% of the classrooms of survey respondents. Almost 16% of respondents indicated 

 

Table 8.2 Means
a
 and Standard Deviations by School Type  

(To what extent do NAD curriculum materials help meet the following goals for our student) 

Item 

Elementary 

(n=230) 

Mean 

SD Jr Academy 

(n=79) 

Mean 

SD Academy 

(n=144) 

Mean 

SD 

Spiritual Goals
b
 3.93 0.886 3.76 0.977 3.55 0.958 

Cognitive Goals
b
 3.82 0.898 3.68 0.981 3.49 0.968 

Physical Goals 3.41 1.037 3.34 1.046 3.28 0.994 

Social Goals 3.48 0.990 3.36 1.032 3.24 0.995 

a
1=”Not helpful at all” to 5= “Very helpful” 

b
Statistically significant a p≤0.05. Means in bold are Higher, means in italics are lower. 
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Table 8.3 Availability of NAD Curriculum Materials 

 Do Not Have 

n (%) 

Not Sure 

n (%) 

Have 

n (%) 

Curriculum Guides 

K-8 Health Curriculum Guide 17 (10.2) 42 (25.1) 108 (64.7) 

K-8 Reading Curriculum Guide 22 (6.9) 56 (17.5) 242 (75.6) 

K-8 Social Studies Curriculum Guide 12 (3.9) 40 (13.0) 255 (83.1) 

K-12 Mathematics Curriculum Guide 7 (2.0) 54 (15.2) 295 (82.9) 

K-12 Physical Education Curriculum Guide 10 (4.2) 34 (14.4) 192 (81.4) 

Small Schools Materials 

Small School Survival Manual, Revised Edition 40 (22.0) 27 (14.8) 115 (63.2) 

Multigrade Language Arts Manual 65 (36.5) 42 (23.6) 71 (39.9) 

Harcourt Math Small Schools Correlation 67 (36.8) 45 (24.7) 70 (38.5) 

Textbooks/Teaching Unit    

Pathways Reading, Grades 1 & 2 2 (3.4) 2 (3.4) 55 (93.2) 

Bible Textbooks, Grades 5-8 30 (15.9) 5 (2.6) 154 (81.5) 

Integrated Units 78 (29.0) 131 (48.7) 60 (22.3) 

 

they taught grades5-8 Bible classes but didn’t have copies of the new textbooks. As a Level One1 material, one 

would expect the Bible textbooks to be in virtually every Adventist 5-8 grade classroom.  Data on the Integrated 

Units indicates, as it did in 2004, that these resources have never really been disseminated widely to teachers 

across the division.  

USE OF NAD CURRICULUM MATERIALS 

Elementary and secondary teachers were asked about their use of NAD-produced curriculum guides and Small 

Schools materials in long term planning.  Their response options included, “never”, “at least once a year”, “at least 

once every three months”, and “at least once a month”. With most curriculum guides, a response of “at least once 

a year” would be an adequate response, with any higher levels of use being more ideal. In describing their use of 

                                                                 

1 
Level One materials are those that are formally adopted for use in all Adventist schools. Level One materials 

include curriculum guides, core textbooks (such as Bible and reading), and the new Small Schools Survival Guide. 
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materials designed for use in daily instruction of subjects (textbooks and units), teachers responded to the prompt 

“I use [this program] for daily instruction” by selecting a response along a continuum from “Strongly disagree” to 

“Strongly agree.”   

For the curriculum guides, small school materials, and instructional programs included in Profile 2007, we found a 

range of use between 20.7% and 80.8% of respondents (see Table 8.4 and Table 8.5). The lowest levels of use were 

for one optional instructional program (Integrated Units) and two Small Schools packages. The K-8 Social Studies 

Curriculum Guide appeared to be the most-used new curriculum guide, with more than 80% of respondents 

indicating they used it least once a year or more. The Pathways Reading Program for grades 1 & 2 was used at 

virtually the same rate, however this response was from the relatively small group of pilot program teachers in 

2007. The next Profile study will be able to gather data from across all grade 1-4 teachers to see how the  

 

Table 8.4 Means, Standard Deviations and Percent “At least yearly” or More  

(I use this resource for long term planning)
 

Resource n Mean SD % Who Use 

Curriculum Guides     

K-8 Health Curriculum Guide 155 1.79 0.712 64.5 

K-8 Reading Curriculum Guide 298 1.89 0.781 69.1 

K-8 Social Studies Curriculum Guide 297 2.06 0.753 80.8 

K-12 Mathematics Curriculum Guide 360 2.90 1.1351 70.6 

K-12 Physical Education Curriculum Guide 229 1.87 0.720 70.3 

Small Schools Materials     

Small School Survival Manual, Revised Edition 142 1.94 0.832 67.6 

Multigrade Language Arts Manual 160 1.68 0.907 44.4 

Harcourt Math Small Schools Correlation 161 1.48 0.822 31.7 

A
1=Never to 4= At least once a month 

% Who Use = those who indicated any level of use: yearly, quarterly, or monthly  

 

 Table 8.5 Means, Standard Deviations and Percent “Agree”  

(I use this program for daily instruction)) 

Resource n Mean SD % Agree 

Textbooks/Teaching Unit     

Pathways Reading, Grades 1 & 2 57 5.18 1.120 80.7 

Bible Textbooks, Grades 5-8 189 4.86 1.705 76.2 

Integrated Units 193 2.65 1.823 20.7 

A
1=Strongly disagree to 6= Strongly agree 

% Agree = those who responded “Strongly Agree” or “Moderately Agree” 
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implementation of Pathways is proceeding three years later.  In general, more than two-thirds of the respondents 

used all recently released Level One materials. 

QUALITY OF NAD CURRICULUM MATERIALS 

Two measures were collected in Profile 2004 that were designed to assess the quality of NAD-produced curriculum 

materials.  A third was added to Profile 2007.  Respondents were asked to rate curriculum materials regarding their 

usability (ease of use), their ability to help teachers do a better job in the classroom, and their ability to support 

best practices in the academic discipline.   

The highest rated curriculum material in terms of ease of use was the new grade 5-8 Bible textbooks, with almost 

three-fourths of users indicating agreement with its ease of use. More than half of respondents felt the K-8 Social 

Studies Curriculum Guide, the Small Schools Survival Guide, and the Pathways Reading Program were easy to use 

(see Table 8.6). The lowest rated materials included the Integrated Units, the Harcourt Math Small Schools 

Correlation, and the Multigrade Language Arts Manual with less than one-third of users viewing them as easy-to-

use. 

 

Table 8.6 Means, Standard Deviations and Percent “Agree”  

(This resource is easy to use) 

Resource n Mean SD % Agree 

Curriculum Guides     

K-8 Health Curriculum Guide 155 4.11 1.209 39.4 

K-8 Reading Curriculum Guide 297 4.02 1.451 43.1 

K-8 Social Studies Curriculum Guide 297 4.33 1.256 53.2 

K-12 Mathematics Curriculum Guide 360 4.10 1.363 46.7 

K-12 Physical Education Curriculum Guide 228 4.13 1.294 44.7 

Small Schools Materials     

Small School Survival Manual, Revised Edition 142 4.42 1.375 59.7 

Multigrade Language Arts Manual 160 3.61 1.550 31.3 

Harcourt Math Small Schools Correlation 158 3.35 1.640 27.2 

Textbooks/Teaching Unit     

Pathways Reading, Grades 1 & 2 57 4.46 1.415 59.7 

Bible Textbooks, Grades 5-8 189 4.82 1.444 72.5 

Integrated Units 193 3.08 1.745 23.8 

A
1=Strongly disagree to 6= Strongly agree 

% Agree = those who responded “Strongly Agree” or “Moderately Agree” 
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The second measure of curriculum quality in Profile 2007 asked teachers to indicate their level of agreement with 

the statement “This resource helps me do a better job in my classroom.” The two recently released “textbook” 

programs in grades 5-8 Bible and grades 1-2 reading achieved the highest level of agreement and the highest 

number of “agree” responses from K-12 teachers (see Table 8.7).  The only other resource to exceed 50% of the 

responses in the “agree” categories was the Small School Survival Manual.  The remaining resources received 

“soft” to relatively “soft” ratings ranging from 23.9% for the Integrated Units to 44.1% for the K-8 Social Studies 

Curriculum Guide. 

The third and final item used to assess curriculum quality asked educators how well the resource represented best 

practices in teaching the subject area in question.  For the textbooks, this question was asked for both teacher 

materials and student materials. Two curriculum guides, K-8 Health and K-8 Social Studies, received the two 

highest mean scores and the largest number of “agree” responses (see Table 8.8). However, less than 50% of 

respondents perceived any guide represented best practices. The Small School Survival Manual, Revised Edition 

received affirmation from more than 50% of respondents that it represented best practices. 

 

Table 8.7 Means, Standard Deviations and Percent “Strongly Agree” 

(This resource helps me do a better job)  

Resource n Mean SD % Agree 

Curriculum Guides     

K-8 Health Curriculum Guide 155 3.94 1.383 40.6 

K-8 Reading Curriculum Guide 297 3.82 1.532 38.7 

K-8 Social Studies Curriculum Guide 297 4.10 1.338 44.1 

K-12 Mathematics Curriculum Guide 360 3.70 1.448 31.4 

K-12 Physical Education Curriculum Guide 228 3.79 1.308 30.7 

Small Schools Materials     

Small School Survival Manual, Revised Edition 142 4.20 1.559 53.5 

Multigrade Language Arts Manual 160 3.47 1.598 30.6 

Harcourt Math Small Schools Correlation 158 3.22 1.675 27.9 

Textbooks/Teaching Unit     

Pathways Reading, Grades 1 & 2 57 4.81 1.342 63.2 

Bible Textbooks, Grades 5-8 189 4.41 1.653 60.9 

Integrated Units 193 3.01 1.782 23.9 

 
A
1=Strongly disagree to 6= Strongly agree 

% Agree = those who responded “Strongly Agree” or “Moderately Agree” 
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Table 8.8 Means, Standard Deviations and Percent “Strongly Agree”  

(This resource represents best practices)  

Resource n Mean SD % Agree 

Curriculum Guides     

K-8 Health Curriculum Guide 155 4.26 1.233 48.4 

K-8 Reading Curriculum Guide 297 3.92 1.434 38.1 

K-8 Social Studies Curriculum Guide 297 4.19 1.243 46.1 

K-12 Mathematics Curriculum Guide 360 3.87 1.326 32.8 

K-12 Physical Education Curriculum Guide 228 3.95 1.279 33.3 

Small Schools Materials     

Small School Survival Manual, Revised Edition 142 4.24 1.463 52.8 

Multigrade Language Arts Manual 160 3.51 1.517 26.9 

Harcourt Math Small Schools Correlation 158 3.34 1.607 27.9 

Textbooks/Teaching Unit – Teacher Materials     

Pathways Reading, Grades 1 & 2 57 4.95 1.141 71.9 

Bible Textbooks, Grades 5-8 189 4.12 1.597 49.2 

Integrated Units 193 3.16 1.710 24.4 

Textbooks/Teaching Unit – Student Materials     

Pathways Reading, Grades 1 & 2 57 4.68 1.298 64.9 

Bible Textbooks, Grades 5-8 189 4.04 1.620 47.7 

Integrated Units 193 3.14 1.716 22.8 

 
A
1=Strongly disagree to 6= Strongly agree 

% Agree = those who responded “Strongly Agree” or “Moderately Agree” 

 

Of the two newly released textbook programs, the teacher materials for Pathways Reading for grades 1 and 2 

received the highest mean of any item on the list, while the student materials for Pathways were the second 

highest rated material in terms of supporting best practices (see Table 8.8). Just fewer than 50% of the 

respondents felt the new Bible teacher materials represented best practice, with slightly less viewing the student 

materials as representing best practices.  

DISTINCTIVELY ADVENTIST CURRICULUM 

Two survey questions on Profile 2007 sought to obtain teachers’ perceptions of the distinctiveness of Adventist-

produced curriculum in terms of its fit for the church’s educational system. The first item asked educators if the 

curriculum resource was “an essential tool for Adventist education.” Two items, Pathways Reading, Grades 1 & 2 

and Bible Textbooks, Grades 5-8, received agreement ratings above 60% (see Table 8.9). The next highest rating, 

52.1%, was for the Small School Survival Manual, Revised Edition.   No curriculum guides had more than 50% of 
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respondents agree with their descriptions as “essential tools.”  However three K-8 curriculum guides, Social 

Studies, Health, and Reading, had mean scores just at or above 4.00. 

Table 8.10 presents the results for teachers’ responses to the item that asked if the curriculum material “clearly 

supports the Seventh-day Adventist philosophy of education.” As it did in 2004, this item resulted in some of the 

highest ratings for these curriculum materials. The two textbook series continued to be at the top of the ratings, 

with more than 80% of respondents indicating their belief that these books supported the Adventist philosophy of 

education. The Small Schools Survival Manual, Revised Edition, was again the third highest rated material.  No 

curriculum guide had fewer than 50% of respondents agree to their support of Adventist educational philosophy. 

However, the two Small Schools resources and the Integrated Units received much lower levels of agreement. 

 

Table 8.9 Means, Standard Deviations and Percent “Strongly Agree”  

(This resource is essential for Adventist education)  

Resource n Mean SD % Agree 

Curriculum Guides     

K-8 Health Curriculum Guide 155 4.10 1.387 43.9 

K-8 Reading Curriculum Guide 297 3.97 1.482 40.1 

K-8 Social Studies Curriculum Guide 297 4.13 1.353 44.4 

K-12 Mathematics Curriculum Guide 360 3.70 1.448 37.2 

K-12 Physical Education Curriculum Guide 228 3.83 1.412 32.9 

Small Schools Materials     

Small School Survival Manual, Revised Edition 142 4.21 1.543 52.1 

Multigrade Language Arts Manual 160 3.49 1.550 29.4 

Harcourt Math Small Schools Correlation 158 3.30 1.631 27.3 

Textbooks/Teaching Unit     

Pathways Reading, Grades 1 & 2 57 4.72 1.264 64.9 

Bible Textbooks, Grades 5-8 189 4.47 1.566 60.3 

Integrated Units 193 3.08 1.751 22.8 

A
1=Strongly disagree to 6= Strongly agree 

% Agree = those who responded “Strongly Agree” or “Moderately Agree” 
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Table 8.10 Means, Standard Deviations and Percent “Strongly Agree”  

(This resource supports the philosophy of Adventist education)  

Resource n Mean SD % Agree 

Curriculum Guides     

K-8 Health Curriculum Guide 155 4.68 1.227 60.6 

K-8 Reading Curriculum Guide 297 4.49 1.328 54.2 

K-8 Social Studies Curriculum Guide 297 4.69 1.144 62.0 

K-12 Mathematics Curriculum Guide 360 4.40 1.321 54.5 

K-12 Physical Education Curriculum Guide 228 4.40 1.275 53.0 

Small Schools Materials     

Small School Survival Manual, Revised Edition 142 4.73 1.332 68.3 

Multigrade Language Arts Manual 160 3.86 1.631 40.7 

Harcourt Math Small Schools Correlation 158 3.49 1.607 31.0 

Textbooks/Teaching Unit     

Pathways Reading, Grades 1 & 2 57 5.37 0.858 82.5 

Bible Textbooks, Grades 5-8 189 5.15 1.267 81.0 

Integrated Units 193 3.47 1.814 33.7 

A
1=Strongly disagree to 6= Strongly agree 

% Agree = those who responded “Strongly Agree” or “Moderately Agree” 

 

 

DIFFERENCES IN PERCEPTIONS 

Some differences in perceptions of educators were found between various groups.  This section will discuss 

differences found between K-12 teachers on the basis of sex, job type, and ethnicity. Differences for sex were 

calculated with t-tests while differences between other groups were determined through Analysis of Variance 

(ANOVA).  Three statistically significant differences in perceptions were found between female and male teachers; 

eight differences were found between elementary, junior academy, and academy teachers; and three differences 

were found on the basis of ethnicity. 

Male teachers were more likely than female teachers to agree that the K-8 Health Curriculum Guide supports the 

Seventh-day Adventist philosophy of education (see Table 8.11). For the Integrated Units, female teachers were 

more likely to indicate the units were easy to use and that they were essential for Adventist education. However, 

note that all means for these two items for Integrated Units are below 4.00 (Agree slightly more than disagree) on 

the response scale. Thus both sexes are fairly negative in their responses to these items about the Integrated 

Units, although males are more negative than females. 

Eight differences were found in teachers’ perceptions of curriculum materials based on school type. Six of these 

differences were for the Integrated Units. A group of 20 teachers who were classified as “academy” based on their  
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Table 8.11 Means
a
 and Standard Deviations by Sex (Curriculum items) 

 
 Female 

 

  Male 

 

 

Item 

n 

 

Mean SD n Mean SD 

K-8 Health Curriculum Guide 

Supports Adventist 

philosophy of 

education
b
 

122 4.57 1.233 22 5.27 0.827 

Integrated Units 

Easy to use
b
 124 3.27 1.741 53 2.68 1.718 

Essential for Adventist 

education
b
 

124 3.25 1.770 53 2.68 1.696 

a
1=”Strongly disagree” to 6= “Strongly agree” 

b
Statistically significant a p≤0.05.  

 

self-report of grades taught, also indicated they taught reading in the elementary grades (K-8). This group of 

academy teachers had higher opinions of the K-8 Reading Curriculum Guide than junior academy teachers in two 

areas: represents best practices and supports Adventist philosophy of education (see Table 8.12). 

Elementary teachers were more positive in their rating of most items for the Integrated Units than were junior 

academy teachers (see Table 8.12). The six items rated higher by elementary teachers when compared to junior 

academy teachers included: use of program for daily instruction, program is essential for Adventist education, 

helps me do a better job, teacher materials represent best practices, student materials represent best practices, 

and supports Adventist philosophy of education. Academy teachers also rated the units higher than did junior 

academy teachers for the item: “This resource is essential for Adventist education.” While these differences in 

perceptions do exist between teachers on the basis of school type, all teacher perceptions of these units appear to 

be very weak. Thus the practicality of these differential perceptions is very limited. 

Three differences were found based on ethnicity. However, the number of respondents in each of the ethnic 

subgroups was below ten. Thus we have decided not to present these results, as they are of questionable 

usefulness.  
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Table 8.12 Means
a
 and Standard Deviations by School Type (Curriculum items) 

Item 

Elementary 

(n=189) 

Mean 

SD Jr Academy 

(n=51) 

Mean 

SD Academy 

(n=20) 

Mean 

SD 

Reading Curriculum Guide 

Represents best practice 4.04 1.381 3.55 1.540 4.36 1.255 

Supports Adventist philosophy 4.59 1.245 4.22 1.527 4.95 0.899 

Item 

Elementary 

(n=105) 

Mean 

SD Jr Academy 

(n=43) 

Mean 

SD Academy 

(n=19) 

Mean 

SD 

Integrated Units 

Use program for daily instruction 2.98 1.951 1.88 1.258 2.74 1.910 

Essential for Adventist education 3.47 1.787 2.19 1.296 3.16 1.893 

Helps me do a better job 3.36 1.830 2.21 1.390 3.11 1.853 

Teacher materials = best practice 3.45 1.732 2.49 1.518 3.05 1.840 

Student materials = best practice 3.47 1.760 2.42 1.435 3.05 1.840 

Supports Adventist philosophy 3.81 1.814 2.70 1.611 3.11 1.853 

a
1=”Strongly disagree” to 6= “Strongly agree” 

b
Statistically significant a p≤0.05.    Higher means bold,  lower means. 

 

DISCUSSION OF MAJOR FINDINGS 

More Availability and More Use Than 1987 

While the items and scales used to assess teachers’ awareness and use of Adventist curriculum materials in Profile 

’87, ’89 and 2007 were not identical, it is evident that the officially prepared and adopted materials are more 

widely disseminated and used now than two decades ago. This can be traced to several specific practices 

developed by the NADCC over this time period. For example, in the 1980s each Union Conference established their 

own textbook lists and developed supplemental materials for the teachers within their territorial boundaries. As a 

result, excellent new materials may have been developed in the Pacific Union but teachers in the Southwestern 

Union may have never heard of it. However, as the 1980s ended the NADCC began to seek ways to work more 

collaboratively across Union boundaries. This has resulted in the distribution of labor across the education force 

and resulted in more professional curriculum products. The resources of the brightest minds in the system have 

been available for engagement in critical curriculum development projects via cross-union collaborative 

committees. NAD-wide textbook lists and adoptions have enabled the denomination to not only create more 

coherence in the system but also save money at the same time. Collaboration at the NADCC-level has also helped 

to forge a leadership community in Adventist K-12 education that shares a common vision, core principles, and 

language. This lends to more coherent professional development efforts across administrative boundaries and has 

helped bring about this major shift in use of curriculum guides, textbooks, and other materials. 
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A second reason for the increasing use of curriculum guides and other materials is the use of data-based decision-

making techniques for shaping the curriculum guide – both process and product. Through data mined in the Profile 

studies, the NADCC members have been apprised of teachers concerns, complaints, and suggestions for curriculum 

guides and other curriculum materials. The NADCC and the summer committees they sponsored and facilitated to 

develop new curriculum guides heeded the voice of the teachers and produced guides that began to be more 

usable and comprehendible to the classroom teachers.  

It is likely that on-going professional development sessions and pre-service/in-service classes at Adventist 

universities also helped shape this trend over the past twenty years. As the results of the Profile studies have been 

published regularly in the Journal of Adventist Education, their influence has extended beyond their immediate 

purpose of informing and guiding the NADCC in its decision making.  

Of course, wider dissemination and more use of materials is a good trend. However, we must also note that 

materials availability and use is not systemic yet. Our best use rates for the general Adventist teacher population is 

just above 80%. That leaves more than 15% who are still not using the materials thoughtfully developed to help 

shape and constrain the system to an Adventist identity. 

Patterns of Quality Perceptions 

Some patterns of quality perceptions were evident in Profile 2007. One curriculum guide, K-8 Social Studies, 

consistently had higher ratings than the other curriculum guides. While these differences weren’t particularly 

“significant”, it is interesting that this guide was the top rated guide in every measure. We may have some lessons 

to learn from this guide. Was the committee that formed it unusual in some way that resulted in these higher 

ratings? Is the format of the document drastically different from other guides produced by the denomination? Or 

is this just the newest guide? Whatever the reasons, this guide bears looking at as an example. 

The two new textbook programs in schools in 2007, grades 5-8 Bible and the Pathways Reading Program for 

grades 1 & 2, both received fairly high ratings. In looking at their ratings we discover that a high usability rating as 

defined in this study, “easy to use,” is not particularly an indication of a high rating for “represents best practices.” 

The Bible textbooks were identified as easier to use than the new reading program. However, the new reading 

program was indicated as being more representative of best practices than the Bible program. Obviously, we need 

to seek a balance between usability and best practices. But we don’t have to be afraid of emphasizing best 

practices, as long as we provide adequate support for implementation. 

Adventist Distinctiveness 

Adventists have emphasized a thoughtful approach to implementing their educational system, often placing much 

emphasis on the need to understand the philosophical underpinnings of educational practices and policies. As a 

church, our members, teachers, pastors and students have come to hold certain expectations of the system. 

Several items allow us to catch a glimpse of how teachers feel we are doing in maintaining a distinctly Adventist 

school system. They think we do a better job at producing materials that promote the spiritual or cognitive goals 

for students in our system than they do the social or physical goals for students. There tends to be solid agreement 

by the majority of teachers that the core curriculum materials produced by NAD for the system uphold the 

Adventist philosophy of education. They are less likely to describe a curriculum product as “essential” for Adventist 

education. This is likely because the only thing truly “essential” for Adventist education is a clear understanding of 

the principles that undergird the system and how to implement them. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

The situation of curriculum dissemination, usage, and quality in Adventist schools is now on much more positive 

ground than it was at the beginning of the Profile studies in 1987.  One effect of this process is that teachers seem 

now to expect more from the NADCC and the Adventist system in general than they did previously. While each 

generation of curriculum guide has been improved and made more compact and usable, teachers still want further 

improvements in the structure and composition of the guides. While new textbook series are well received, within 

10 years these ratings begin to slip and teachers expect an updated series to work with. Part of this is the influence 

of the commercial textbook market and practices in public and other private school systems aimed at keeping 

textbooks current and contemporary. This cry for continuous updating of textbooks is not likely to go away. The 

critical need now is for innovative thinkers in Adventist education to explore and propose creative options for 

materials production and updating that will be more cost effective and therefore possible. It is possible that 

emerging technologies will provide some potential solutions to this conundrum. 
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CHAPTER 9 

Perceptions of NAD-Sponsored Websites  
Glynis Bradfield 

The Profile 2007 surveys for elementary and secondary teachers, teacher educators and conference 

superintendents included six items that evaluated the quality of services provided by NAD educational websites 

circle.adventist.org (CIRCLE), www.journeytoexcellence.org (J2E), nadeducation.org (NADed), and nadtdec.org 

(TDEC).  In North America, curriculum resources, teaching and learning tools, professional development articles 

and presentations, and administrative handbooks, manuals, policies and templates are increasingly distributed 

electronically,  Exploring the extent to which these resource management services are actually being used add 

perspective to responses about educational technology and utilization of curriculum tools provided NAD teachers. 

In the first question in this section, educators indicated how often they used the CIRCLE, J2E, NADed, and TDEC 

websites.  Quality of service was surveyed through three statements regarding clarity of intended audience, 

resource/information organization, and usefulness of resources found at each website. Suggestions for improving 

each websites’ services for the educator in their current position were requested next.  Lastly, two questions 

gathered data regarding the use of CIRCLE’s resource finding tools, and the types of resources accessed through 

CIRCLE.   Responses to survey items regarding these four NAD education websites will be shared in this section. 

TO WHAT EXTENT ARE NAD’S EDUCATION WEBSITES USED? 

Responses to the question, “How often do you use this NAD education website?” varied between groups¸ as Figure 

9.1 illustrates.   The most common response for K-12 teachers was never.  Nearly three quarters (72.7%) of the 627 

elementary and secondary teachers who completed the survey never use TDEC; 45.5% never use J2E, 41.3% never 

use CIRCLE, and 30.8% never use NADed. Teacher suggestions for improvement verify these results, and add 

insights into why this is so (see Suggestions for Improving NAD Websites). 

Comparing the extent to which websites were actually used by specific groups is of interest.   Elementary (grades 

1-8), junior academy (grades 1-10) and academy (grades 9-12) teachers reported using all four websites less than 

teacher educators,  conference education administrators (education superintendents and their associates) and 

non-instructional staff.  Consistently one-third of elementary (33.3% of 240), junior academy (33.8% of 80) and 

academy teachers (34.2% of 152) reported using NADed regularly.  CIRCLE is used regularly by 25% of elementary, 

25% of junior academy, and 21.1% of academy educators.  Less than one in five K-12 teachers use J2E’s website 

regularly, and less than one in 10 use TDEC, as shown in Figure 9.1. By contrast, the non-instructional staff 

members who participated all (100%) use NADed regularly; 83.3% use J2E regularly; 66.7% use CIRCLE regularly, 

and half (50%) use TDEC regularly (see Figure 9.1). With only six responses, these results may not be 

representative.  Further, this group may include both office staff who are called upon to download and print out 

materials by teachers, and technical support staff whose role could include reviewing and using these websites 

more frequently than teachers.  Efforts to promote educational websites and alert teachers to new additions may 

better be directed to this group, who can partner in promoting products and services busy teachers may not have 

time to discover otherwise. 

Teacher educators report using CIRCLE (50%, N=26) more than NADed (42.3%), J2E (38.5%) or TDEC (19.2%).   Fifty-

eight percent (57.5%, N=24) of teacher educators access Adventist journal articles at least once a year or month,  
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Figure 9.1 

 

 

compared to 40.2% (n=554) of K-12 teachers or 47.2% (N=36) of conference superintendents, which likely accounts 

for this preference.  Thirty-two education superintendents report using NADed (93.8%) more often than they 

report regularly using J2E (59.4%) , CIRCLE (40.6%), or TDEC (18.8%). 

WEBSITE FUNCTIONALITY: INTENDED AUDIENCE, INFORMATION ORGANIZATION, 

AND FINDING RESOURCES 

Knowing how often educators use NAD educational websites is a basic indicator of whether they are finding 

resources worth coming back for more.  However, on the journey to excellence, knowing how easy it is for 

teachers to access resources using the navigation tools on websites is an important next step.  So Profile 2007 

included three items to explore educator perceptions of website functionality for all four websites.    

Figure 9.2 provides an overview of responses to the statement “This website conveys a clear sense of its intended 

audience, Adventist educators.”  Most education superintendents (N=37) moderately or strongly agreed that the 

intended audience was clear for NADed (97.3%), CIRCLE (89.2%), and J2E (81.1%); but only 54% agreed that TDEC’s 

intended audience was clear.  Similarly, most teacher educators moderately or strongly agreed that the intended 

audience was clear for J2E (90.9%, N=22), CIRCLE (87%, N=23), NADed (85.7%, N=21), and to a lesser extent, TDEC 

(63.2%, N=19). 
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Figure 9.2 

 

 

Less than two thirds of elementary and secondary teachers moderately or strongly agreed that the intended 

audience was clear for CIRCLE (62.1%, N=532), J2E (63.2%, N=519) and less than half (47.1%, N=465) were sure 

about TDEC’s intended audience.  But 70.4% (530) agreed moderately or strongly that NADed’s intended audience 

was clear.   First impressions are key to how likely educators are to return to the website, so Figure 9.2 shows all 

who moderately or strongly agreed with the statement,   educators who never use these education websites to 

those who use them daily.  Perceptions may differ between regular website users and non-users, a detail not 

explored in this report. 

Responses to the statement, “The organization of information on this website makes sense to me,” differed by 

group, as shown in Figure 9.3.  Education superintendents (N=36) moderately or strongly agreed that the 

organization of information made sense on NADed (94.4%), J2E (88.9%) and CIRCLE (83.4%); but only half (55.5%) 

were sure about information organization on TDEC.  Teacher educators moderately or strongly agreed with the 

information organization on CIRCLE (78.3%, N=23), J2E (77.3%, N=22), NADed (68.2%, N=22) and TDEC (66.7%, 

N=18).   Around half of K-12 teachers moderately or strongly agreed that the information organization made sense 

to them on NADed (63.8%, N=509), J2E (57.7%, N=495), CIRCLE (54.3%, N=509), and TDEC (42.8%, N=439). 

Figure 9.4 share responses to the statement, “I usually find resources that are useful to my work as an Adventist 

educator when I visit this website.”   The majority of thirty-six conference superintendents or associate 

superintendents who participated in Profile 2007 moderately or strongly agreed that they find useful resources at 

NADed (94.4%), CIRCLE (80.5%), and J2E (72.2%); but only 36.1% found useful resources on TDEC.  Slightly fewer 

teacher educators moderately or strongly agreed that they find useful resources at CIRCLE (78.3%, N=23), J2E 

(73.9%, N=23), NADed  (71.4%, N=21), and TDEC (68.5%, N=19).  Half (51%, N=506) of K-12 teachers moderately or 

strongly agree that they find useful resources at NADed.  Less than half moderately or strongly agree that they  
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Figure 9.3 
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find useful resources at CIRCLE (46.7%, N=504), J2E (42.7%, N=492), or TDEC (31%, N=432).   Educators who 

responded to this question included both non-users (30-70%, ranging by website) and users.   

WHICH CIRCLE NAVIGATION TOOLS ARE REGULARLY USED? 

Information management is a dynamic process, dependent on regular feedback from users.  Providing access to 

resources for the diverse range of Adventist educators globally and at every level calls for a wide range of website 

navigation tools.  The Profile 2007 included one question to determine how frequently the CIRCLE’s browse, search 

and advanced search, filters, keywords, category tree and helps functions or services were used.  Response options 

included: never, at least once a year, at least once a month, at least once a week, and almost daily.   

Only the responses of educators who used CIRCLE regularly (i.e. those who responded at least once a month, at 

least once a week, or almost daily to the question regarding frequency of website use) were considered in 

answering this research question.  Figure 9.5 shows the percentage of responses from educators who reported 

using CIRCLE tools at least once a month, at least once a week, or almost daily (see Figure 9.1).  The most 

commonly used navigation tool was browsing, regularly used by 68.4% of 174 teachers, teacher educators and 

education superintendents who completed this question.  Two thirds (66.7%, N=174) of CIRCLE users use the 

search function regularly, but only 38.2% (N=170) use the advanced search tools regularly.  Over half (54.1%, 

N=170) use the CIRCLE helps pages; 52% (N=171) use the category tree or map regularly; and just under half 

(49.4%, N=174) access keywords regularly.  A mere quarter (24.6%, N=171) use the filters regularly to limit 

resource lists to their particular interest or level. 

 

Figure 9.5 
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WHAT TYPES OF RESOURCES ARE REGULARLY ACCESSED THROUGH CIRCLE?  

The last question, “How often do you access the following resources through CIRCLE?” explored both the type and 

frequency of resource access.  The list included NAD curriculum guides; NAD continuing education options for 

recertification; NAD administrative documents e.g. forms, policies; Adventist journal articles; Adventist lesson, unit 

or course plans; links to quality websites that support Adventist education; and information about Adventist 

curriculum in other unions or division. Response options included never, at least once a year, at least once a month, 

at least once a week, and almost daily.  This was followed by space to add any other resource types regularly 

accessed, not included in the list.  All website questions were identical for the three NAD educator groups, except 

this question, where an additional response option ‘not applicable’ was available to conference superintendents.  

This report focuses on the responses of educators who used CIRCLE regularly i.e. those who responded at least 

once a month, at least once a week, or almost daily to the question regarding frequency of website use.  Figure 9.6 

shows the percentage of these respondents who access the listed resources through CIRCLE at least once a month, 

at least once a week, or almost daily.  Adventist journal articles are accessed most frequently by 45.9% (N=172) of 

teachers, teacher educators and conference superintendents who actually use CIRCLE regularly.  A similar 45.3% 

(N=170) of educators access quality online resources regularly; 43% (N=172) access lesson, unit or course plans 

through CIRCLE regularly; 33.1% (N=172) access administrative documents regularly; 29.1% (N=172) access NAD 

curriculum guides regularly; 26.9% (N=171) regularly access Adventist curriculum from unions or divisions other 

than their own; and 20.3% (N=172) access NAD continuing education options for recertification regularly through 

CIRCLE.   

 

Figure 9.6 
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 SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVING NAD’S EDUCATION WEBSITES  

Qualitative data was gained through a question asked of teachers, teacher educators and administrators: “From 

the perspective of your current position, what suggestions do you have for improving each of the following web 

services to you?"  Responses were insightful, and more than expected, with 171 responses regarding CIRCLE, 122 

regarding J2E, 127 regarding NADed, and 139 regarding TDEC.  Comments were organized by emerging themes 

which were cross-checked by two team members independently.  Results are summarized in Tables 9.1-9.4 

The most common responses for all four websites were ‘none’ or ‘no idea’.  Notably, there was no place to indicate 

‘no suggestions’, so some dutifully filled in ‘none’ simply to move on to the next survey question.  As 41%-73% of 

627 K-12 teachers had never used the four sites listed i.e. CIRCLE (41.3%), J2E (45.5%), NADed (30.8%), and TDEC 

(72.7%), ‘none’ responses were grouped with ‘no idea’ responses, as both seemed to be indications of non-use.  

Forty-five (35.43%, N=127) educators entering a comment about NADed, indicated they were unfamiliar with this 

service.  For CIRCLE, 78 (45.61%, N=171) comments indicated non-use; for J2E, 56 (45.9%, N=122) indicated non-

use.  Seventy-five percent (106, N=139) indicated they had never heard of or had no suggestions for improving 

TDEC. 

 

Table 9.1 Suggestions for Improving the circle.adventist.org Website 

Suggestion N=171 Percent 

1. no idea, don't use, never heard of,  no time to even look 78   

2. difficult to find resources, change navigation, organize better, streamline for usability 32 34.41 

3. add more integrated units, add more resources, employ staff to extend/update materials 23 24.73 

4. promote better, email – remind us, advertize in Adventist journals (Review, JAE, etc) 15 16.13 

5. no improvements recommended, keeps getting better, great work, excellent network 17 18.28 

6. add more Canadian content, area for people who teach the same curriculum 3 3.23 

7. place NAD curriculum guides in their own section 2 2.15 

8. feel emphasizes quantity over quality 1 1.08 

 

Table 9.2 Suggestions for Improving the www.journeytoexcellence.org Website 

Suggestion N=122 Percent 

1. no idea, don't use, never heard of,  no time to even look 56   

2. continue to develop resources, give practical suggestions on how to incorporate ideas, need 

clear directions, better organize, more links to resources, more descriptive buttons 25 37.88 

3. no improvements recommended 22 33.33 

4. promote better, email teachers ideas on how to put J2E into practice 8 12.12 

5. serves well - I should use it more 7 10.61 

6. give success stories of how J2E effectively implemented in some schools 2 3.03 

7. difficult for parents to understand 1 1.52 

8. add chat rooms 1 1.52 
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Table 9.3 Suggestions for Improving the nadeducation.org Website 

Suggestion N=127 Percent 

1. no idea, don't use, never heard of,  no time to even look 45   

2. difficulty finding things, organize better, change front page often,  keep improving/updating 

regularly 24 29.27 

3. extremely helpful, serves well - I should use it more 13 15.85 

4. more specific resources/reports/statistics, more for Canadian curriculum & admin forms 12 14.63 

5. employment section very useful 11 13.41 

6. promote better, email updates 10 12.20 

7. no improvements recommended 8 9.76 

8. better if teachers were able to post lesson 4 4.88 

 

Table 9.4 Suggestions for Improving the nadtdec.org Website 

Suggestion N=139 Percent 

1. no idea, don't use, never heard of,  no time to even look 106   

2. promote better, email updates 12 36.36 

3. no improvements recommended 8 24.24 

4. serves well - keep growing 8 24.24 

5. love site, frustrated by bad links - update info more often, more content 5 15.15 

 

Non-use of NAD resource web services was reflected in comments like the following: :  “I’ve never heard of it [this 

website]. It may be useful.” “I have no idea what’s there. Never visited. Cannot comment.”  “I really don't know 

what this is--I guess I'll have to check it out.” “I really didn't know that our church had resources like this. I use 

other educational resources quite regularly.“  Recommendations to better promote these online resources and to 

keep teachers informed of updates through email, were included in responses for each website:  15 (16.13%) for 

CIRCLE, 8 (12.12%) for J2E, 10 (12.2%) for NADed, and 12 (36.36%) for TDEC.    

A notable sub-cluster among the non-user comments offered time as the reason for non-use.  This small school 

teacher speaks for others:  “As a multi-grade teacher/principal, the time demands are often overwhelming. There's 

no fault of a particular website; just more time needed.”  

Excluding responses indicating educators were unfamiliar with the website,  the next most common theme related 

to online access to resources, clearer directions, better organization.   Thirty-two (34.41%) CIRCLE comments, 25 

(37.88%) J2E comments and 24 (29.27%) NADed comments focused on difficulty in finding resources.  Five 

(15.15%) TDEC comments shared frustrations with bad links and information needing to be updated regularly.    

While responses clustered slightly differently for each website (compare Tables 9.1-9.4), the third most common 

response for CIRCLE (23 or 24.73%) recommended adding more resources and updating materials.  Twelve 

(14.63%) of NADed responses requested more NAD education reports, testing results, statistics, and easier access 

to forms and other specific resources. 

A good number took the time to type in “no improvements recommended”, “serves well – I should use it more”, or 

even “keeps getting better, great work!”   These represented 17 (18.28%) of CIRCLE responses, including “Keep this 

going! The network it provides to teachers is excellent.”  For J2E, one third (22) answered  “no improvements” ,  

and seven (10.61%) “serves well”.  Thirteen (15.85%) stated that NADed “serves well” and eight (9.76%) chose to 
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write “no improvements”, as did eight (24.24%) respondents regarding TDEC.  Another eight (24.24%) encouraged 

TDEC to keep growing.  Eleven (13.41%) named the employment section of NADed as very useful.  A few additional 

suggestions specific to each website service are worth noting in Tables 9.1 to 9.4.   

DISCUSSION OF MAJOR FINDINGS 

While less than two-thirds of K-12 teachers reported using NAD educational websites one or more times in 2007, 

these findings indicate marked improvements over the 2001 Profile study findings.  In 2001, only 26% of teachers 

had ever used CIRCLE, and 44% visited NADed.  By 2007, CIRCLE website use had more than doubled to 59%, and 

NADed website use increased to 69%.  Fast, easy and free access to resources online through these educational 

website is likely a major reason for the improved use of curriculum resources as reported in Chapter 8. 

One finding begs clarification.  Forty-three percent of teachers who reported they access resources on CIRCLE at 

least monthly, weekly, or daily, reported that they came to CIRCLE for lesson, unit or course plans.  While CIRCLE 

has a high concentration of journal articles and professional development presentations for teachers, which were 

notably the type of resource accessed most frequently (46%), instructional plans uniquely designed by and for 

Adventist teachers are one of the most needed categories of resources.  Possibly 43% of teachers who visited 

CIRCLE came looking for lesson plans and/or course outlines, but how many actually found suitable materials 

specifically in CIRCLE cannot be deduced from this survey.   

The educator suggestions clarify much of the quantitative data reported above.  Notably, teachers are too busy to 

explore educational websites for resource needs while school is in session.  Those who discover the wealth of 

online resources during summers responded positively about the value and urge regular communication to 

increase awareness of the services. 
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CHAPTER 10 

Perceptions of Curriculum Priorities  
Josephine Katenga 

 

This chapter analyzes a set of open-ended questions included in the survey sent to North American Division (NAD) 

teachers, teacher educators and administrators.  The analysis began with a casual assessment of the responses to 

the following question: “From your perspective, what are the top priority educational projects that the NAD should 

be working on during the next five to ten years?”  Preliminary results indicated that many of the participants were 

interested in the school curricula.  This prompted a follow up analysis of a subsequent question: “What suggestions 

do you have for improving the curriculum guides produced by NAD?”  Of the 550 total responses to this set of 

questions, 332 teachers responded to the first open-ended question and 218 responded to the second question.  

The data was collected from eleven respondent groups.  The composition of these respondents is divided into 

three groups, namely: administrators, teacher educators, and teachers from the nine North American union 

conferences.  Teacher educators made up 4% (25 responses) of the total responses while administrators only 

answered the second question and furnished 2% (14 responses) of the total responses.  A comprehensive analysis 

of the data using NVivo™ software was undertaken.  Patterns were identified that have been organized into four 

categories; a) upgrading the curriculum (58% of the comments), b) staffing issues (15% of the comments), c) 

educational system issues (14% of all the comments), and, d) supporting Seventh-day Adventist (Adventist) 

education (13% of the comments) (see Figure 10.1). 

Figure 10.1 
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childhood, math, technology and a variety of others.  Comments about curriculum guides represent 34% of the 

responses and include broad comments about the curricula, curriculum guide presentation and curriculum usage. 

Curriculum concerns (25% of responses) consist of standards, multigrade curriculum and curriculum Integration 

(technology, integration of faith and learning [IFL]). 

Figure 10.2 
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The reading and language curriculum (see Figure 10.3) received the highest number of comments (63 respondents 

or 30% of all the comments on the core curriculum).  Apart from the requests for perfecting the reading curricula, 
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responses). Seven respondents wanted updates for grades 5-8. One teacher called for “bringing more study of the 
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Bible into the 5
th

 and 6
th

 grade Bible curriculum.”  The teacher further offered a reason for the update and said, 

“The new approach does catch students’ interest, but feels like more of a worship program.”  Four high school 

teachers wanted a new high school Bible curriculum.  One of these teachers wanted a high school Bible curriculum 

that was “modern, interesting, but very scripturally grounded.”  Another teacher remarked, “My biggest 

disappointment is in the new upper grade Bible materials.  To be meaningful Bible needs to be taught in books or 

sections as in literature-based reading.”  Two respondents mentioned that the elementary Bible curriculum 

needed to be upgraded.  The grade 1-4 Bible curriculum was singled out by one respondent because “the 1-4 Bible 

is not comprehensive enough, especially for schools where most of the students do not get Bible at church or 

home.  It seems we have a lot more non-Adventists in our schools than 10 or more years ago.”  One teacher 

expressed his dissatisfaction with the Bible curriculum, “I wasn’t overly impressed with the Fruits of the Spirit book 

I used this year—would like to see more ties with scripture.” 

The technology curriculum was referred to by twenty-six respondents (12% of the core curriculum).  Six 

respondents focused on updating the technology curriculum.  One of them expressed the need to update the 

technology curriculum.  “The technology guides that I use to teach my computer classes desperately need to be 

updated more frequently.”  Another teacher stated, “Students need a higher level of computer skills.  They need to 

be able to produce written work and presentations on the computer.  They also need to be able to use information 

available on the internet.”  Two teachers focused on a computer curriculum for grades K-8.  One of them called for 

a “detailed computer literacy guide” for the aforementioned grades. 

Figure 10.3 

 

 

Twelve respondents focused on the actual availability of technology and/or updating the resources available in the 

schools.  Two of these respondents felt that the NAD was responsible for ensuring there was funding for 

technology in schools.  The recommendations were for the NAD to “increase funding for technology,” to ensure 

that technology is available in all schools, and to help schools “purchase new technology.” 

The rest of the subject areas were mentioned by less that 10% of the respondents in this subgroup.  Early 

childhood curriculum had 16 respondents (8%) whereas the math curriculum was mentioned by 16 teachers (8%).  

Some called for curricula updates for each of the subjects.  Seven respondents specifically indicated the need to 
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raise the math skill standards, and one respondent felt there was need for upgrading the math curriculum in order 

“to make our schools more competitive.”  Finally, curricula clustered under other subjects in the core curriculum 

subgroup had 8% of the responses.  While social studies curriculum was mentioned by seven teachers, PE was 

mentioned by two teachers. Home economics and vocational and family life education each received single 

comments. 

Curriculum Guide Comments 

This subgroup was divided into three areas (see Figure 10.4). General suggestions were the largest area with 76 

comments.  Presentation of curriculum guides and use of curriculum guides had 49 and 48 comments respectively.  

Those who discussed the general suggestions (44%) proposed upgrading the curricula in a variety of ways.  

Comments from twenty respondents emphasized a need for concise, relevant curriculum guides that correlate to 

the textbooks.  Other responses from 29 teachers called for practical curricula that provide “guidelines,” “best 

practices,” “lesson examples,” and “big picture concepts as well as details.”  The following comment is an example 

of some of the remarks on guidance: “supplement of ideas on how the standards can be grouped by enduring 

understandings so that a teacher can accomplish as much as possible within a school year.”  Remarks from sixteen 

respondents indicated the necessity for upgrading the various grade level curricula, i.e. upgrading all K-12 

curriculum guides including better details for the secondary level.  Eight respondents believed the NAD should 

consider involving both experts and teachers in curriculum guide revisions. 

Twenty-eight percent of the responses in this sub-group were about the curriculum guides format/presentation.  

Most of the respondents decried the present curriculum guide format.  Eighteen comments emphasized making 

the guides user-friendly.  The following respondents’ phrases support this assertion: “make them easier to read 

and follow” and “easy to read at a glance” because “it takes me forever to go through all the different sections for 

my grade level.” 

In addition, several teachers were interested in the way the guides are formatted.  Six respondents appealed for 

uniform format across the grades.  One of the respondents stated, “The curriculum guides could be improved by 

following a similar format from one level to the next.”  Another respondent believed, “It would be nice if they all 

looked alike.”  One teacher appealed for a guide that was organized “in the same order as the teaching 

curriculum.”  Eleven respondents who requested a better curriculum format also wanted “shorter,” “concise 

guides” presented in a “check-list” format.  Further suggestions were about the addition of numbers and 

subdivision numbers in the curriculum guides “to show the flow of teaching ideas within topics.” 

Other teachers were more concerned with the organization of the guides and would like to “see them (guides) 

organized in K-8 with less focus on grade level and more on what order skills needed to be taught for students to 

succeed.”  Some respondents pointed out changes need for specific curriculum guides.  For example, one teacher 

made this suggestion, “The science guide is very general, listing only topics that need to be covered.  Compare 

these with the California state guidelines, which are a much more helpful and directive guide, which I believe 

results in more consistent teaching across the board.” 

Easier access to the guides was another issue brought to the fore.  Respondents called for different presentation 

formats so that “teachers can have (them) at their fingertips to use more frequently.”  Five teachers wanted the 

guides on CDs/DVDs, while 4 others requested online access. 
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Pertaining to whether teachers use these guides, 28% of the respondents in this subgroup gave responses that 

ranged from “I have never used the curriculum guides” to requesting an “explanation of how to coordinate the 

information.”  Fourteen teachers seemed to indicate that they were ignorant of the guides’ existence.  One 

teacher asked, “What curriculum guides?”  Yet another explained, “I’m not that familiar with the NAD guides to 

offer any valuable suggestions.”  Fifteen respondents who rarely or never used the curriculum guides had this type 

of reason: “Curriculum guides are a great idea but are not necessarily readily used by teachers because of the 

effort and time involved in converting the guide to practical day-to-day application.  This is especially true for 

teachers in a multigrade multi subject situation.”  Another asserted, “They‘re probably pretty fine the way they 

are, but I don’t have much time to read them with so much else to do.”  An administrator explained, “I frankly 

think that these sit on the shelves of most schools.  Teachers rarely use them.  If they use anything, they are 

attempting to utilize standards.”  Two teachers in Canada stated they were unable to use the guides because they 

are “required to use (the Canadian) government curriculum.” 

Some respondents indicated that they were unable to use the guides because they needed help in understanding 

how to use them.  A teacher suggested, “Maybe have the principals of our schools go over how to use them and 

tell why they are useful.”  Seven other teachers also suggested more communication about the guides, more 

teacher in-service, as well as seeking assistance in how to use the guides. 

Notwithstanding the many respondents who were negative about the guides, ten teachers wrote in comments 

that in general the curriculum guides were “Good.”  One respondent stated, “I have appreciated the guides.  They 

are to the point and easy to follow and the benchmarks are clearly stated.”  Another respondent remarked, “I like 

the curriculum guides very much.  I think they are the result of dedicated work.  I don’t have suggestions for 

improvement.” 

Figure 10.4 
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curricula.  The following phrases are a summary of the responses: “incorporate cross disciplinary curriculum units” 

and “integration of the Journey to Excellence outcomes with the curriculum guide outcomes.”  Apart from those 

who discussed general integration of the curriculum, nineteen percent of the respondents were interested in the 

“integration of technology in the curriculum” to enhance teaching.  Having “online interactive hybrid classes” was 

one example given for integrating technology. 

Some respondents discussed integration of faith and learning.  Thirty-seven percent of those interested in 

curriculum integration desired a curriculum that was Bible-based.  The following two comments summarize 

respondents’ wishes: “Greater emphasis needs to be placed on the integration of faith and learning in curriculum 

guides.  Some curricula have an excellent overview of the subject matter to be taught, but do not include any 

spiritual illustrations to make the curriculum Bible-based.”  A second comment was, “Christ should be a part of 

every day’s lesson.” 

Educational standards were discussed by 40 respondents (31%) in this subgroup.  The respondents argued for 

alignment of the curriculum to national and state standards.  Four respondents needed direction on how to fit the 

NAD standards to the state standards.  A teacher wanted “better direction on how to juggle our standards with 

that of the state for each content area.”  Other teachers wanted the NAD to consider designing the curriculum to 

fit into the standardized tests such as SAT, MAT, IOWA, etc.  One teacher stated, “The curriculum needs to be 

designed to fully meet the IOWA test concepts.  In addition fourteen educators from Canada expressed problems 

correlating the NAD curricula and the provincial curricula.  Their comments ranged from, “Your guides are not too 

much help for us up here in Canada.  We can’t use them except to get ideas for [Adventist] objectives.”  “I would 

suggest that they take into consideration educational system differences especially in a French province like 

Quebec whose system is up to grade 11” and “more Canadian content and acknowledgment of provincial 

requirements.” 

Multigrade curriculum is the third cluster in this subgroup.  Nine percent of the respondents in this subgroup had 

concerns related to the implementation of the various curricula.  Nine multigrade teachers requested guidance in 

using the curricula.  One of these teachers suggested, “Help small schools’ teachers find easier ways to cover the 

basics.”  The reading curriculum seemed to pose the most difficulty to six teachers.  One respondent commented, 

“Suggest how to do language arts/reading in the one-classroom situation.”  In addition three teachers wanted to 

know how to use the Pathways series in multigrade classes.  One of them wanted help in “making Pathways usable 

in one and two teacher schools.”  Math, science, and social studies were also subjects teachers in multigrade 

classrooms had problems with.  The need for better multigrade curricula was also a concern for teachers in the 

multigrade classroom.  In describing their priority, they used words and phrases such as “relevant,” “practical 

multigrade plans,” “user-friendly materials,” and “more flexible model.”  The following quote seems to capture the 

frustration of the teachers: “Have multigrade curriculum guides.  It’s difficult to pore through all four levels for 5-8, 

for example, for all the subjects.” 

Resources for the curricula were a priority to 27% of the respondents (34 comments) in this subgroup.  Concerns 

derived from the data indicated educators’ frustration with the lack of resources and outdated textbooks.  The 

following comments seem to depict teachers’ sentiments: “most schools don’t have resources to teach,” “the 

same books have been used since the 80’s and needs to be revised,” and “provide current materials.”  Three 

teachers think the best solution is to have a NAD website where they can download teaching resources.  Two 

respondents requested the NAD to “do a better job of promoting resources.”  Apart from the generic comments 

about updating materials, there were various requests for a “better system for creating the textbook lists,” “more 

tutorial resources,” “materials to go along with the guides so that when a student masters a concept they have 
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material to go forward,” and “teachers need portfolios of examples of each test given showing the concept 

taught.” 

Figure 10.5 

 

 

STAFFING CONCERNS 

There are two subgroups in this area of improvement with 135 responses (14% of all the responses).  Staff 

development had the larger number of responses (74%).  The second subgroup, staffing issues was relatively small 

with 34 responses total (26%). 

Staff Development 

Staff development as a subgroup had 101 responses and consists of issues pertaining to teaching skills, mentoring 

teachers, special education skills, and general professional development.  Forty-six responses (45%) of those 

interested in staff development focused on teaching skills (see Figure 10.6).  Twelve teachers urged the NAD to 

conduct workshops and in-service training for the acquisition of new teaching techniques including student-

centered pedagogy and “dealing with learning differences.”  Three educators asked for help with students with 

“learning difficulties” and two respondents asked for help implementing IFL in the classroom and leading students 

to Christ. 

In addition, teaching skills in specific subjects were mentioned. Three respondents prioritized skills in teaching 

math.  One respondent wanted support to “implement the new reading program.”  Another requested teacher 

development “within their subject areas (high school teachers).”  Others focused on teacher education.  Six 

teachers believed the teacher training programs in colleges should improve the core content curriculum so that 

new teachers are better prepared in their subject area.  Four small school teachers focused on skills in covering the 

curriculum.  One of the teachers felt the NAD’s priority should be that of “providing teachers with more 

opportunities to receive instruction that is useful in the multigrade” classroom.  Two teachers argued for 

classroom management workshops for acquiring skills “to help with disruptive students.”  “Assessment skills in the 

regular classroom” was seen as another priority by one of the respondents. 
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Besides in-service training, some responses were related to mentoring teachers.  Eleven responses called for 

teachers to assist other teachers.  Three comments were about supporting new teachers.  One of the teachers 

called for “more mentoring and partnering of teachers to get to know their new jobs and improve on their old 

ones.”  Another teacher stated, “Teachers also have to work in groups:  peer coaching is an excellent way to 

achieve goals successfully.”  Three teachers appealed for help for teachers in small schools.  One said the 

following: “Help should be given to teachers in small schools who are themselves, teaching multi-grades.  More 

help than they get now.  They should have mentors and buddies who contact them and visit them often.” 

Other respondents discussed professional development without specifying the type of training required.   

Comments referred to a variety of issues, such as leadership development for teachers who “stepped up” to lead 

other teachers, state certification for administrators, and “leadership training for principals” (mentioned three 

times). Furthermore one respondent felt teachers should be trained in emotional intelligence to provide an 

appropriate humane climate in schools. 

Special education skills were another priority in the staff development subgroup. Eighteen respondents pushed for 

training that would equip regular classroom teachers with skills to handle students with autism, ADHD, and other 

emotional disorders and disabilities.  Lastly, nine teachers requested technology skills in-service.  The following 

phrase summarizes the teachers’ quest for technological skills.  Provide “Staff development workshops to enhance 

teachers’ proficiency in technology.” 

Figure 10.6 
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experienced in obtaining a work visa.  To retain educators, other respondents believed that the NAD should 

provide “incentives and rewards for excellent teachers.”  Three suggestions were given to increase teacher salary: 

one stated, “We are losing many great school teachers each year.”  The second one, a small school teacher, asked 

for “compensation for active, hard-working and effective principals in small schools!  Perhaps some sort of leveled 

compensation plan; with the churches choosing which plan and or level of work they expect from their 

administrators; costs passed on to the churches, not conferences.”  The third teacher said that schools should 

provide “incentives to attract top-quality teachers, incentives and rewards for excellence.”  Finally three additional 

teachers focused on teacher evaluations.  A respondent provided this justification for evaluation, “a system to 

make sure principals are working with the teachers and supervising as well as teaching, not just coexisting.” 

Ten comments focused on teacher stress and how many educators are overworked and burned out.  Two 

responses called for reducing teacher and administrators’ workload.  Three other comments discussed provision of 

“trained counselors” for burned-out teachers.  While other comments indicated educators are overworked, one 

comment requested the unions to reduce staff in union and conference educational offices because they “are 

grossly over-staffed.”  The respondent further stated, “Those dollars would be put to better use in our schools.” 

Figure 10.7 

 

 

EDUCATION SYSTEM ISSUES 

The third category of priorities for Adventist educators, education system issues had 127 responses or 14% of all 

the responses to the two open-ended questions.  There are four subgroups in this category: education quality (35% 

of the respondents in this subgroup), special education (25%), distinct Adventist educational system (19%), and 

instruction (21%) (see Figure 10.8). 

Forty-five respondents (35%) discussed Adventist education quality.  Twenty of these responses focused on 

“promoting higher academic standards in all Adventist schools” and making Adventist education competitive.  One 

group of suggestions dealt with allowing students to repeat as well as “raising teacher expectations of students.”  

Furthermore two teachers discussed their educational philosophy: “teaching to the upper 10% and the lower 10%” 

and using “proven methods to reach/teach students who have integration processing difficulties.”  Other 

suggestions were about distance education and online programs.  There were calls for “top notch distance learning 

components that schools could tap into,” “online interactive schools,” and the development of “subject area blogs 

  

Recruitment & Retention

Teacher Stress

21

10

4

6

Staff Issues

Number of Mentions Number of Respondent Groups



 

 

Profile 2007 Final Report - 99 

Figure 10.8 

 

or question/answer areas so teachers who are in isolated areas can consult one another.”  Three respondents 

discussed raising high school standards so that Adventist educational standards would be “higher than public 

schools.  Another respondent asked for “stronger entrance requirements to college.” 

Other suggestions were about parental involvement in education.  This was seen as a problem by five respondents.  

One of them remarked, “The largest difficulty I have with student education is the parent.  Too little support, super 

high expectations, no involvement—the problems vary but the bottom line is it interferes with the quality of 

student learning.”  Other suggestions were “increasing parent involvement on the high school level,” “educating 

parents on how to help students study and be responsible,” and teaching “parents to give and teach survival and 

coping skills, academically, socially.” 

Special education was the second largest subgroup under education system issues.  It had 32 responses (25% of 

the responses in this subgroup).  Five issues emerged from the remarks and the most important issue discussed 

were how to serve or meet the needs of students who had mental and physical disabilities and how to encourage 

gifted students.  Six respondents gave their opinions on this matter.  One of them suggested that the NAD should 

“embed suggestions for classroom teachers on how to adapt and modify curriculum for students with differing 

abilities.”  Although the issue of inclusion was discussed, most of the comments focused on gifted students.  A 

respondent called for “dual enrollment for exceptional, motivated high school juniors and seniors.”  A few teachers 

focused on children with learning disabilities.  One teacher believes it is the responsibility of Christians to be 

inclusive.  He passionately stated, “I have strong feelings that our schools have a Christian responsibility to be 

inclusive.  I know of too many sad stories of students that have been turned away from our schools… the truth is 

research shows that students do not do better in special education classrooms or pull-out settings.  Teachers need 

to know that they CAN do it!  The Bible and the Spirit of Prophecy do NOT support excluding students from our 

schools.  We must stand up and be leaders of inclusive education as Jesus was.” 

Some of the respondents felt that the school system should provide specialists who would assess the needs of the 

special education students and provide instruction.  One of the five respondents on this issue remarked, “It would 

be good to have special Ed teachers in more [Adventist] schools.”  Another stated that schools should hire 

specialists “to help students who have learning disabilities.”  There was a single comment requesting for division-

wide coordination of special education.  Lastly, five respondents mentioned the need for special needs resources.  
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The remarks regarding resources ranged from “resources for identifying needs” to “acquisition of resources for 

special needs students.” 

Instruction as a subgroup had twenty-six comments (21%).  Teaching and assessment were two issues that 

emerged from the data. Fifteen comments concerned teaching strategies.  Three respondents saw the need for 

returning to “direct instruction practices” and “memorization” because this approach, one of them said, 

“encourages students to excel in every area of schooling.”  On the contrary several teachers called for the use of a 

variety of methods including student-centered methods.  One teacher encouraged others to “become more 

innovative and creative.”  Another teacher called for “non-traditional types of classroom teaching.”  In addition, 

two teachers believed in “diversifying teaching strategies” and teaching students “how to find things instead of 

stressing memorization.”  Assessment was the second issue that emerged from the analysis.  Six respondents 

discussed assessment.  However, the remarks were varied.  There were requests for “better classroom 

assessment,” an “easy to use grading program,” issues with “achievement tests,” and requests for “non-graded 

classrooms and other means of grades than the typical A B C.” 

Creating distinct Adventist schools is the last subgroup of education system issues category.  Twenty-four 

respondents (19% in this subgroup) strongly believed that the Adventist school system should be unique.  Eleven 

respondents believed that the educational system should emphasize spirituality and should follow biblical counsel.  

Several suggestions were made to achieve this.  Respondents believe that the school system should “encourage 

teaching of unique Adventist doctrines, history, and mission in the classroom” and “Adventist schools should 

follow biblical and Spirit of Prophecy counsel in school practice.“  One respondent remarked, “We need a written 

essay test on the doctrines of the Adventist church.”  A single comment was on spiritual gifts development.  Five 

respondents argued that Adventist education should focus on service.  One of them commented, “Emphasize the 

mission of the church and require students to get involved in this mission at an early stage.” Another teacher said, 

“Make religion ‘real’.” 

There were five respondents who concentrated on the purpose of Adventist Education who thought the NAD 

should “spell out the core values,” and “the purpose of Adventist schools.”  Finally, five comments were made 

about having specific Adventist resources for the schools.  The quest was for Adventist textbooks and “creating 

classroom materials that are truly Adventist in nature and reflect our values and culture.” 

SUPPORTING ADVENTIST EDUCATION 

The last category that emerged from the data analysis was marketing and promoting Adventist education.  This 

category had one hundred and ten responses (12% of all the comments responding to the two open-ended 

questions).  There are three subgroups: promoting and marketing Adventist education (57% of the responses in 

this subgroup), financial support (32%), and support for multigrade schools (11%) (see Figure 10.9). 

Promoting and Marketing Adventist Education 

Promoting and marketing Adventist education was the largest subgroup in this category.  There were three 

emergent themes namely: decline in enrollment, selling Adventist education, and the role of the church.  Most of 

the 63 respondents in this subgroup agreed that the NAD should provide adequate support to Adventist schools.  

Ten respondents particularly discussed lack of support and the reasons behind the decline in enrollment in 

Adventist schools.  Five of these reasons dealt with pastors’ lack of commitment.  Three of these comments were 

regarding how pastors encourage homeschooling instead of sending their children to Adventist schools.  One 

stated, “There are pastors who distrust the teachers and promote home schools over church schools and schools 

are closing for a   
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Figure 10.9 

 

 

lack of support.”  Another declared “I don’t feel the support at present when they home school their own 

children.”  Another also complained, “A number of pastors do not send their children to church school.”  The 

following comment relates to lack of support because of a perception that the schools have a negative impact on 

the church budget.  “Pastors tend to look at our schools as burdens to their local church budget and many give 

very little support to Christian education from the pulpit. 

Church members (parents) were also blamed for the decline in enrollment in Adventist schools.  The comments 

referred to church members’ faulty value system.  Three of the five comments are worth noting here.  “There are a 

few staunch supporters but many Adventist parents tend not to value Christian education or want to pay much for 

it, let alone sacrifice to have their children in Adventist schools.”  “There is an inaccurate impression that Adventist 

education is not necessary to the future of our church and children.  Parents no longer see the connection 

between being in the church school as a child and remaining a faithful follower of Christ as an adult.” Another said, 

“Many members and parents do not support Christian education or consider it a necessity.  Rather than sending 

their children to the local church school, many parents leave it up to their children to choose where they want to 

go to school.”  Lastly one respondent believed that parents’ lack of commitment to Adventist education derived 

from the fact that “many parents now feel that public school is just as good or better.  They don’t seem to buy into 

the plan of our Christian climate and curriculum.” 

Enrollment as a specific priority was mentioned by seven teachers.  While two of these teachers called for 

“strategies” for stopping the erosion in enrollment, several others simply wrote “student enrollment,” “help to 

improve enrollment figures across the NAD,” or “recruiting more students for Adventist academies” as their 

priorities.  One teacher had a different rationale for the decline in enrollment in Adventist schools.  This teacher 

believed that segregation is the root of this problem as each race runs its own school.  He wrote, “Adventists are 

no longer loyal to sending children to an Adventist K-12 school (enrollment trends are going down in the K-12 

system.  Enrollment is particularly falling in the boarding schools)…education [system] needs to face the 

segregation that is occurring in Adventist churches:  White churches, Black churches, Asian churches, Hispanic 

churches, etc.  These divisions cause havoc in the Adventist educational system because all the churches want their 

‘own’ schools.” 
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Some respondents provided several solutions to the perceived problem of lack of support.  The “selling Adventist 

education” theme had thirty other comments.  These comments are divided into two groups: those who believed 

in promoting the value of Adventist education and those who suggested other ways to increase student 

enrolment.  Eight teachers generally discussed the need to promote or encourage Adventist members about 

Adventist educational values.  The following phrases recapitulate respondents’ remarks: “inspiring a return to 

commitment to education in the church membership,” “communicating the necessity of Adventist education,” and 

“increase knowledge to churches about quality of Christian education.”  One remark sums up the comments made 

by many of the respondents: “educating parents on the value of Christian education.” 

Respondents also provided a variety of remarks emphasizing the need to reclaim Adventist students from the 

public school system.  Suggestions included “better marketing to Adventist families whose children are NOT 

currently struggling financially in Adventist schools (Adventist education should not be a last resort),” and 

“promoting Adventist education among the church members to encourage them to send them (their children) to 

our school vs. the public school system.”  One teacher suggested “recruiting Adventist kids back from public 

schools.”  Other respondents specifically targeted the promotion of Adventist education to non-Adventists.  One 

respondent stated, “We need to do a better job inviting our non-Adventist students to attend our church.”  

Marketing Adventist education was also a suggestion by five teachers.  Two of these teachers also felt the church 

should be “marketing to Adventists and non-Adventists.” 

The last emergent theme in this subgroup dealt with the church’s role in promoting Adventist education.  Twelve 

respondents expressed the same opinion that the onus for promoting Adventist education falls on the NAD and its 

pastors.  The following phrase captures five respondents’ sentiments about the church’s responsibility: “Find ways 

to get the pastors on board and promote education to church members frequently.” Another said, “The NAD could 

be working on raising the perception of the value of Adventist education with the pastors and membership of the 

church.” 

Pastors on the other hand are being called to “bridge the gap,” to positively get involved in schools, and to 

collaborate with schools in evangelism.  One respondent had this passionate appeal, “We would like to see our 

pastors accept the challenge to strongly support Adventist Education and our church school system.  They need to 

endorse it regularly from the pulpit and in their home visits to parishioners…  I feel that if our pastors were in there 

selling our product, it would give our sagging enrollments a boost…  With full support of our churches and pastors, 

we could do much more.  So what do you think?  Can we encourage the clergy to accept education as an important 

part of the church body, part of the evangelistic outreach, a service that will actually keep their church young in 

heart, a vehicle to encourage new families to move into the area and or join that local congregation?  That is the 

way I see it after 32 years in the system.” 

Financial Support 

Thirty-five respondents (32% of those who discussed supporting Adventist education) discussed financial support 

as their priority.  Two themes emerged for this subgroup:  Funding for Adventist education and making Adventist 

education affordable.  Thirteen remarks focused on funding of the schools and the NAD’s responsibility in 

providing more finances.  Some teachers justified the need for funds with these comments: “Local level churches 

and elementary schools are financially over-burdened and small elementary schools are closing their doors one by 

one” and the “need for funding in order to keep the smaller schools from closing.”  Another teacher indicated 

there is need for funds for the schools, “especially with new growth in our churches among minority groups.”  One 

respondent captured the essence of this priority by stating, “increasing supplemental funding for Adventist 

education.  Many students have been priced out of the market.”  Another stated, “The NAD must show its 

commitment to Adventist education by increasing the funds provided to our schools.” 
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In addition to the requests for more funds, there were fourteen other comments that dwelt on the NAD finding 

alternative ways for funding conferences and schools.  This group of comments can be represented by the 

following phrase, “We need to find other ways of funding Adventist education on the elementary level—more 

financial help from conferences, unions, and the NAD as well as other options.” Others indicated the need to find 

“creative ways to finance Christian education,” or “finding ways to help conferences have excellent funding so that 

Adventist schools can have low student/teacher ratios, good aides, and money for supplies and updating of 

materials.”  One teacher also stated, “Promote discussions of ways to increase financial support from the local 

churches and conferences for Adventist education.“  One respondent singled out “technology and teacher 

training” as educational areas that needed funding.  Another requested “money to purchase all the new materials 

that are needed to present the curriculum areas.”  Furthermore, one respondent commented on funding 

challenges.  The expressed concern was in “directing available funds toward high value/high return opportunities 

like chaplain-related programs rather than firing randomly into the darkness, i.e., NAD teachers’ conventions.” 

Some respondents prioritized making Adventist education affordable.  Eight responses discussed the affordability 

of Adventist education.  The main concern focused on finding ways to subsidize Adventist education, especially for 

those who were kept out of the system because they could not afford it.  Two teachers concurred on making 

education affordable.  “We should make Adventist education available to every Adventist child, not just those who 

can afford it.”  The other one said, “At our school we have a number of students who would like to attend but can’t 

afford it or have an outstanding bill with the school so they can’t enroll.”  Furthermore, six remarks were on 

“exploring options for making Christian education affordable.”  A few respondents suggested how to make 

education affordable.  “Promote endowments, scholarships, new funding to keep the cost of an Adventist 

education affordable.”  Another suggested “finding a way to subsidize education so it could be more affordable to 

all parents.”  A single suggestion dealt with finding an alternative to boarding schools.  One teacher wrote, 

“Develop an affordable alternative to boarding academies.  Many of our students can’t afford to go and are ending 

up in the public system.” 

Supporting Multigrade Schools 

Twelve comments encompass a variety of areas discussed under this subgroup.  There were five calls for general 

support of multigrade schools.  One teacher requested the NAD find “ways to provide additional support for small 

schools.”  Another called for “saving, developing and managing small schools.”  One individual requested 

additional “support staff for teachers who are in multigrade setting—or alone at a school or who have 

administrative responsibilities.”  Another respondent focused on “helping small schools build better facilities like 

gyms and libraries“ and finding “ways to create multi-campus concept for smaller schools in order to meet needs 

related to helping teachers  to better deal with school boards/pastors who think it is their job to ‘run’ the school.”  

This teacher closed his comment by stating, ”If we do not quit running our little schools the way we have for the 

last 50 years, we are in danger of losing them, and they have always been the mainstay of the Adventist 

educational system.” 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

The analysis of the two open-ended questions pertaining to educators perceptions about the NAD’s priorities for 

the next 5 to 10 years revealed many suggestions related to the curriculum.  More than half of the respondents 

want some type of curriculum upgrade.  The respondents requested user-friendly curricula guides that include best 

practices and provide guidance on how to group the lessons to fit standards.  Quite a few comments were about 

reducing the size of the curriculum guides or presenting them in checklist format. 
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Of the subjects discussed in the data, reading and language arts curriculum needed the most attention.  There 

were many comments that show teachers, especially those in multigrade schools, have problems implementing 

the Pathways series, which was in its pilot phase in 2007.  Curricula for grades 5-8 seemed to be the most 

problematic for many teachers.  Although many respondents provided suggestions appertaining to a variety of 

updates, others simply stated that they did not use the curriculum guides.  While some teachers felt it takes too 

much time to go through them, others asked for guidance on how to use them.  Not many teachers discussed 

standards.  A few wanted the NAD to align the curricula to state standards; however, most comments from 

Canadian teachers questioned why there was no consideration for the provincial education requirements. 

Integrating the curriculum was also identified as a priority.  There were teachers who believed integrating the 

subjects would be more advantageous.  Others believe the NAD should promote integration of faith and learning 

to ensure Christ is at the center of learning. 

Some teachers felt the priority should be on improving the quality of Adventist education.  Suggestions for 

improving the system included instructional strategies and parental involvement in the education of the children.  

Teachers also requested in-service training to enhance teaching skills. 

Promoting Adventist education had as many remarks as the reading curriculum.  Teachers put the responsibility of 

marketing Adventist education on the church.  Some respondents called upon the church to reeducate members 

about the value of Adventist education.  One teacher concluded, “Healthy churches have growing schools and 

healthy schools promote growing churches.” 
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CHAPTER 11 

Lessons from Profile 2007 
Larry D. Burton 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

The rich data collected as part of Profile 2007 contributed to a better understanding of educator’s perceptions of 

NAD-developed initiatives and materials. These data and a discussion of major findings were presented in Chapter 

4 through Chapter 10 of this document. This chapter presents the conclusions and recommendations of the study. 

Conclusions are presented by chapter topic, while recommendations are presented in a more holistic form. 

Quality and Commitment of Adventist Educators 

It is clear from the Profile 2007 data that a large majority of NAD educators are well educated, properly 

certificated, and committed to employment within the Adventist educational system. As the church faces the 

challenges of filling every position in every school with highly qualified and committed teachers, we can learn from 

the correlation between a teacher’s likelihood of spending the next three years in the system and the likelihood 

they will stay at the current school during those same three years.  

It seems that perhaps the best way to keep teachers in the Adventist system is to help them find a good fit in their 

current school. Implementing plans to train board members, improve teacher interview techniques, and train 

teachers how to negotiate their place in a local school and congregation could result in less teacher turn-over and 

greater teacher satisfaction with both the local school and the Adventist educational system. 

The level of quality and commitment required of Adventist teachers emerges from the Journey2Excellence 

initiative of the North American Division.  J2E invites commitment, quality of service, and an attitude of continuous 

learning. The aims of J2E direct our attention to personal, community, and organizational commitments to 

excellence.  These aspects of the J2E encompass the development of the total person and invite total commitment 

to God and service to humanity, in harmony with His plans for continuous growth and excellence in all aspects our 

lives (White, 1903). Thus, commitment and quality of Adventist teachers are at the heart of preparing children to 

serve in this world and live in the earth made new (White, 1903). 

Awareness of J2E & Preferred Practices 

Over one-fifth of Adventist educators were not really aware of the J2E initiative in 2007, as evidenced by the “do 

not have a copy” and “never heard of” responses to the items discussed in this chapter. In at least one case, an 

overburdened conference superintendent had not heard of the initiative. He called the research office to ask how 

he could learn about J2E before he completed the survey. This level of lack of awareness raises concern, as the 

phrase “Preferred Practices” has been in use in Adventist Education since 1995 with the release of the FACT21 

report. Additionally, educators have been polled about these Preferred Practices in every Profile study since 1995. 

Perhaps the results indicating little change in the percentage of teachers at the lowest end of the implementation 

continuum are not surprising considering the continual turnover of educators in a system this large. As we saw in 

Chapter 3, almost 20% of Adventist educators in 2007 had only been in the system 1-5 years. However, analysis 

revealed only weak correlations between the number of years an educator had worked in the Adventist system 
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and their awareness levels of J2E Preferred Practices. Neither was any correlation found between educators’ 

awareness of J2E Preferred Practices and the Union in which they worked. Thus the problem of full 

implementation of the J2E initiative appears to be systemic to the NAD. The problem may lie in our professional 

development approaches. In virtually every Profile study over the past two decades educators have indicated 

dissatisfaction with professional learning opportunities specific to NAD initiatives.  

Selected Preferred Practices:  

Partnerships, Time Utilization, Climate, & Curriculum Integration 

Many of the differences observed in educators’ perceptions of these Preferred Practices can be ascribed to the 

inherent difference between elementary and secondary education. Thus some of the items asked about aspects of 

Partnerships that have traditionally been the domain of secondary schools, while other asked about traditional 

elementary school partnership practices. Similarly, some differences in responses can be attributed to the fact that 

proportionally more men teach in secondary schools than in elementary schools. Thus some of the same statistical 

differences show up between school types and between the sexes. 

Responses to these specific scales give us a more detailed and perhaps more accurate picture of the actual 

implementation of J2E’s Preferred Practices when compared to the general awareness questions reported in 

Chapter 5. Thus, while respondents in Chapter 5 indicated they were more comfortable with and knowledgeable of 

Time Utilization as a Preferred Practice in comparison to Partnerships, these more specific items revealed exactly 

the opposite. Responses to the Partnerships scale items were in general more positive than responses to items on 

the Time Utilization scale. So, when it comes to actual implementation of these two Preferred Practices, it appears 

that more is being done in terms of Partnerships, as described in the J2E document, than is being done with Time 

Utilization options. 

In Profile 2007 the research team was able to construct scales to help estimate the implementation of four 

selected Preferred Practices: Partnerships, Time Utilization, Climate, and Integrated Curriculum. Both the face 

validity and the resultant alpha reliability estimates of the scales attest to their strength. These scales can now be 

used in future Profile studies, union- or conference-specific studies, or in local school self-studies. 

Educational Technology as a Preferred Practice 

Patterns of technology use were similar in Profile 2007 to those of the Profile 2004 study among all groups. While 

some school boards and conferences may be more affluent and eager to supply the necessary financial support 

than others, apparently the general overall picture is that schools and teachers are being supplied with more 

technological tools and equipment than in the previous decade. More students and teachers are able to access 

technology and use it in their classrooms to enhance learning and promote engagement in appropriate 

instructional activities. 

Perceptions of NAD Curriculum Resources 

The situation of curriculum dissemination, usage, and quality in Adventist schools is now on much more positive 

ground than it was at the beginning of the Profile studies in 1987.  One effect of this process is that teachers seem 

now to expect more from the NADCC and the Adventist system in general than they did previously. While each 

generation of curriculum guide has been improved and made more compact and usable, teachers still want further 

improvements in the structure and composition of the guides. While new textbook series are well received, within 

10 years these ratings begin to slip and teachers expect an updated series to work with. Part of this is the influence 

of the commercial textbook market and practices in public and other private school systems aimed at keeping 

textbooks current and contemporary. This cry for continuous updating of textbooks is not likely to go away. The 
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critical need now is for innovative thinkers in Adventist education to explore and propose creative options for 

materials production and updating that will be more cost effective and therefore possible. It is possible that 

emerging technologies will provide some potential solutions to this conundrum. 

 

Perceptions of Curriculum Priorities 
The analysis of the two open-ended questions pertaining to educators perceptions about the NAD’s priorities for 

the next 5 to 10 years revealed many suggestions related to the curriculum.  More than half of the respondents 

want some type of curriculum upgrade.  The respondents requested user-friendly curricula guides that include best 

practices and provide guidance on how to group the lessons to fit standards.  Several comments were about 

reducing the size of the curriculum guides or presenting them in checklist format. 

Of the subject areas discussed in the data, reading and language arts curriculum needed the most attention.  There 

were many comments that show teachers, especially those in multigrade schools, have problems implementing 

the Pathways series, which was in its pilot phase in 2007.  Curricula for grades 5-8 seemed to be the most 

problematic for many teachers.  Although many respondents provided suggestions pertaining to a variety of 

updates, others simply stated that they did not use the curriculum guides.  While some teachers felt it takes too 

much time to go through them, others asked for guidance on how to use them.  Not many teachers discussed 

standards.  A few wanted the NAD to align the curricula to state standards; however, most comments from 

Canadian teachers questioned why there was no consideration for the provincial education requirements. 

Integrating the curriculum was also identified as a priority.  There were teachers who believed integrating the 

subjects would be more advantageous.  Others believe the NAD should do more to promote integration of faith 

and learning to ensure Christ is at the center of learning. 

Some teachers felt the priority should be on improving the quality of Adventist education in general.  Suggestions 

for improving the system included instructional strategies and parental involvement in the education of the 

children.  Teachers also requested in-service training to enhance teaching skills. 

Promoting Adventist education had as many remarks as the reading curriculum.  Teachers put the responsibility of 

marketing Adventist education on the church.  Some respondents called upon the church to re-educate members 

about the value of Adventist education.  One teacher concluded, “Healthy churches have growing schools and 

healthy schools promote growing churches.” 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We present four areas of recommendations based on the results of Profile 2007. All recommendations are framed 

in the context of the continuous improvement model that underlies the J2E initiative. The core idea of this model is 

that we collect evaluation data in a systematic fashion to better inform our decision-making processes and 

educational practices. Thus, our recommendations all focus on maximizing the efforts and impact of the curriculum 

work of the NADCC. 

Maximize the Impact of J2E 

Since the data show that Adventist educators tend to have a commitment to lifelong learning and continuing 

education, whether from internal motivation or re-certification requirements, the system can strengthen 

implementation of its initiatives by connecting continuing education and the content of the initiatives themselves. 

For example, educators could be required to complete a course or continuing educational experience in “Current 
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Trends in Adventist Education” which would include an overview of J2E or other initiatives promoted by the NAD 

or the local union conference. (This idea is discussed again below.) This type of experience would, however, 

provide awareness level training only. If full implementation is the goal, continuing education should focus on 

specific learning experiences with workplace-embedded follow-up activities focused on specific aspects of the J2E 

initiative. Examples would include learning experiences related to each of the Preferred Practices or other 

components of J2E. 

It is possible to increase educators’ understandings of the Preferred Practices through the use of short surveys, 

such as the four scales developed in this study for Partnerships, Time Utilization, Climate, and Curriculum 

Integration. By developing such scales and aligning them closely to the J2E descriptions of the Preferred Practice, 

the act of completing one of the short surveys serves as an educational experience in itself. 

Maximize Educational Technology as a Preferred Practice 

It is advantageous for teachers to have a personal computer that is not used by students.  It is hard to tell if this 

was the case from this survey, but it would appear that teachers and students may at times be using the same 

computers.  With the push to keep student records online, this can lead to privacy and security issues.  It is much 

better to have separate computers for teachers and students. 

Over 40% of teachers reported not having a class or school webpage.  Having a presence on the web for a 

classroom is a good way to keep parents informed.  There are several easy ways for a teacher to do this even if 

they don’t feel comfortable with their technology skills.  For example, TeacherWeb.com is a site that is user 

friendly and doesn’t cost much.  NAD also offers free and low-cost web hosting for schools. This service needs to 

become more widely know and used. 

If the NAD, Union Conferences, and Local Conferences want to increase the number of classrooms integrating 

technology in a meaningful way, they need to consider targeted professional development sessions with follow-up 

in the areas that are weak.  The average teacher does not have time to search out the resources that are needed 

for them to grow in each of these areas.  Rather, they need their administrative supervisors to strategically plan, 

arrange, and deliver effective, focused professional development seminars in key areas for system-wide growth.  

The results of Profile 2007 give indications of some needed topics for professional development around the 

educational use of technology. 

Maximize the Impact of NAD-Sponsored Websites 

Clearly, better promotion, regular updates on resources, and in-service training on how to use the navigation tools 

available through educational websites, would help teachers better access resources developed to support their 

teaching ministry.    

Education directors, superintendents and school principals are encouraged to make use of webinars, e-

newsletters, and presentations demonstrating how to access key documents online and best use website services, 

to help teachers find and use more of what is available to them.   

Teacher educators can create awareness of NAD educational websites through sharing links, requiring use of 

products and information from these services in course assignments, and encouraging students (both pre-service 

and continued education) to submit quality lesson plans or other learning objects.   New teachers will then begin 

their teaching service connected and able to share information about these educational websites with colleagues. 

As school or regional office administrators reportedly accessed websites most frequently, it is recommended that 

communication about and promotion of educational products and services be copied to administrative assistants. 
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These individuals are key partners in promoting products and services busy teachers may not have time to discover 

otherwise.  These assistants are encouraged to inform the web services of new or updated documents uploaded to 

their entities’ web pages that can be shared with the larger network of Adventist educators.    

The third highest reported reason for teachers visiting CIRCLE was to find lesson, unit and course plans.  It is 

recommended that curriculum development plans recognize teacher needs for more than curriculum guides to 

teach from a biblical worldview, and that priorities be adjusted to fund initiatives to remunerate master teachers 

to publish ready-to-use teaching materials each summer, on a larger scale than the good work Teacher Bulletin is 

already doing. 

Maximize the Impact of NAD Curriculum Projects & Products 

It is evident from looking at the results of the Profile Studies over the past two decades that the NADCC has 

listened to the results of these studies and adjusted both the processes used and projects completed. As NAD 

Adventist schools continue to move into the future the practice of listening to feedback from the key stakeholders 

and constituents of Adventist education remains core principle for system-wide improvement and growth. While it 

is impossible to satisfy all requests from all educators in the system, it is possible to identify key trends and general 

patterns in the feedback from teachers. For example, we know that teachers want the Adventist-produced 

textbooks updated more often than had been done in the past. Thus, part of the strategic planning process for 

NADCC should include this vital feedback in the decision-making process. 

A second area that will help the NAD maximize the impact of its curriculum projects deals with professional 

development initiatives. Data from the earliest Profile Studies through the 2007 study indicate that many 

educators – from the classroom teacher to the conference superintendent – have gaps in their knowledge about 

what uniquely Adventist materials are available and how to use them properly. This is not surprising, as the NAD 

produces and releases new materials on an annual basis. Thus, it is imperative that as a system, the K-20 Adventist 

schools in the NAD fix the professional development issues that exist. This will require new thinking, as our old 

models have shown themselves inadequate over the past two decades. However, this does not necessarily mean 

radical changes in what is done. Often, small refinements result in large improvements. For example, currently one 

of the course educators can use to meet the requirements for professional certification in the Adventist system is 

“Current Trends.” If we, as a system, come to consensus that we would like one version of this course taught as 

“Current Trends in Adventist Education,” then we can focus the content of that course on the J2E initiative and 

Adventist-specific curricular materials. Of course, many other possible solutions exist. It is up to us to explore the 

options and select those with the greatest potential to improve implementation of key NAD projects. 

In addition to gaps in the knowledge base of current Adventist educators, we must acknowledge that we 

experience continuous turnover in our educational staff. We regularly have persons retiring from or transferring 

out of the NAD system and each year we have new educators entering the system. This was documented by 20% 

of respondents to Profile 2007 having been in the NAD system 5 years or less. As in any educational system, the 

educator who enters the Adventist system for the first time will be confronted with many things to learn. If we 

want the impact of NAD-developed curriculum materials and initiatives to continue unabated and gain 

momentum, it is imperative we lay plans to address the unique needs of our new teachers and administrators. The 

needs of the new-to-the-NAD educator present some unique issues. However, they are similar in many ways to the 

need for regular, on-going professional development described in the previous paragraph. As with on-going 

professional development, the induction of new Adventist educators needs to receive further attention. Teacher 

induction is likely an area where division-wide collaboration can result in better outcomes for all parts of the 

system. 
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