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Abstract
This study intends to find how time, funding and head influence impact on continuous professional
development of university teachers. Purposive sampling (non-probability) was used for the study and
survey method was adopted. The data was collected from 225 respondents and questionnaire is used as data
collection instrument and respondents belongs to a public university Shah Abdul Latif University, Khairpur
Mirs’ which is located in Sindh province. For hypothesis testing, structural regression model was selected.
IBM SPSS is the tool we used to analyze the collected data and applied tests like Exploratory Factor
Analysis (EFA) and multiple regression and AMOS is used to check Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA).
Overall results provided the evidence that time and funding does not influence on Continuous Professional
Development of university teachers while head influence significantly effecting on it. Continuous
Professional Development (CPD) enhance competencies and skills of teachers that ensure the quality
education therefore it is the demand of the age. This study provides an exclusive viewpoint of university
teachers regarding factors influencing on continuous professional development.

Keywords: Continuous Professional Development, Professional Development, CPD Factors, Time,
Funding, Head Influence, Professional Activities.

1. Introduction

The main element for any society is to prepare the well-educated people who are skilled enough to engage
in global competition. One of the key aspect in educational process is the development of high quality
teachers (Seferoglu, 2007; Borko, 2004). Porter, Birman, Garet and Desimone, (2000) add that professional
development activities are important to prepare such high quality educators and also helps in improving the
quality education of institution (Borko, 2004). Bredson, (2003) portrayed the same thoughts that educators’
reflective and creative skills are enhanced through CPD trainings.

Professional Development is infinite upgradation to support and boost up professional competencies, skills
and practices. Continuous Professional Development (CPD) is assurance of progressing, continuing and
expansion of specific skills required for quality education. Day (1993), Showers and Joyce (1995), Hirsch
and Sparks (1997), Gaunt (1997) and Hewson, Loucks-Horsley, Stiles and Love (1998) presented their
viewpoint by indicating that to be successful for implementing different reforms in educational system and
focusing on students’ learning teacher needs to be professionally skilled. While Bredeson and Scibner,
(2000) indicated time, resources and support of different individuals as crucial factors for professional
development practices. The lack of any of above factors affect learning activities and provision of these all
foster and flourish knowledge in professional practices.

In Pakistan, almost all teachers at primary, secondary and high school level have to attain pre-service or in-
service teacher’s professional development program but at university level there is no condition of any
professional training to get the job. On the other hand, for in-service teachers there is no any proper
framework for professional development activities in university context. Considering the current factual
condition this research intends to determine the factors influencing continuous professional development
(CPD) of university teachers.

2. Literature Review

Professional development programs enhance teachers’ competencies and enable them to be a helping hand
for new ones (Porter, Birman, Garet & Desimone 2000). Similarly, many of the researchers (Gless & Moir,
2001; Dikici & Boydak, 2001; jonson, 2002; Yoon, Garet, Birman, Porter & Desimone, 2002; Kartz &
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Carver, 2004; Talbert & McLaughlin, 2006) asserted that teachers’ performance is positively affected by
high quality professional development activities within or beyond the institute. On the other hand Hirsch and
Sparks (1997) talked about the policy makers and practitioners and mentioned that both are focusing on
teacher’s professional development. Bredeson, (2002) provided evidence in his study about policy
statements, research reports and legislative mandates in United States and Europe to support the crucial role
of continuous professional development programs for enhancement of teachers’ competencies. CPD also
helps to improve the inappropriate behaviour and attitude of the teachers (Le Metais, 1997) and also enhance
their abilities to successfully implement the reforms (Bredeson, 2003). Hence, updated subject matter
knowledge and skills are crucial for the educators to integrate current knowledge with the prior professional
practices by attending different continuous professional development programs and actively participating in
professional activities. Moreover, Bredeson and Scibner (2000) asserted that different factors i.e. time,
resources and support of head of institute play vital role for accomplishment of all professional development
activities.

In conducting this research, the researcher therefore addressed the questions; what are the factors that
influence the CPD of university teachers? For instance, how do time, funding and head of department
influence participation of educators in professional development programs? However, this study focused to
explore the factors that influence university teachers’ participation in professional development programs.

2.1. Development of Hypothesis

Time: Time is considered as first and foremost factor as found by Lohman (2006), affecting continuous
professional developing of teachers. Nowadays, teachers’ workload and responsibilities are increased other
than to teach the students. It indicates that the educators have very limited time to take part in continuous
professional development practices due to spending all their time on teaching related tasks (Vaughn,
Arguelles, Hughes & Klinger, 1999; Hodkinson & Hodkinson, 2005). Many of the studies have clearly
shown that the most influential component which affects teachers’ participation in continuous professional
development trainings is time (Demirtas, 2010; Visser et al., 2010; Haudenschild & Yamagata-Lynch, 2009;
Easton, 2008; Rogers et al., 2007; Scribner & Sandholtz, 2006; Lindsay, Muijs & Goodall, 2005; Klinger,
2004; Cook & Collinson, 2004; Guskey, 2003; Kwakman, 2003; Richardson, 2003; Nijhof, Nieuwenhuis &
Van woerkom, 2002; Hirsh & Harris, 2001; Collinson, 2000; Guskey, 1999, Akkoyunlu & Orhan, 1999;
Zeuli & Thompson, 1999; Klingner et al., 1999; Richrdson, 1997; Noden & Moss, 1994; Castle & Watts,
1993; Rosenholz, 1989). Similarly, Postholm (2011) illustrated that lack of time is an obstacle for teachers
to take part in the programs related to continuous professional development. Valentine (1997) and Schnlan
(1986) have also stated that teachers’ participation in teaching and teaching related tasks is affected by
incapability of time. Moreover, the study of Cook and Collinson (2000) found that the most probable
hindrance is shortage of time that causes the low participation of teachers in CPD activities. As the result,
the underlying hypothesis is proposed:

H1: Time influence the teachers’ participation in Continuous Professional Development activities.

Funding: Funding refers to financial support and it plays an important role in teachers’ participation for
continuous professional development activities (Richardson, 1997; Lohman, 2006) rather than only
designing and implementing them (Postholm, 2011; Corcoran, 1995). Many of the studies had focused the
importance of funding for teachers participation in professional development programs (Birman et al., 2000;
Corcoran, 1995; Richardson, 2003; Howey & Hering 1982; Turney & Abadiano, 2004). Valentine (1997)
concluded that it affects the decisions of the teachers either to take part in professional development programs
or not. Researchers argued that funding is the main component for teachers’ motivation to take part in
programs of professional development (Shafer, 2009; Easton, 2008). The skills of professional teachers
may be funded and teachers are allowed to have the duty leave. It strengthens the participation of teachers
in professional development practices (Hodkinson & Hodkinson, 2005). Leanard and Leonard (2003)
supported the idea of Hodkinson and Hodkinson (2005) for improving teachers’ professional development
and asserted that funding is the chief concerned for teachers’ professional development activities within and
outside the school context. This leads to following hypothesis:

H2: Funding influence teachers’ participation in Continuous Professional Development activities.

Head Influence: Head of institution had an abundant influence on participation of teachers in CPD
programs. Mclaughlin and Talbert, (2006) portrayed the idea that head is the one who can encourage or
discourage the environment of institution for betterment of stakeholders. The crucial role of head of
institution for effective school environment is also discerned by Donahoe (1993). Similarly, Wolfson and
Payne (2002) affirmed that “As a leader of a learning organization, the principal must motivate teachers to
continue to grow professionally throughout their careers”. Principals’ positive attitude and support influence

Sukkur IBA Journal of Educational Sciences & Technologies - SJEST Vol 1, Issue 1; 2021



P-ISSN 2710-1703 38

the motivation of teachers for their professional growth (Wideen, 1992; Meister 2010). As the result, the
underlying hypothesis is proposed:

H3: Head influence impacts teachers’ participation in Continuous Professional Development activities.

2.2. Theoretical Framework

Theory of Reasoned Action (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1975)

As indicated by Courtney (1992) in literature that the theoretical model for participation of adults in
continuous professional development mainly emphasis on sociological and psychological perspectives. On
the other hand, Fishbein and Ajzen’s employ Reasoned Action theory for sociological and psychological
factors together and focus on the influence of societal and individual factors on decision to participate in
learning activities (Gibson & Becker, 1998). This theory used frequently in empirical studies having different
population and site. This theory state that there are two determinants of individual’s intension; personal
attitude and social pressure which shapes their behaviour. McCamey (2003) illustrated the theory and
specified that to motivate the individual two factors are important 1) his own desires and 2) encouragement
by others.

Psychological Interaction Model (Merriam’s & Darkenwald, 1982)

External and internal motivators encourage the adults to take part in any activity. As per above mentioned
theory the most powerful determinant for adult participatory behaviour is their socioeconomic status
(National Center for Education Statistics, 1998). Additionally, Reder, Hart-landsberg and Wikelund, (1992)
considered learning press as ‘what is known’ and emphasized on its importance. Similarly, (national center
for education statistics, 1998) explain learning press of a person strengthen the specific behaviour and
attitudes towards the importance of adult education. While Merriam and Darkenwald, (1982) identified four
types of obstacles that influence the participation of individuals in learning i.e.; institutional, informational,
situational and psychological barriers and gave DPS-G (Deterrents of Participation Scale). This scale helps
to categories the general factors into six sub-factors i.e. low personal priority, lack of course relevancy, time
constraints, lack of confidence, funding, and family, which affect the individuals’ participation in learning
opportunities.

2.3. Conceptual Framework

The conceptual model of current research is constructed on widespread literature review addressing the issue
of teachers’ participation in CPD (continuous professional development) programs and detects three main
determinants taken from both above mentioned theories. First factor is ‘time’ taken from ‘“Psychosocial
Interaction Model by Darkenwald and Marriam’s (1982)”, second factor ‘funding’ also associated with from
“Psychological Interaction Model by Darkenwald and Merriam’s (1982)”, while the third factor ‘head
influence’ is linked with “Recruitment Paradigm, The Theory of Reasond Action by Ajzen and ishbein,
(1975)”. Therefore following hypothesis are formulated and tested how these factors i.e. time, funding and
head of department influence participation of teachers in continuous professional development programs.

3. Methodology

The model to estimate the effect of time, funding and head influence on continuous professional development
in parametric form is defined as follows:

CPD = ao + Bl (T) + B2 (F) + B3 (HI) + ¢

where T represents Time, F represent Funding, HI represents Head Influence and CPD represents Continuous
Professional Development while ao represents constant and 31, B2 and B3 are coefficients and € is error term.

The model is estimated by the data collection through likert scale (5 point) questionnaire varies from
“strongly disagree (1)” to “strongly agree (5)” adapted from two sources (Bayar A., 2013; Bugti F., 2018).
Responses were individually obtained from 225 university teachers through google form. In questionnaire
item 1 to 6 are related to time, from 7 to 11 linked with funding, from 12 to 15 are related to head influence
and from 16 to 24 associated with continuous professional development of university teachers.
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Figure No.1.  Model of study

4. Data Analysis
For data analysis different statistical tests in SPSS software was used to analyze the data.
Reliability

Statistical tests of reliability were applied to demonstrate the data reliability. The questionnaire for the study
was based on 24 questions (15 questions of independent variables and 9 questions for dependent variable).
Reliability test was applied in SPSS and the value of Cronbach’s Alpha came out to be 0.932 (i.e.93.2%)
which shows that reliability of data is acceptable as per the limitations the value of Cronbach’s Alpha should
be more than 0.5 (i.e. 50%).

TABLE I. Reliability Statistics

Variable No. of items Cronbach’s Alpha
Time 6 0.981

Funding 5 0.972

Head Influence 4 0.886

Continuous Professional 9 0.974
Development

Overall 24 0.932

The first three variables “Time’, ‘Funding’ and ‘Head Influence’ was independent variables of the study
having 6, 5 and 4 items, respectively. The value of Alpha for 6 items of time is 0.981, 5 items of Funding is
0.972 and 4 items of Head Influence is 0.886. The fourth variable ‘Continuous Professional Development’
was only dependent variable of this study. It had 9 items and the value of Alpha of these items is 0.974. The
overall reliability of the instrument is 0.932.

Factor analysis

The value of KMO is 0.881 (> 0.7) which shows that the sample size is adequate for factor analysis. The
sample size is significant for factor analysis as the value of significance in Bartlett’s test is 0.000.
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TABLE Il. KMO and Bartlett’s Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sample Adequacy. 0.881
Approx. Chi-Square 8949.987
Bartlett’s Test of Spherity Df 276
Sig. .000

The following rotation component matrix was obtained after applying the test of Factor analysis:

TABLE Ill. Rotated Components matrix
ITEMS T F HI CPD
T1 .952
T2 947
T3 .944
T4 947
T5 .946
T6 .937
F1 .940
F2 .945
F3 946
F4 936
F5 913
HI1 633
HI2 .755
HI13 799
Hl4 810
CPD1 .870
CPD2 911
CPD3 .890
CPD4 .866
CPD5 .907
CPD6 .857
CPD7 879
CPD8 .885
CPD9 .861

The rotated component matrix is shown in above table and it illustrate that the highly correlated observed
variables are group together and form a latent variable on the basis of value of factor loadings. According to
the results, twenty-four observed variables are grouped together into four latent variables.
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Regression Analysis

TABLE IV. Regresion Coefficient

Variable Coefficient t-stats Prob. V.1IL.F
Constant 11.715 7.102 .000

Time .015 277 182 1.127
Funding .063 1.147 .253 1.107
Head Influence .608 10.535 .000 1.232
Adj. R? 0.394

F-stats 49.554

(Prob.) (0.000)

Table 4 shows variable with their beta value, co-linearity value and significance value. The significance
value of time is 0.782 and funding is 0.253 which does not meet the threshold (i.e. < 0.05) so hypothesis one
and hypothesis two are not supported. While the significance value of head influence is 0.000 which meet
the threshold (i.e. < 0.05) so, hypothesis three was supported, showing that head influence impacts
participation of teachers in CPD (continuous professional development) programs. VIF value of all three
independent variables is greater than one which shows the clarity in multicollinearity (high correlation
between independent variables). The value of adjusted R square is 0.394, showing that 39.4% of the variance
in continuous professional development can be predicted from time, funding and head influence. The value
of F-stats is 49.55 and is significant indicating that the combination of the predictors significantly predicts
continuous professional development. The [ value of head influence is more than that of time and funding.
By using B value from the above table we can write our equation as:

CPD =11.715+ 0.015 (T) + 0.063 (F) + 0.608 (HI) + ¢
Model fitness and confirmatory factor Analysis

Confirmation and modification of the model is done with analysis of model fitness for validation of dataset
used for study. AMOS was used for CFA (confirmatory factor analysis). Figure No. 2 demonstrate the CFA
test for all latent variables. All factor loadings were significant and greater than 0.5, indicating strong
convergent validity.

Three types of fit measure were used to verify the model’s fitness; absolute fit measure that included 2,
RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation), GFI (Goodness if index); incremental fit measures
included AGFI (Adjusted goodness-of-fit index), NFI (Normed fit index), CFI (Comparative fit index), IFI
(incremental fit index) and RFI (Relative fit index) and parsimony fit measures that included PNFI
(Parsimony normed fit index) and PCFI (Parsimony comparative fit index) (Bollen, 1989; Hair et al., 2010).

Structural model is used to get empirical evidences to verify the relationship of variable hypothesized in the
study. Indices of model-fit shows the adequacy and acceptance of current model ¥2/df = 1.874 (<3), RMSEA
=0.062 (<0.08), AGFI = 0.830 (>0.80), NFI = 0.952 (>0.90), CFI = 0.977 (>0.90), IFl1 = 0.977 (>0.90), RFI
0.944 (>0.90), PNFI = 0.821 (>0.50) and PCFI = 0.842 (>0.50). These indices have among most frequently
used, as they are less affected by sample size (Hair et al., 2010).

The results of path analysis indicated that head influence was positively related with continuous professional
development of university teachers (p<0.05). Thus, hypothesis three was accepted. The p value of Time and
funding is not meeting the threshold level. So, hypothesis one and two are not supported

5. Discussion

Continuous professional development of teachers is a basic element as it enhances their skills, competencies
and enables them to be helping hand for other. The research article intends to explore the factors that
influence the continuous professional development of the teachers at university level. Time, funding and
head influence was considered as independent variables and hypothesizes as influencing teachers’
participation in continuous professional development activities. The research result shows that time and
funding doesn’t influence teachers’ participation where as head influence was found significant.
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Figure No. 2. Structural Equation Model

The study found that the factor of time means the period spends in teaching learning activities and funding
which means the financial support or budget does not affect the participation of university teachers in
teachers continuous professional development activities where as the head influence which means the
attitude, behaviour, conduct and approach of the head of the institution affects the participation of university
teachers in teachers continuous professional development activities.

TABLE V. Goodness of fit indices for structural model

Fit indices Recommended Model

Level of fit value

Absolute fit measure

X2 (chi-square) 446.107
df (degrees of freedom) 228
Chi-square/df (x2/df) <3 1.874
RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation) <0.08 0.062
Incremental fit measures

AGFI (Adjusted goodness-of-fit index) >0.80 0.830
NFI (Normed fit index), >0.90 0.952
CFI (Comparative fit index) >0.90 0.977
IFI (incremental fit index) >0.90 0.977
RFI (Relative fit index) >0.90 0.944
Parsimony fit measures

PNFI (Parsimony normed fit index) >0.50 0.821
PCFI (Parsimony comparative fit index) >0.50 0.842
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The test of multiple regression and confirmatory factory analysis supports and provided the evidence that
time and funding does not influence on Continuous Professional Development of university teachers while
head influence significantly effecting on it. Hence, head of institute play vital role for accomplishment of all
professional development activities.

TABLE VI. Regression weights

Path B SE CR p-value Results
T—CPD -0.21 0.042 -0.513 0.608 Not supported
F—CPD 0.048 0.048 1.014 0.311 No supported
H—CPD 0.556 0.058 9.595 el Supported

Continuous Professional Development (CPD) enhances competencies and skills of teachers that ensure the
quality education therefore it is the demand of the age. According to the study by Bayar (2013) time is the
most important and positively influencing factor on professional development activities in contrast the study
of Lohman (2006) found that the continuous professional developmental activities are less influenced by
time factor. Similarly, as per the results of this research the hypothesized statement that time influence the
teachers’ participation in continuous professional development activities was found insignificant. The
second hypothesized statement about funding that it influences the teachers’ participation in continuous
professional development activities was also found insignificant that funding. Funding refers to financial
support (Richardson, 1997). The third hypothesized statement about head influence that it impacts the
teachers’ participation in continuous professional development activities was found significant. Head of
institution had an abundant influence on participation of teachers in CPD programs. Mclaughlin and Talbert,
(2006) portrayed the idea that head is the one who can encourage or discourage the environment of institution
for betterment of stakeholders. The crucial role of head of institution for effective school environment is also
discerned by Donahoe (1993). The study of Meister (2010) affirmed that head’s positive attitude and support
influence the motivation of teachers for their professional growth. Another study by Adu and Okeke (2014)
investigated the factors affecting the lecturers’ participation in continuing professional development and they
found that teachers are more likely to attend the continuous professional development activities of they are
well motivated by their head of institution.

Current research is helpful for educators to avail the continuous professional development opportunities as
per their convenient times and monetary incentives. This study provides evidence for positive head influence
on continuous professional development of teachers. Therefore, it is recommended that head may support
and encourage his/her team members to take part in continuous professional development activities.
Moreover, this study also provide support to higher educational institutions to organize the continuous
professional development programs by considering the external factors i.e. time, funding and head influence
for fruitful results

6. Conclusion

This study addressed the questions that what are the factors that influence the continuous professional
development activities of university teachers? For instance, how do time, funding and head of department
influence participation of educators in professional development programs? However, this study focused to
explore the factors that influence university teachers’ participation in professional development programs.
In this study on university teachers, the respondents shows more favorable attitude towards the head
influence impact on continuous professional development activities of university teachers with significant
value of 0.000 and expressed the less support to the factor of time and funding with an insignificant value of
0.782 and 0.253, respectively. These findings demonstrate the importance of behavior of head that motivates
the teachers to be professionally developed. The results also concerning considering the positive perception
and attitude of heads’ may increase the professional activities of teachers.
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