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Abstract: 

(Florida, Common Core State Standards, Mathematics Teachers, 2013) 

This thesis was designed to determine middle school teachers’ perceptions of their state 

of readiness to enact the Common Core Standards in mathematics in the State of Florida. The 

descriptive study employed a survey of 100 middle school mathematics teachers throughout the 

State of Florida in an effort to understand how the state, counties, and administrations can best 

serve educators through the critical transition from Next Generation Sunshine State Standards to 

the Common Core State Standards. The survey developed for this study included twenty-seven 

questions. In order to determine how Florida compares to a similar survey of a generalized 

sample of United States teachers, this thesis compares the results of the Floridian survey to the 

results from the national sample. The results suggest that Florida teachers' perceptions of 

preparedness lag behind that of the rest of the country. The implications of these results are 

discussed.   
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

 In July of 2010, Governor Charlie Christ signed into law Senate Bill 4 (2010). The Bill, 

which contains over 1300 lines, would have a major effect on K-12 curriculum in Florida in the 

form of the new Common Core State Standards (CCSS, 2012). Fast-forward to the time of this 

writing, one year before the implementation of the CCSS in classrooms all across Florida. The 

success of this effort, to transition to a new way of learning and teaching mathematics, will 

depend in large part on the commitment and confidence of the teachers charged with enacting 

these changes. Are Florida’s teachers ready to meet this challenge?  Are Florida’s mathematics 

teachers committed to and confident about their abilities to implement the new standards? 

 Prior to the Common Core State Standards (CCSS), the United States had seen its share 

of new educational strategies in mathematics. Many recognize the Soviet Union’s launch of 

Sputnik 1 in 1957 as the impetus of mathematics education reform (Burris, 2010). Due to 

Americans’ desire to remain a leader in technological advances, a new curriculum was 

introduced to our nation’s mathematics teachers to ensure the USA remained a world power. 

Despite the best efforts of educators, the “New Math” of the 1960s failed to enhance classroom 

practices and so failed to improve students’ knowledge of mathematics.  Indeed, some have said 

this novel curriculum lead to more confusion than illumination (Burris, 2010). This failure 

propelled the “Back to the Basics” movement in the 1970s and 1980s, which effectively 

reinforced students’ procedural fluency, but failed to emphasize a conceptual understanding of 

mathematics. In order for the United States to recover from the setback, the country would need 

to focus on students’ deep understanding gained by metacognitive and analytical practices. 

 The National Council of Teachers of Mathematics (NCTM), a nationwide group of 

mathematicians, mathematics educators, and mathematics teachers working together to improve 

the teaching and learning of mathematics, published the Professional Standards for Teaching 

Mathematics in the early 1990s as a way to improve education by reforming teaching practices 

(NCTM, 2013). NCTM recognized the need to move towards interactive classrooms, a proactive 

step towards the CCSS.  

 The Goals 2000 Educate America Act of 1994 and the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 

were attempts at achieve equity and to improve the learning of all students in our nation’s 

schools. In order to follow the guidelines set forth by policymakers, most states created content 
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standards for each grade level and academic subjects, and this was also the case in mathematics. 

In Florida, the standards have gone through two major metamorphoses, becoming the Sunshine 

State Standards, then the Next Generation Sunshine State Standards in the early years of the new 

century (Florida Department of Education, 2013). While NCTM encouraged teachers to use 

technology, manipulatives, interpersonal relationships, and discussion in order to effectively 

teach mathematics, the teaching that has occurred in the wake of these two acts has been 

characterized, by some, as teaching to the test, with teacher-centered classrooms and inconsistent 

standards for students (Duncan, 2013). A similar pattern of events occurred in other states 

throughout the nation. 

 In yet another attempt to change the way mathematics is taught and learned, the Common 

Core State Standards were designed when more than 40 states recognized a need for higher and 

clearer expectations as well as increased educational consistency across the country (CCSS, 

2012). The National Governors Association Center for Best Practices and the Council of Chief 

State School Officers brought together teachers, researchers, and leading experts in order to 

revise Mathematics standards, as well as English/Language Arts. The collaboration, which was a 

first of its kind in the United States, generated a profoundly different set of expectations for 

students than existed prior (Rothman, 2012). Rather than an overwhelming list of topics, the 

CCSS have a focused yet conceptually rich pool of standards. The new standards follow in 

sequential order to ensure topics are built upon instead of re-taught year after year. Among the 

many other significant differences, another advancement is the emphasis on process rather than 

product (Rothman, 2012). 

 According to the Editorial Projects in Education Research Center, over 75% of teachers 

across the U.S. are familiar with the Common Core State Standards (Moreland, 2013). Similarly, 

educators consistently agree that the higher caliber and rigor of the new standards to be a positive 

change. Many educators are optimistic about the potential of the CCSS as a way to increase 

consistency across the over 40 states who have adopted the standards, ensure college readiness, 

clarify expectations, and deepen understanding (CCSSO, 2010). The evidence of enthusiasm 

behind the CCSS is great; however, it remains to be seen whether these same educators feel 

prepared to put the standards into practice. As has been well documented, any attempt at change 

teaching practice is only as good as the teachers who enact it (Wilson, 2013). 
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 There is some research focusing on teachers’ perceptions of the CCSS and this research is 

based on the results of a generalized sample of K-12 teachers.  The results from a survey 

administered to approximately 600 teachers across the United States in October 2012 revealed 

that teachers rated their “preparedness” for the CCSS with scores ranging from 2.6 to 3.4 out of 

5, where 5 is the most prepared (Editorial Projects in Education Inc., 2013). The low mid-range 

scores for preparedness showed that teachers felt neither prepared or unprepared, as opposed to 

desired scores of 4 or greater demonstrating preparedness for the new Common Core State 

Standards. These scores cover preparedness to implement as well as preparedness to teach 

disabled students, English Language Learners (ELLs), and entire classroom populations. These 

middle-range scores for preparedness should serve as a warning for administrators, county 

officials, and departments of education: teachers do not feel prepared to enact the CCSS.  

 The results from the Editorial Projects in Education (EPE) Survey, however, are not the 

only sign of trouble to the imminent CCSS. Across the nation, there is growing evidence to 

suggest that educators from a wide variety of disciplines and grade levels echo this lack of 

preparedness. For example, one article in a Californian journal, the Centerview, included an 

interview with an array of focus groups including elementary, middle and high school teachers of 

Mathematics and English/Language Arts (Center for the Future of Teaching and Learning, 

2012). Some teachers believed the CCSS to emphasize process more than content, and therefore 

felt leery about adopting the standards. The authors pinpointed some uneasiness due to teachers’ 

perceptions that they never learned mathematics content in the way the standards suggest. Other 

mathematics teachers were concerned about their own lack of mathematical depth, due to their 

childhood educations, as a handicap for teaching by the standards. This lack of confidence could 

keep teachers from implementing the reform-based teaching methods that will be required to 

enact the CCSS.   

 In a report featured on the Common Core website, administrators, educators, and other 

invested parties had the opportunity to react to the CCSS. A section about overarching themes 

revealed, “Few respondents believe the current education system is well prepared to 

meaningfully implement the Common Core State Standards” (Smith, 2010, p. 4). Yet another 

survey administered at an ASCD Conference on Educational Leadership concludes that teachers, 

especially in K-8, feel their content knowledge lacks the complexity needed to implement the 

standards (ASCD, 2012). 
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 As has been described, research has been conducted on a national level to investigate 

teacher preparedness and perspective; but there has been little research that focuses on teachers 

in Florida.  I am personally interested in the preparedness of Floridian teachers to implement the 

CCSS because of my internship teaching in the fall of 2013. Though some teacher preparation 

programs emphasize reform-based teaching, the majority of practicing teachers are veterans of 

programs that did not emphasize this reform. I hope to shed light to any opportunities for 

improvement as well as give teachers an opportunity to voice their needs.  

  According to the U.S. Department of Education, mathematics has been identified as a 

critical skill in the information age (U.S. Department of Education, 2009). In terms of a student’s 

success in mathematics, the middle school grades are a pivotal time for math development 

(Wang et al., 2003). The Common Core represents a vastly different way of conceptualizing 

mathematical learning during the middle school years (CCSS, 2012). Given these concerns, the 

question that drove my research was “What are middle school teachers’ perceptions of their state 

of readiness to enact the Common Core Standards in mathematics in the State of Florida?” It is 

my anticipation that this information will be useful to the State Department of Education, school 

districts, and universities in their efforts to craft effective, professional development to teachers.    
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Chapter 2 

Review of Related Literature 

 In this chapter, literature that informs the rationale for this study as well as 

methodological considerations is reviewed.   

 

Teachers’ Beliefs and their Affect on Reform 

 When implementing educational reform, masterful construction of curriculum is of the 

upmost importance. The design should support the way that students learn best in order to 

consider the curriculum effective. Enderle et al. (in press) in their discussion of student centered 

teaching practices (as would be necessitated to enact the CCSS) describe that “students who 

participated [in an] inquiry-based laboratory unit showed significantly higher post-test scores: 

had the higher scores, more growth, and long-term retention at both the high school and middle 

school levels” (Enderle et al., in press, page 2-3), suggesting that such teaching practices can be 

effective.  However, there is an important caveat: they describe that students only showed 

“higher scores, more growth, and long-term retention” of materials “if their teacher had a 

stronger implementation of inquiry methods” (Enderle et al., in press, page 2-3).  This suggests 

that student success in learning through student centered practices requires not only effectively 

designed curricula.  Student success also depends on the effective implementation of that 

curriculum. Crafting student-centered curriculum should not be the only consideration during 

education reform. It is equally, if not more, important to ensure teachers are both supportive of 

implementation and capable of the expectations associated with the reform. 

 Woodbury and Gess-Newsome (2002), in their meta analysis of the factors influencing 

the success of attempts to reform mathematics instruction describe that the teacher is at the 

center of such efforts.  This suggests that if the CCSS are to be successfully enacted, teachers 

will need to be prepared and willing to undertake that task.  As Enderle and colleagues suggest,   

Teacher beliefs about teaching and learning interact with and influence their teaching practices… As 

beliefs develop, teachers hold different philosophies regarding the practice of teaching (Luft et al., 2003). 

While change in beliefs is difficult, beliefs can change. (Enderle et al., in press, p. 3). 

The work of Woodbury and Gess-Newsome, Enderle, and a host of others suggests that in order 

for the CCSS to be successful, teachers must be willing to consider, engage with and learn to 

enact this curriculum.  But simply providing new materials to teachers is not sufficient for them 

to employ them or to employ them effectively.  Instead, teachers must understand a new teaching 
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approach before they will be willing to enact it.  This suggests that if one can change a teacher’s 

conceptions of and beliefs about teaching, then this can cause a change in a teacher’s behavior or 

practice of teaching.  The potential for change, then, is dependant on understanding teachers’ 

perceptions on reform and change. 

 Moving forward, for the CCSS to be successful it will be important to understand 

teachers’ beliefs and understandings of the reform. It is important to consider that few of the 

teachers implementing the educational change have any prior exposure to the strategies. Many of 

current teachers have learned mathematics through traditional practices and were successful in 

their own academic careers (Woodbury & Gess-Newsome, 2002). Their successes with 

traditional practices can often cloud a teacher’s ability to see a need for change, and require more 

time in which to adapt their teaching styles. Clearly, teachers also need to understand the 

research behind the teaching and learning practices. Major transitions in pedagogy, such as 

standards-based reform, “must be accompanied by adjustments in the beliefs and understandings 

that underpin those practices “ (Cavanagh, 2006, p 2). Teachers must see that these changes will 

not affect students’ ability to develop crucial mathematics skills and that these changes can be 

accomplished within “a reasonable timeframe” (Cavanagh, 2006, p 7).  

 To ensure those we are trusting to implement the educational reform are invested in the 

change, we must actively seek their input and use the information to guide transition material and 

training. The research mentioned in this chapter supports the idea that teachers should be 

metaphorically “wooed” into educational reform. This kind of monumental change (reform) 

requires a person to change their conceptions and beliefs, and a person’s beliefs should be 

considered with the upmost care. Inquiring about teachers’ perspectives on and preparedness for 

the Common Core State Standards, then, should be an expectation of any state desiring positive 

results from the new standards.  

 

Response Rates and Surveys 

 The research reported here employed a survey methodology.  In order to ensure the most 

accurate information is obtained by surveys, researchers rely on adequate response rates. There 

are a few factors that effect response rates. Survey length, respondent pre-notification, follow-up 

notifications, and issue salience can influence the number of responses to a survey (Sheehan, 

2006). Kim Bartel Sheehan, Assistant Professor at the School of Journalism and Communication 
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at the University of Oregon, found conflicting results when investigating the effect of survey 

length and respondent pre-notification on response rates. Contact before and/or after the initial 

survey increased the response rates in some cases by 25%. Similarly, survey respondents salient 

to the issue in the survey responded more than those who were not interested in the issue.  

 These design modifications can have major effects on response rates; however outside 

factors are also affecting response rates. The oversaturation of surveys to the United States 

population has decreased the number of survey responses (Sheehan, 2006). Over the past 20 

years since researchers have used electronic surveys, there has been a recognizable decline in 

responses. Though average responses were 50%-60% in the mid-1980s, that number has 

decreased by almost half (Baruch, 1991). When surveyors then combine the unfavorable public 

opinion of surveys with incomplete surveys, sample sized are dramatically reduced (Baruch, 

1991).  

 The small number of responses, however, may increase accuracy of survey findings. 

According to Cook et al., an increase in response rate does not necessarily mean an increase in 

representativeness (Cook, 2000). Smaller numbers of responses are still able to gather much 

needed information and represent quite accurately the target population (Cook, 2000). Though a 

novice surveyor may desire a 100% response rate, a rate so high is improbable (Baruch, 1991). 

Studies have shown less than 100% of participants return surveys even when all volunteered to 

complete the survey. Presently a 20% - 30% response rate is recommended to make inferences 

about target populations (Shih et al., 2008). In conclusion, it is vital to carefully craft a survey 

and consider the factors influencing response rates in order to ensure accurate findings during 

research. 
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Chapter 3 

Methods 

This descriptive study employed a survey of middle school mathematics teachers in the 

State of Florida in an effort to understand how the state, counties, and administrations can best 

serve our educators through this critical transition from Next Generation Sunshine State 

Standards (NGSS) to the Common Core State Standards (CCSS).  

 

Context 

 Along with forty-four other states, Florida has played an active role in developing the 

CCSS. In July of 2010, the hard work paid off when Florida adopted the new mathematics 

standards to be fully implemented during the 2014-2015 school year (Florida Department of 

Education, 2013). This timeline has given schools in Florida, and all the states having since 

adopted the CCSS, three years to develop training, support teachers, and educate students and 

parents, all the while maintaining functioning classrooms. This difficult balance has had a major 

impact on teachers’ perspectives on their readiness to teach come fall 2014. 

 Currently, “Forty-five states, four territories, and the Department of Defense Education 

Activity have adopted the Common Core State Standards” (CCSS, 2012). Florida, however, has 

recently experienced anti-Core sentiments and has recanted slightly. Some Floridian economic 

analysts are concerned with the amount of money to be spent on the transition to the CCSS – 

paying for textbooks, student training materials, assessment development, etc. (Stewart, 2013). 

Others involved in the political process have been able to steer legislators into corners. Changes 

made to the original “complete” adoption include the refusal to use the assessments written to 

align with the CCSS (for an indefinite amount of time) and the elimination of particular 

Language Arts standards (Brooks, 2013). Despite these bold moves by the Florida Legislature, 

lawmakers assure the State, its educators, and those concerned, that these moves (politically 

intentioned or not) should not be misunderstood as Florida “backing out” of the standards. 

Statements from the Department of Education suggest that Florida still has full intentions 

implementing the Common Core Standards.  
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Instrument 

The national survey by Editorial Projects in Education Inc. (2013) served as a model for 

the survey administered in this study. The survey had thirty-four questions, though some were 

added and removed from the original to cater to the specific needs of this study. The survey 

included questions about the participant (teacher), the demographics of their school, familiarity 

with the CCSS, training and information sources, preparedness to teach with CCSS, and personal 

enthusiasm about the new standards.  

In the survey developed for this study, twenty-seven questions were included. Teacher 

participants were asked about the grade level they teach, in what county they teach, and course(s) 

they teach. Questions about demographics included school size, type (public, private or charter), 

location (rural, town, suburb, or city), and poverty level. Teachers were asked how familiar they 

are with the CCSS and how familiar they were with standards prior to the newly adopted 

standards. Furthermore, questions about training methods, duration as well as effectiveness of 

training, and learning gains from training were posed to teachers on the survey. Given their 

familiarity and training, teachers also communicated how prepared they feel to integrate the 

strategies into their lessons and, most importantly, what measures would make them feel more 

confident. These questions as well as supplementary questions about teacher perspectives on the 

CCSS prior to implementation served as the bank of relevant and necessary information in order 

to analyze the state’s readiness1.   

See Editorial Projects in Education Inc. (2013) Survey, which served as the survey 

instrument for this survey, in the Appendix. 

 

Data Collection and Sampling 

The survey was available for participants over a 22-day period. During this time, 

potential teachers were e-mailed an initial “Request to Participate” e-mail, and two follow up e-

mails. 

The target population for this survey was middle school mathematics teachers in Florida. 

In the State of Florida there are approximately 2,500 middle schools, both public and private 

(Florida Department of Education, 2013).  I focused on grades 6-8. On average, via a sample of 

Duval County Schools, there are three to six middle school mathematics teachers per middle 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1 See Appendix A for a copy of the survey used in the Floridian Survey. 



! *$!

school. Given this estimation, the target population included around 11,000 middle school 

mathematics teachers from public, private, and charter institutions.  

Invitation to the survey was sent via e-mail to school administrators and mathematics 

teachers across the state. Contact information for schools, separated by grade level, is located on 

each of the Florida School District websites and this information was used to send the surveys to 

the schools and teachers. Roughly 450 individuals (both teachers and principals) were contacted 

via e-mail, in order to reach approximately 700 teachers.   

According to Shih and Fan (2008), response rates of 20% are optimal to draw 

conclusions about a target population. To increase the number of responses, the subject line of 

the e-mail was written to attract and encourage teachers to complete the survey. For example, the 

subject of the initial e-mail read, “,-../0!12344/!,5630756-28!905230:8!1;:<0=!4>!630!

?4774>!?4:0@A!Additionally, all teachers who responded to the survey were entered into a raffle 

to receive a $50 gift card to Office Max. 

 

Participants 

 Exactly 100 educators from around the state of Florida participated in this research study, 

hereafter referred to as the Floridian Survey. Given that 700 teachers were originally contacted 

either directly or indirectly, the response rate for this survey was 14%, below the optimal level of 

20% described by Shih & Fan (2008).  However, Nulty (2008) suggests that the response rate of 

online surveys seldom meet that established by paper and pencil instruments. Nulty suggests that 

it is much more important to take into account the sample size and nature of the sample in order 

to determine if inferences can be drawn.  The development team of an online survey software 

program, Survey Monkey, suggests that for a target population of 11,000, a minimum of 96 

participants should be included in final sample if one allows for a 10% margin of error, a 

minimum this research achieved.  A review of similar published studies suggests that the sample 

size of this research is within the practical limits of on-line survey research.  For instance, 

Aydeniz and Southerland (2012) published results of a national survey of science teachers based 

on 161 on-line participants. 

Another aspect of the utility of the sample stems from representativeness (Nulty, 2008).  

The 100 participants who completed the survey represented 6th, 7th, and 8th grade middle school 

mathematics teachers, as well as those who worked in conjunction with the math department 
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(including intensive math specialists, college readiness counselors, etc.). Twenty-four counties 

across Florida were represented through the survey, counties and participants, which are noted in 

Diagram 1.  

 

Diagram 1: Counties of work in Florida. Represents counties of survey participants. (n = 100) 

 
These educators taught a variety of courses including, but not limited to, Algebra, Geometry, and 

regular 6th-8th grade mathematics courses.  

 The School Characteristics section shows that the teachers who completed the survey 

taught in a diverse set of schools. The EPE Survey (2013) measured diversity using school size, 

poverty level, and location; however, the Floridian Survey added an additional question about 

the types of schools at which the participants taught. School sizes ranged from less than 250 

students to more than 1,000 students, represented in Diagram 2. 

 

Diagram 2: Students enrolled at schools of survey participants. (n = 99) 

 

 Schools represented also varied with respect to their poverty level. Twenty-two percent 

of respondents reported that 25% of their students or less are low-income. Thirty-two percent of 

participants reported that 26% - 50% of their students are from low-income families. An almost 

equal percentage of respondents, thirty-four percent, indicated that 51% - 75% of their student 



! *&!

population is considered low-income. The last eleven percent reported that approximately 76% 

or more of their student population in low-income. The respondents of the Floridian Survey 

worked in schools almost uniformly distributed across four primary locales including rural areas, 

cities, towns, and suburbs (with a 28:25:20:27 ratio, respectively). The final question, unique to 

the Floridian Survey gathered information about the type of schools taught by participants in the 

survey. An overwhelming number of participants reported working in public schools (89%), with 

much smaller numbers working in charter schools or private schools (10% and 1%, 

correspondingly).  

 

Data Collection 

 Qualtrics was used to develop and administer the survey as well as a means to efficiently 

collect the data.  

 

Data Analysis 

 I analyzed the data I collected from the survey in a way similar to the Editorial Projects in 

Education Inc. Survey (2013). The EPE Survey (2013) made use of pie charts and scales to 

communicate the results of their survey. These visual representations, along with brief 

explanations of the questions and responses, made the results easy for the reader to understand. 

In addition, the EPE Survey (2013) was organized into sections: Respondent Demographics, 

School Characteristics, Awareness of the CCSS, Training for the CCSS, and Perspectives of the 

CCSS. The compartmentalization of the information allowed the reader to quickly find pertinent 

information quickly. For these reasons, I analyzed and organized the responses to this survey in a 

similar way. 

 In order to determine how Florida measures up to a similar survey of a generalized 

sample of United States teachers, I compared my survey results to those of the Editorial Projects 

in Education Inc. Survey (2013). This information will give a general idea of Florida’s above or 

below average preparedness to implement the Common Core State Standards as compared to the 

country as a whole. 
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Chapter 4 

Results 

 This chapter will detail the patterns seen in the responses of the 100 participating 

teachers.   

As detailed in Diagram 3, the Floridian Survey shows an impressive rate of familiarity 

with a total of 99% of respondents at least slightly familiar with the CCSS.  

 

Diagram 3: Familiarity with Common Core State Standards. (n = 100) 

 
A similar familiarity scale was used to assess survey participants’ overall level of familiarity 

with Florida's previous state standards, the Next Generation Sunshine State Standards in 

Mathematics (NGSS). The Floridian Survey reported 99% of participants were familiar with the 

prior standards (NGSS). This data suggests that the teachers in the sample were equally familiar 

with the CCSS as the previously employed standards.   

 Participants in the survey gained their information about the CCSS from a variety of 

sources, as shown in Diagram 4. The Floridian Survey reported that sixty-five percent  

 

Diagram 4: Information sources used to learn about CCSS. (n = 100) 
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of respondents gained information about the Common Core from administrators at their schools, 

fifty-nine percent from state department publications, and seventy percent from teachers at their 

schools. Although participants were asked to select all answers that apply, these three sources 

were the most commonly selected by respondents. Sources in the category of “other” included 

Common Core State-Wide Trainings, District Trainings, and Professional Development 

Workshops. 

 Although these sources are important for informing the teachers and administrators about 

the new standards included in the Common Core State Standards, it is important to note the other 

steps the states have taken to train their teachers and aid them during the transition. When asked 

if they had received any professional development or training related to the Common Core State 

Standards, 94% respondents reported yes. Of those 94%, almost three-quarters spent more than 

one day in training, as depicted in Diagram 5 below, with 30% of all participants spending more 

than 5 days in some form of training.  

 

Diagram 5: Time spent in training for the CCSS. This includes professional development. (n = 100) 

  

 Respondents who received CCSS related training expounded upon the topics covered in 

the Floridian Survey, focusing on eight major areas. An overwhelming majority, 91% of 

respondents, indicated that they reviewed the Common Core State Standards in Mathematics. 

Other topics covered by a majority of trainings included the alignment between the CCSS and 

Florida’s prior standards (72%), curriculum materials and resources to teach the CCSS (52%), 

and collaborating with colleagues to teach the CCSS (47%). In contrast, few training sessions 

covered teaching Common Core State Standards to specific student groups (e.g.: students with 

disabilities or English-language learners) (12%) or common assessments being developed by 

multi-state consortia (18%). 
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 The Common Core State Standards professional development was provided to teachers 

using multiple educational strategies. The most commonly used training strategy, with eighty-

two percent, were “structured, formal settings (seminars, lectures, conferences)” as depicted in 

the Diagram 6. Other training strategies included 

 

Diagram 6: Methods by which CCSS training was provided. (n = 99) 

 
collaborative time with colleagues (59%) and professional learning opportunities (48%). 

Webinar and job-embedded coaching were two of the lesser experienced training strategies, with 

only 14% and 21% reporting these methods respectively.  

  Respondents reported that a variety of providers lead the CCSS-related training sessions. 

Almost one-third of the respondents indicated that a member of their district central office (63%) 

or a staff member from their school (57%) conducted the training (see Diagram 7). Less than 

one-quarter of the respondents reported having been trained 

 

Diagram 7: Provider(s) of CCSS Training. (n = 99) 

 
by each of the remaining providers – professional associations, state departments of education, 

consultants, or staff from another district school. 
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 Survey participants were asked if they believed their training to be of high quality. Fifty-

five percent of the respondents felt as though their training was of high quality, with the other 

45% believing the training to be of lesser quality.  

 

Diagram 8: Was the CCSS training received of high quality? (n = 99) 

 
 Questions regarding alignment of curricular material and additional training requests 

concluded the “Training for the CCSS” section. To gage how well curricular material was 

consistent with the new Common Core State Standards, the survey asked if teachers believed 

their textbooks and other curricular materials to be aligned with the Common Core State 

Standards. Respondent were asked to answer using a four-point scale ranging from strongly 

agree to strongly disagree. An overwhelming seventy-one percent of respondents who completed 

the survey currently disagree with the statement, believing that their curricular materials were not 

aligned with the CCSS. 

 To aid survey participants during this transitional period, a question was included in the 

survey requesting support and training ideas. This survey question allowed teachers to select all 

answers that applied, and they took full advantage of the opportunity. Five of the eight listed 

supports - access to assessments aligned to the Common Core State Standards, more 

collaboration time with colleagues, more planning time, access to curricular resources aligned to 

the Common Core State Standards, and more information about how the Common Core State 

Standards will change what is expected of students - were requested from over 60% of 

respondents. The support that was cited the least (37%) was more information about how the 

CCSS differs from Florida’s prior standards as seen in Diagram 9 below. Even in a free-response 

question that asked teachers to include any  
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Diagram 9: Support suggestions from teachers during CCSS transition. (n = 99) 

 
other ways their school administrators, district staff, and Florida Department of Education staff 

could serve them as they transition to the CCSS, respondents were eager to provide answers with 

almost three-quarters (71%) including feedback. This feedback will be discussed at length in the 

Discussion and Implications portions of this research. 

 The final section of the Floridian Survey contained questions pertaining to teachers’ 

Perspectives on CCSS. These questions covered personal preparedness for the Common Core’s 

implementation, perspective on the new standards as compared to the prior standards, and 

opinions on student preparedness for CCSS.  

 Using a five-point scale where 1 is not at all prepared and 5 is very prepared, teachers in 

Florida believe their school, district, and state is moderately prepared for the implementation of 

the Common Core State Standards. On average survey respondents rated their school’s 

preparedness at a 3, their district’s preparedness at a 3.3, and the State of Florida’s preparedness 

at a 3.9. Very few respondents, however, reported that their school, district, or state were “very 

prepared.” For example, only 6% of respondents feel their school is very prepared for the 

transition to CCSS, 3% feel their district very prepared, and an alarming 1% feels the state is 

very prepared. These, and other statistics can be seen in Diagram 10 below. 
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Diagram 10: School, district, and state preparedness for the CCSS. (n = 99) 

 
 In a question regarding teachers’ preparedness to teaching using the new state standards 

with their students as a whole, survey participants felt moderately prepared, with an average of 3. 

The scale was setup similarly to the School, District, and State Preparedness for the CCSS scale 

with a rating of one being “not at all prepared” and five being “very prepared.” When focusing 

on specialized groups including English-language learners, students with disabilities, low-

income students, academically at-risk students, and high-performing students, respondents felt 

less confident. The higher end of the spectrum, with an average scale rating of 3.3 (moderately 

prepared), included high-performing students. The remaining special groups had average ratings 

of less than a 2.7 (only slightly prepared). Diagram 11 illustrates the levels of preparedness for 

each special group. 

 

Diagram 11: Teacher preparedness for teaching special groups using CCSS. (n = 99) 
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 The majority of respondents reported that they believe their students are not prepared to 

master the Common Core State Standards again using a scale from one (not at all prepared) to 

five (very prepared); the average rating for student preparedness was a 2.4 out of 5. Over half of 

the respondents rated their students at most slightly prepared, and only three percent indicated 

their students as being “very prepared,” as illustrated in Diagram 12.  

 

Diagram 12: Student preparedness to master the Common Core State Standards. (n = 99) 

 
 Data regarding the quality of CCSS mirrored the insecurities survey participants have 

about teaching with the Common Core standards and those they have about students’ ability to 

master the standards. Only 38% of respondents believed the Common Core State Standards are 

of higher quality than Florida’s previous standards, the Next Generation Sunshine State 

Standards. An almost equal percentage (36%) believed the standards are of equal quality. An 

unprecedented 17% were unsure whether the new standards are of a higher quality, as 

demonstrated by the pie chart below in Diagram 13. 

 

Diagram 13: Quality of the Common Core State Standards relative to NGSS. (n = 99) 

Despite the less than half of respondents who believed the CCSS are of a higher quality than 

their previous standards, 60% of these same survey participants agreed that the Common Core 

Standards will improve their instruction and classroom practices (see Diagram 14). In addition, 

an overwhelming 91% have already integrated the Common  
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Diagram 14: CCSS will improve instruction and classroom practice. (n = 99) 

Core State Standards into their teaching practices or plans. The integration of Common Core 

does not necessarily mean teachers have incorporated the standards into both practice and plan, 

but at least one of the two as depicted in Diagram 15. 

 

Diagram 15: CCSS incorporated into Teaching plan or practice. (n = 99) 

 Overall, the survey provided invaluable information for schools, districts, and Florida as 

the implementation of the CCSS approaches in the fall of 2014, all of which will be expounded 

upon in the discussion.  
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Chapter 5 

Discussion, Implications of Research, and Limitations 

 

Discussion  

 The respondents of the survey represented a diverse group of school sizes, locales, and 

types, giving the findings of this research academic weight across a diverse spectrum of schools 

and educators. It is also important to note that the respondents of the original EPE Survey (2013) 

were educators, administrators and faculty, while the Floridian Survey was focused specifically 

on middle school mathematics teachers in Florida. Of those who participated in the EPE Survey 

(2013), only 14% were mathematics teachers. Despite these differences, I have compared the 

data regarding familiarity with, preparedness for, and perspective on the Common Core State 

Standards. I have compared and contrasted the two surveys in order to determine where Florida 

middle school mathematics teachers currently stand in comparison to the nation one year ago.  

 The most basic, but fundamental, question to ask of mathematics teachers refers to how 

familiar they are with the Common Core State Standards. Ninety-nine percent of teachers who 

completed the Floridian Survey reported being at least “slightly familiar” with the standards. 

With the implementation of the new standards in less than one calendar year, it is vital that 

teachers know about and are becoming familiar with the Common Core. Ninety-nine percent 

familiarity shows that the state, district, and schools have done a thorough job of at least 

introducing these educational changes to their teachers. The amount of teachers indicating 

familiarity should be encouraging to the Florida, but Florida certainly cannot rely on this statistic 

alone to show preparedness for the implementation of the standards in the fall of 2014. There are 

multiple findings from the study that have the ability to impact “next steps” taken by the state, 

districts, and schools. These include school, district, and state preparedness, preparedness to 

teach diverse student groups, student preparedness, curricular material alignment, teacher 

perspectives on the Common Core, and teacher needs for the remainder of the transition. Each of 

these will be thoroughly discussed in terms of understanding how middle schools in Florida are 

fairing during the transition into the Common Core State Standards. 

 The percent of respondents who received CCSS professional development or training in 

the Floridian Survey was higher than the responses to the EPE Survey (2013), where 94% of 

respondents had received training compared to 71% respectively. This data show that Florida 
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teachers have been given the opportunity to learn more about the standards as well as how to 

implement them. However, despite the number of respondents exposed to CCSS training, it is 

important to note that less than 35% of those survey participants felt their school, district, or state 

was prepared for implementation.  

Teachers who responded to the Floridian Survey were equally as optimistic about school, 

district, and state preparedness, with averages of 3.0, 2.9, and 2.4 respectively. These numbers 

were very similar to the school (3.0), district (2.9), and state (2.8) averages from the EPE Survey 

(2013). These data indicate that teacher respondents are less confident in their state’s 

preparedness to implement the Common Core, with averages between moderately prepared (2.8) 

and only slightly prepared (2.4). In contrast, teachers are much more confident in areas of 

immediate control, such as their schools or districts.  

 Although respondents in Florida believed their schools to be moderately prepared overall 

for the CCSS, they themselves felt only slightly prepared to teach diverse groups of students 

using these standards. Teachers in Florida are much closer to “not at all prepared” than they are 

to “very prepared” on the five-point scale. In assessing their preparedness to teach English-

language learners, students with disabilities, low-income students, and academically at-risk 

students, teachers on average gave ratings of 2.2, 2.2, 2.6, and 2.5 correspondingly. The only 

special group that teachers feel relatively ready to teach using the Common Core, with an 

average of 3.3, is high-performing students. The EPE Survey (2013) reported consistent results 

regarding English-language learners and students with disabilities, however their averages with 

the remaining special groups were above a 3.0. These data suggest that not only do Floridian 

mathematics teachers perceive themselves to be under-prepared to teach those most needing 

support, but they are also below the national average from one year ago. 

 Respondents of the Floridian survey also seemed concerned about their students’ 

potential to grasp concepts required by CCSS. The most frequent response to a question about 

student preparedness for the Common Core was a 2 out of 5, with an average response of a 2.4. 

These numbers are not surprising considering the results of the EPE Survey (2013) where 

teachers responded with a 2.8 average out of 5 total points. In addition, the Floridian teachers do 

not feel that their current textbooks and other study materials are aligned with the new standards, 

making implementation difficult. For example, one teacher stated in the survey that, “We need 

resources that are aligned to common core. Our current textbooks are not and those currently on 
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the market are not.” Although 44% of respondents to the EPE Survey (2013) agreed to having 

aligned materials, only 29% of Floridian Survey respondents have curricular materials that will 

compliment the Common Core. While neither of these statistics is encouraging moving forward, 

the information should alert the State to areas of need. 

 In perhaps one of the more interesting finding, in 2012, forty percent of teachers around 

the United States felt the CCSS were of better quality than their state’s previous standards 

(Editorial Projects in Education Inc., 2013). In contrast, only 38% of Floridian teachers currently 

share this sentiment. In order to gain the most from the new standards, the teachers implementing 

them should “buy into” or be convinced of the utility of the new philosophy that is foundational 

to the CCSS. If our teachers are not enthusiastic and have a negative perspective on the quality of 

the Common Core State Standards, they will be increasingly less likely to implement the 

standards fully and experience less success with them (Blanchard et al., 2010).  

 Even with the belief that the standards may be of lesser quality, the results of both 

surveys show that a majority of teachers have adopted the standards into planning or practice. 

The EPE Survey (2013) revealed that 82% of teachers around the country are incorporating 

Common Core State Standards in at least some of their planning or practice; the Floridian Survey 

indicated 91% of teachers currently incorporating the standards. These inconsistent findings 

(where teachers are unsure of the quality, yet still implementing the standards) could be due to 

expectations from administrators. While teachers may not be enthused about the standards, 

administration is requiring most teachers to implement the standards incrementally. Also 

interesting, teachers in the study believe the CCSS will improve their teaching practice. 

Compared to the seventy-six percent in the EPE Survey (2013) who agreed that the Common 

Core will improve their teaching, an even sixty percent of Floridian Survey respondents (again 

feeling less optimistic than the EPE Survey (2013)) agree that the CCSS has the potential to 

improve instruction and teaching practice. Again, these findings are not consistent with teachers’ 

perspectives on the quality of the CCSS. Consider that teachers by nature see potential – 

potential in students, peers, and ideas. Teachers may see the potential for the CCSS to improve 

their teaching, but want more time to understand and absorb the standards.  

 Perhaps the most important finding is the clearly stated needs of respondents during this 

transition. In 2012, when the EPE Survey (2013) was administered, teachers answered a question 

about further training reading, “Which of the following would help you feel better prepared to 
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teach the Common Core State Standards?” Of the seven listed methods of training, six were 

requested by more than half of teacher respondents. A similar magnitude of responses resulted 

from the Floridian Survey. Respondents want access to assessments aligned to the Common Core 

State Standards (72% EPE, 83% Floridian), more collaboration time with colleagues (71% EPE, 

76% Floridian), more planning time (74% EPE, 76% Floridian), access to curricular resources 

aligned to the Common Core State Standards (72% EPE, 74% Floridian), and more information 

about new expectations of students (67% EPE, 67% Floridian).  

Even more suggestions were voiced on the Floridian Survey through a free-response 

opportunity. Here teachers were able to be honest and open about what they need from their 

school administrators, district staff, and Florida Department of Education. Of the seventy-one 

percent of survey participants who answered the free-response, some responses included the 

following2: “Be supportive of our learning process. Offer hands-on training,” “test item specs,” 

and “collaborative work sessions with 6th, 7th, and 8th grade Mathematics teachers.” The most 

interesting of these responses is the first listed above. Although the Common Core State 

Standards are transitioning to student-centered classrooms, the training used to educate our 

teachers is primarily conducted in structured, formal settings (reported 81% of EPE respondents 

and 82% of Floridian respondents). This is neither congruent with the new practices, nor how 

people learn best. 

 Each of these findings should be considered as Florida moves forward in implementing 

the Common Core State Standards. These findings give a holistic picture of teachers’ 

preparedness and perspectives on the Common Core. It is vital that schools, districts, and the 

State of Florida consider these findings in order to best serve our educators. 

 

Implications of Research 

 The results of this research can give the Department of Education next steps that are 

unique to the needs of Florida’s teachers. Florida has the opportunity to understand the current 

state of teacher preparedness for and perspectives on the Common Core. This study can also give 

the Common Core State Standards Initiative useful information about the public opinion 

regarding the standards. For example, most teachers in Florida believe their previous state 

standards to be of higher quality. These teachers may have never been exposed to research on 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
2 In addition to the listed methods of additional support, the Appendix B contains most of respondents’ suggestions separated into categories 

based on similar support needs. 
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how people learn best. Another reason teachers may not see the CCSS as a higher quality option 

may be because they have not had enough time to understand the standards, and therefore do not 

feel ready to teach using them. By increasing communication about the benefits of the Common 

Core State Standards and the resources available, teachers may feel more comfortable with the 

transition. Additionally, the free response section provides administrators, districts, and Florida 

ways in which to make teachers more prepared for and positive about the transition to Common 

Core.  

 The research has multiple implications for future research: it revealed unexpected red 

tape when teachers are research participants and it serves as baseline data. An unexpected 

limitation that emerged when conducting the study was the inability of some teachers to 

participate in the survey due to district protocol. In order for teachers in these districts to 

participate, the researcher must fill out a series of documents and collect approval signatures 

from each participating school’s principal. Although the regulations are to ensure their teachers 

are not overwhelmed with unnecessary surveys, it does discourage researchers from seeking 

input from these schools and teachers. Future researchers should keep this in mind, especially if 

the goal is representation from teachers in each district in Florida. This study also serves as 

baseline information for further research. It will be important to follow up with this same 

demographic in order to ensure we are best serving our teachers.  

 

 

Limitations  

When conducting this research, there were a few notable limitations that may have 

affected the data and results. First, the goal sample size was twenty percent of the total number 

of middle school mathematics teachers in Florida. This percentage came from the review of 

related literature, which focused specifically on sample size. Using Duval County data as a way 

to estimate math teachers, I approximated 11,000 teachers that matched my research criteria in 

the State of Florida. When conducting my research, however, I was only able to collect a total of 

100 surveys. When conducting future research, it will be vital to collect more data in order to 

ensure the results reflect the opinions of the focus group accurately. The number of surveys I 

collected may have been due to a time limitation. Because of the time it takes to be granted 

human subjects approval, the amount of time the survey was live and accepting responses was 
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drastically diminished. Rather than having a full month to gather surveys, I had a total of twenty-

two days to send initial e-mails, follow-up e-mails, and collect data. If given more time, I could 

have gathered more surveys from teachers across the state, which again would have contributed 

to a more accurate representation of my focus group’s opinions.  
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
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APPENDIX B: FREE-RESPONSE ANSWERS 
 

Question posed to survey participants:  

What are additional ways your school administrators, district staff, and Florida Department of Education 

staff can serve you as you transition to the Common Core State Standards from the previous standards?
3
 

 

Textbooks and Curricular Materials 

1. Books that are common core. 

2. Materials for the classroom. 

3. Structured support and updated materials.  For example, our old pacing guide aligned our textbook (which 

was written to encompass NGSSS) to a [calendar].  Now we have a vague outline of units, not aligned to 

any calendar or any text.  I am jumping around the book and supplementing from many, many other 

sources to cover all the "blended curriculum" which is a fancy way to say I have to teach all of the new one 

but still be tested on the old one so I darn well better cover it, too.  I am not dependent on a book, 

necessarily, but jumping around creates gaps in knowledge (chapter 3 assumes they have done chapter 2), 

and makes using any type of pre-made test impossible.  Also, finding material to supplement every single 

unit is time consuming.   

4. Almost all of them have resources available online for us to use, but, for the most part, those resources are 

not easily accessed or user friendly.  I don't want to have click [multiple] times to find one thing and then 

have to do the same thing over again to find something else. I think a better designed website for both the 

county and state would be the most helpful.  

5. The District can assist by purchasing well-developed curriculum resources (textbooks, workbooks and 

technology) that are aligned to Common Core and prepare ALL our students to Common Core standards. 

6. Provide a common core curriculum and textbooks. 

7. Textbooks that align. See Common Core in action. 

8. We need resources that are aligned to common core. Our current textbooks are not and those currently on 

the market are not. 

9. Assist in Text Book Adoption reviews of texts 

10. Purchasing enough materials so that every teacher and student has the resources needed. Training on the 

use of the new materials over the summer. 

11. Our math textbook is up for adoption this year. I am assuming that the new text will be perfectly and 

sequentially aligned to the common core. It has been a challenge cobbling together parts of several chapters 

for each common core unit during this transitional year. I want materials, both instructional and testing, that 

are created by eminent people in the field of mathematics. Too much time and energy has been spent 

writing/designing curriculum and testing materials this year. I would have preferred if our district had 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
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waited until the new textbook adoption, perfectly aligned to common core and written by various 

professors emeritus, to teach common core.  

 

New Expectations of Students and Teachers 

1. What is expected of my students? 

2. Give us specific, written instructions as to what is expected of us with regards to collaboration among 

students, grading practices, content practices, etc. 

3. Provide more meaningful professional development opportunities, including a variety of the various types 

of questions/expectations that are necessary for students to succeed. 

4.  More training time where they give us specific examples and instructions to know what exactly is expected 

from my students and my way of teaching,.  It will be good to co-relate teaching materials with CCSS.  

 

Training 

1. More training. 

2. Be supportive of our learning process. Offer hands-on training. 

3. I believe it would be awesome if we could receive the same information from various entities during 

training.  More specifically, I would love to see/learn more about what is expected instead of personal 

opinions. 

4. Do demonstration teaching with students of similar abilities like the groups that I instruct where 50% of the 

students have performed below level 3 in the recent FCAT test and inclusive of 3-5 students that are 

regarded as Inclusion. 

5. More training in the implementation and use of the CCSS. 

6. PLC, Professional development, online courses and summer paid trainings. 

7. More access to workshops like those being provided to public school teachers.  

8. Continue to provide resources and training as needed. 

9. CCSS training has only been about what the new standards are, what the codes mean, etc.  I believe that we 

are lacking more hands on training on actually showing us how to apply the new standards.  Maybe more 

live examples on how to teach, how to plan, how to test.  So far I feel that the training has not been very 

informative or helpful. 

10. More in-depth training for new teacher with CCSS  

11. Professional developments/in-services. 

 

Collaboration with Peers 

1. Provide time to collaborate with peer teachers to create lesson plans and activities. 

2. Just allow us time to research and talk with teachers who teach like groups to come up with lessons that 

combine the blended curriculum for this year and that will then be able to focus next year on just the 

Common Core standards. 
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3. Collaborative work sessions with 6th, 7th, and 8th grade Mathematics teachers to identify gaps in the 

transition years and to improve familiarity with each benchmark.  Any information on the end of year 

assessment regarding number of questions from each benchmark and type of question (similar to NGSSS 

Test Specification) would be highly valuable. 

4. Continued follow-up with other math teacher within the district. Use of ICPALMs to develop a database of 

lesson plans. Adoption of a better text for the implementation of CCSS. 

5. More time working with same subject peers. 

6. By providing more collaborative planning time with colleagues. 

7. Provide more planning time to collaborate with colleagues and develop strong lesson plans to 

accommodate all types of learners (ELLs, ESE students, etc.) 

 

More Planning Time  

1. More planning time; resource materials. 

2. Resources, planning time with teachers in same grade and content area, modeling of what a lesson should 

be like. 

3. Realizing the importance of mathematics CCSS for all students, as well as the need for proper integration 

in order to meet the needs of all students. 

4. Information on websites is excellent, but teachers need to be given time to access and process information.  

Filling PD time with workshops from District "experts" have pretty much been a waste of our time  -time 

that could have been more constructively spent. 

5. Give teachers time to plan. 

6. Give us more planning time with the teachers in our department, school-wide and countywide. 

7. Allow more time to review and plan. 

8. Allow for more planning time.  

9. Giving teachers time to prepare lessons and research resources. 

10. Acclimation and implementation take time.  We were asked to do too much changing too fast.  Additional 

time to acclimate, prepare and plan and then implementation in an incremental way would probably be 

beneficial 

11. More training classes would be good. 

12. More planning time is needed. 

 

Aligned Assessment 

1. We can start with picking an assessment so we know how/what will be assessed. 

2. GIVE ME MORE INFORMATION AND EXAMPLE LIKE TEST SPECS ON WHAT WILL BE 

ASSESSED. 

3. Test Item Specs. 

4. Curriculum and Assessment Resources aligned to the CCSS. 



! $*!

5. More training from the district as to assessments aligned to the common core.  

6. The biggest help for all concerned would be [knowing] what the assessment will look like. Teachers would 

feel better prepared if they knew this piece. 

 

Curriculum Guides 

1. Blended curriculum guide for 2013-2014. 

2. Provide us with alignment with current standards to common core and a breakdown of what is expected at 

each grade level, so we can see at which grade levels skill are taught and to what depth. 

3. Would like a crosswalk of existing NGSSS to Common Core. 

4. Continue allowing and creating time for professional development, but focus on what our current 

curriculum material does not include that Common Core Standards say we need to cover. Go more in depth 

about the standards that have changed and how much more in-depth for material we need to go.  

5. Continue to offer transitional resources, dually aligned to NGSSS and the CCSS.  

6. Develop a clear-cut document, which explains what standards we teach now are going to be taught with 

Common Core (where the standards overlap). Common Core Standards' verbiage seems a bit grandiose, 

which makes it difficult to determine what/how much instruction will change with these new standards.  

 

Other 

1. Students need additional time.  Mandatory double block of time for all math students or at least 60 minutes 

of math a day is needed.  

2. Decide if for a fact we will be teaching Common Core or Not. 

3. Florida Department of Education can release more practice questions for testing during the transition to 

Common Core State Standards.  

4. Have some University Level Classes for refreshers!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! 

5. I don't know. I am frustrated that they are changing. Just as we get really comfortable with a set of 

standards they change them and make it a harder adjustment for both teachers and students. 

6. DOE should thoroughly research new practices before mandating expectations.  

7. Incremental changes are best when attempting this type of system overhaul.  I'd prefer that certain practices 

were scaffolded so that both students and teachers are not overwhelmed. 

8. Provide money for additional resources and textbooks. 
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