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Abstract 

Since the publication of the Model Code of Ethics (MCEE) in 2015, discussions have occurred 

among preparation, licensure, and professional development programs, agencies, and 

associations about the feasibility of incorporating the MCEE into the fabric of professional 

education. This study investigated how multiple jurisdictions throughout the United States 

approached the consideration of making the MCEE part of their policies. The findings indicated 

that there was no consistent approach to the inclusion of ethics across jurisdictions, but most 

agreed that it would support elevation of the profession.  The work of Dr. Troy Hutchings has 

been instrumental in this work, and there must be an all call to build leadership to add to the 

body of knowledge and lead training. The building of a cadre of masterful trainers would support 

awareness and cultivation of ethical decision-making skills for all educators. The study 

concluded that the inclusion of ethics in educator preparation, licensure, and professional 

development is critical to the work of the field and to the recognition of education as a 

profession. 
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Chapter 1:  Introduction 

     The Model Code of Ethics for Educators (MCEE) was endorsed by the Hawaiʻi Teacher 

Standards Board (HTSB) for use in teacher preparation programs in June of 2017 with the 

adoption of New Business Item 16-48 (HTSB, 2017) and adopted for use by all professional 

educators in Hawaiʻi in June of the following year with passage of New Business Item 17-38 

(HTSB, 2018a). Of greatest importance now, and one of my responsibilities under the HTSB 

Strategic Plan (HTSB, 2018b), is supervising the development of training that will be utilized by 

professional educators across the state. This study investigated lessons learned by non-Hawaiʻi 

jurisdictions, preparation programs, professional development providers, and school districts in 

their consideration to make the MCEE part of educator preparation, licensure, and professional 

development, and in their efforts toward emerging development of training in educator ethics. 

The findings of this study have the potential to guide change in the culture of how Hawaiʻi 

educators view ethics, and how this shift can be incorporated into their daily ethical decision-

making process.   

     In general, the public, and in particular members of the P-12 teaching profession currently 

recognize the terms conduct and ethics as synonymous. However, few teachers and even fewer 

members of the public understand the difference between these terms. In addition, historically 

the education profession has viewed codes of ethics and codes of conduct as one and the same. 

Most believe that a violation of either will result in an adverse action on a teacher’s professional 

license and subsequently on the ability to sustain employment in a school setting. Professional 

ethics are the standards that govern a teacher’s decision-making in a typical day in and outside of 

the school setting when relating to students, colleagues, and community (MCEE, 2015). Conduct 
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describes the behaviors that are considered appropriate or inappropriate for members of the 

education profession (Dimkpa, 2015).    

     In recent years, the availability of information from news sources on the internet and through 

social media has drawn attention to educator misconduct. This publicity led to a discussion 

among jurisdictional leaders in teacher preparation and licensure that a common document was 

needed to address ethical decision-making by educators in P-12 schools and provide 

transparency to parents and the public. As these leaders gathered at meetings of the National 

Association of State Directors of Teacher Education and Certification (NASDTEC), they 

recognized that the profession of education was far behind other professions in development of a 

common code of ethics that covered the entire profession.  

     The leaders agreed that a code of ethics to be utilized by all members of the education 

profession was needed. According to the MCEE Framing Document (NCAEE, 2015), 

NASDTEC facilitated a convening of national educator organizations and its member 

jurisdictions to develop the Model Code of Ethics for Educators and one year later, in June of 

2015, the MCEE was released. Subsequently, the MCEE has been in continuous review as it was 

considered by licensure agencies, preparation programs, school districts, and professional 

development providers across the United States. 

     This new code of ethics was created by a task force composed of practitioners with input from 

other stakeholders including preparation faculty, state departments of education, school districts, 

and licensing boards. The MCEE honors the profession so it can become self-regulating and 

provides guidance in becoming accountable. The MCEE established five principles for ethical 

best practice, mindfulness, self-reflection, and decision-making. The code was further developed 

into 18 sections and 86 standards. The five principles of the MCEE were organized around 
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responsibility to the profession, students, school community, professional competence and 

ethical use of technology (NCAEE, 2015):  

1. Responsibility to the profession:  The professional educator is aware 

that trust in the profession depends upon a level of professional conduct 

and responsibility that may be higher than required by law. This entails 

holding one and other educators to the same ethical standards. 

2. Responsibility to students:  The professional educator is committed to the 

highest levels of professional and ethical practice, including demonstration 

of the knowledge, skills and dispositions required for professional 

competence. 

3. Responsibility to the school community: The professional educator has a 

primary obligation to treat students with dignity and respect. The 

professional educator promotes the health, safety and well-being of 

students by establishing and maintaining appropriate verbal, 

physical, emotional and social boundaries.  

4. Professional Competence: The professional educator promotes positive 

relationships and effective interactions, with members of the school 

community, while maintaining professional boundaries. 

5. Ethical use of technology:  The professional educator considers the impact 

of consuming, creating, distributing and communicating information 

through all technologies. The ethical educator is vigilant to ensure 

appropriate boundaries of time, place and role are maintained when using 

electronic communication. 
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     The five principles were developed into 86 standards that serve as examples of ways 

educators approach ethical dilemmas in their everyday practice. Instead of focusing on 

regulatory compliance or punishment, the MCEE offers educators the opportunity to increase 

awareness of the multiple instances of ethical decision-making that occur daily in their 

professional practice and in their private lives that may impact their effectiveness in the 

classroom. It provides a common language among educators in understanding the importance of 

ethical best practices, gives permission to educators to have difficult discussions in a non-

judgmental way, and provides preventive guidance that may help individuals avoid finding 

themselves the subject of misconduct investigations by their employers and professional 

licensing agencies.   

Purpose 

     The purpose of this study was to identify methods employed by educator preparation 

programs, licensure entities, professional development providers, and school districts in creating 

a receptive environment and appropriate training methods for incorporation of the MCEE into 

the practice of professional educators. It also investigated whether this work has changed the 

perceptions and practices of the study participants toward educator ethics. 

Research Questions 

     Three questions guided this study, which investigated the way licensing agencies, educator 

preparation programs, school districts, and professional development organizations approached 

use of the MCEE: 

1. What factors influenced consideration of incorporating the Model Code of 

Ethics for Educators into pre-service, licensure, and in-service serving 

agencies and organizations? 
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2. What essential components have been identified for deployment of the 

MCEE? 

3. Has work on the MCEE influenced the perceptions and practices of the 

study participants toward educator ethics? 

Significance of the Study 

     This study contributed knowledge to the new topic of the MCEE. It will be useful to educator 

preparation programs, jurisdictional licensing entities, P-12 school districts, and organizations 

that provide professional development for in-service educators, as they consider the adoption of 

the MCEE or its use in their curriculum and programming. Educators in the field may use this 

study to inform their daily practice, and to educate their institutions and organizations in the use 

of the MCEE. This study may also be useful to institutional administrators as they model and 

guide ethical decision-making in their schools and colleges, especially in the area of educator 

preparation and P-12 classroom settings.      

Definition of Key Terms 

Conduct:  The term ‘conduct’ refers to the manner in which a person behaves, especially in a 

particular place or situation. It is characterized by performance, comportment, demeanor and 

deportment. It also refers to how one organizes and performs a particular activity. Although this 

definition is applied to an individual, an organization also has a conduct and code of ethics. For 

example, conduct could also mean the manner in which an organization or activity is managed or 

directed. In this case, the way a teacher manages her/his student is determined by the behavior 

that is displayed in carrying out a responsibility. The conduct displayed by a teacher in the 

school setting, leads, guides or shows someone the way (Dimkpa, 2015).  
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Culture: The customary beliefs, social forms, and material traits of a racial, religious, or social 

group, including the characteristic features of everyday existence shared by people in a place or 

time (NCAEE, 2015). 

Dispositional framework:  Professional attitudes, values and beliefs that guide decision-making 

(NCAEE, 2015). 

District/school district:  Often referred to as a local education agency. A district in this document 

is defined as a public board of education or other public authority legally constituted within a 

State for either administrative control or direction of, or to perform a service function for, public 

elementary schools or secondary schools in a city, county, township, school district, or other 

political subdivision of a State, or for a combination of school districts or counties that is 

recognized in a State as an administrative agency for its public elementary schools or secondary 

schools. Can include charter schools, magnet schools, virtual magnet schools, regional 

educational school districts, or other entities falling under the definition above (NCAEE, 2015). 

Educator: Educators are the target audience for the MCEE and are defined as licensed 

educators. These include paraprofessionals, teachers, teacher leaders, student support personnel 

and administrators. However, others who interact with students who are not under the authority 

of an education-related licensing organization such as coaches, school secretaries, custodians or 

other school staff are encouraged to adopt or adapt the MCEE (NCAEE, 2015). 

Ethic of care: Responding with compassion to the needs of students (NCAEE, 2015). 

Ethical Decision-Making Model: A framework utilized by educators to guide decision-making, 

which includes professional dispositions; applicable laws, statutes, and policies; the MCEE; and 

other guidelines that have been adopted and endorsed by educational organizations (NCAEE, 

2015). 
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Ethical framework:  Professional ethical standards that guide decision-making (NCAEE, 2015). 

Ethics: Ethics means knowing what is good and what is bad in one’s profession and 

subsequently doing that which is good (Parray, 2019). In this study, ethics is synonymous with 

professional ethics. 

Information rich cases:  Cases from which one can learn a great deal about issues of central 

importance to the purpose of the inquiry (Merriam, 2009).   

Multiple case study:  A study that collects and analyzes data from multiple sites to investigate the 

similarities and differences among the sites (Merriam, 2009). 

Professional educator: A licensed educator who demonstrates the highest standards of ethical 

and professionally competent practice and is committed to advancing the interests, achievement 

and well-being of students. The professional educator is also committed to supporting the school 

community and the education profession (NCAEE, 2015). 

Professional ethics: Professional ethical standards that assist practitioners within situational and 

systemic contexts in choosing the best course-of-action (Hutchings, 2018). 

Purposeful (purposive) sampling:  A sample selected with specific criteria essential to a study, 

which will guide the researcher to information-rich participants (Merriam, 2009). 

Qualitative research:  Research that helps make sense of how people interpret their experiences, 

how they construct their worlds, and what meaning they attribute to their experiences (Meriam, 

2009). In this study, the experience is how people view, interact, and make meaning of the 

MCEE (Hammonds, 2019). 

Regulatory framework:  Policies, statutes, and case law that guide decision-making, or 

sanctionable conduct absolutes (NCAEE, 2015). 



                                                                       8 

Relational Knowing:  Knowing through relationship with another. In this study, a teacher’s 

knowing of the appropriate course of study or approach by the academic and social-emotional 

relationship with students (Hollingsworth, 1992). 

School Community: This term usually refers to those stakeholders invested in the welfare of a 

school and its community. A school community includes school administrators, teachers, school 

staff members, students, their parents and families, school board members and other community 

members (NCAEE, 2015). 

Snowball sampling:  A type of purposeful sampling in which participants refer other participants 

with knowledge of the study topic to the researcher (Merriam, 2009). 

Student: A learner attending a P-12 school (NCAEE, 2015). 

Teacher:  A person whose duties in the public school system are primarily teaching or 

instruction of students or related activities centered primarily on students and who is in close and 

continuous contact with students, and shall include but not be limited to classroom teachers, 

school librarians, counselors, registrars, and special education teachers (HAR, 2019). 

Teacher candidate: An individual enrolled in a teacher preparation program that leads to a 

recommendation for initial-level state licensure (AACTE, 2018).  

Overview of Methods and Procedures 

     This qualitative, exploratory, multiple-case study was based on interviews of 20 individuals in 

16 jurisdictions. These participants were associated with licensing agencies, educator preparation 

programs, school districts, and organizations that provided continuing professional development 

to educators. Each individual was interviewed via a telephonic interview that lasted 

approximately 45 minutes to one hour. Interviewees responded to 17 open-ended questions, and 

responses were analyzed and coded to reveal themes and patterns. 
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Organization of the Study 

      The study was organized into five chapters. Chapter 1 contained the introduction, purpose of 

the study, research questions, definitions, and overview of methods and procedures. Chapter 2 

included the literature review, divided into sections tracing the historical view of ethics, theories, 

research in the area of ethics, and development of the MCEE. Chapter 3 included a description of 

the methodology used in the study. Chapter 4 described the findings from the interviews, and 

Chapter 5 included discussion and recommendations for future study. Appendices included 

samples of interview materials and Lists of Tables. 

Summary 

     The MCEE is a valuable tool adopted by the Hawaiʻi Teacher Standards Board for use by 

Hawaiʻi teacher candidates, in-service teachers, and other educators who work with students in 

P-12 classrooms. As this code of ethics is the first of its kind for educators across the education 

profession, jurisdictions across the United States are in varying stages of consideration of 

incorporating the MCEE into their policies, programs, curriculums, and professional 

development offerings.   
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Chapter II: Literature Review      

     The first section of the literature review focused on the historical development of professional 

ethics and the second on theories that support the idea of an ethical approach to daily decision-

making by educators. The third section of the literature review discussed research studies on 

educator ethics, and the fourth section documented the development of the MCEE. 

Ethics Throughout History and the Professions 

     In Nichomachean Ethics, Aristotle was quoted as defining phronesis as, “a virtue that enables 

the individual to take the right action in each individual situation” (Colnerud, 2001). Colnerud 

went to say that because today’s professional knowledge may not prepare individuals to apply 

ethical rules to teaching, the result in everyday practice may be unpredictable, as teachers may 

not inherently possess the virtues upheld by Aristotle. 

     From the ancient concept of virtue to the modern-day focus on duty, humans have struggled 

with the tension between what is perceived as their obligation to themselves and others in any 

given situation (Rogers, 1937). Rogers concluded that ethics is the use of science and art in an 

intelligent manner.   

Physicians and the American Medical Association Code of Medical Ethics 

          The American Medical Association (AMA) Code of Medical Ethics was developed in 

1847 at its founding meeting. The AMA Code preamble states that the code is meant to function 

as, "A guide for standards of conduct that define the essentials of honorable behavior for the 

physician” (AMA, 1847). The AMA Code addresses competency, standards of professionalism, 

honesty, and continuing education for physicians, as well as recognizing that responsibility to the 

patient is the highest priority. Eleven principles support the AMA code (AMA, 2000):  
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1. Ethics of patient-physician relationships: This relationship is based on the 

physician’s ethical responsibility to place the patient’s welfare above the 

physician’s self-interest. This principle also addresses boundaries, 

especially around treating family members. 

2. Ethics of consent and shared decision making: This principle calls on 

physicians to provide information to their patients, so that decision making 

can be based on an understanding of the medical condition and treatment 

options. 

3. Ethics of privacy and confidentiality:  This principal includes privacy 

around data, personal choice, and protection of information patients share 

with their physician in confidence. 

4. Ethics of genetics and reproductive medicine: This principle addresses 

assisted reproduction and the complex biological and medically assisted 

individuals. 

5. Ethics of end of life care:  This principle identifies the ethics of selecting 

care for patients who are at the end of life. 

6. Ethics of organ procurement and transplantation: This principle addresses 

the interest of living and deceased organ donors against the critical need 

for organs. 

7. Ethics of physicians and research:  This principle covers the 

responsibilities of physicians and medical researchers to protect 

participants in their medical studies. 
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8. Ethics of community health:  This principle reminds physicians that they 

also have a responsibility to their communities and its health, in addition 

to their individual patients. 

9. Ethics of self-regulation:  The medical profession sets its own standards 

for ethical and professional conduct, including holding physicians 

accountable for crossing romantic or sexual boundaries with their patients.  

This principle also acknowledges the responsibility of physicians to 

maintain their own physical and mental health, including stress, to be able 

to deliver effective care to their patients. This principle provides for peer 

review and disciplinary action when there is a lapse in professional 

conduct. 

10. Ethics of Interprofessional Relationships: This principle addresses 

standards of conduct in relation to other medical professionals. 

11. Ethics of financing and delivery of health care:  This principle calls on 

physicians to serve as a resource in recommending the minimum standard 

of care that should be available to the public. 

     Vertrees et al. (2020) considered ethics a critical component of medical education for 

physicians entering clinical practice and developed a curriculum around practical cases 

encountered in interns’ training.  Sixty-one years later, the American Bar Association 

would follow physicians and publish its Canons of Ethics for the law profession.   

Attorneys and the American Bar Association Model Rules of Professional Conduct 

     The American Bar Association (ABA) adopted its Model Code of Professional 

Responsibility in 1969 and followed that with its Model Rules of Professional Conduct in 
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1983. The Model Rules of Professional Conduct are divided into sections based on client-

lawyer relationship, the lawyer as counselor, lawyer as advocate, relationships with those 

other than clients, law firms and associations, public service, communications about legal 

services, and maintaining the integrity of the profession. Eight principles support the 

ABA Model Rules of Professional Responsibility (Bennett & Gunnarsson, 2019): 

1. Client-Lawyer relationship: This principle sets an expectation of 

competent representation, including knowledge, skill, thoughtfulness, and 

preparation on the part of the lawyer. This principle also addresses conflict 

of interest. 

2. Lawyer as counselor: This principle calls on the lawyer to consider moral 

and social factors in giving advice to clients. 

3. Lawyer as advocate: This principle addresses frivolous lawsuits and the 

responsibility to be truthful in hearings. 

4. Transactions with persons other than clients: This principle sets standard 

for truthfulness in communications with others, including unrepresented 

individuals. 

5. Responsibilities toward law firms and associations: This principle details 

working relationships with other legal professionals, addresses the 

unauthorized practice of law. 

6. Public service: This principle sets the aspirational goal of at least 50 hours 

of pro bono publico, or “for the public good,” free legal service to those 

who cannot pay a fee or donation of free services to charitable or other 

organizations that support the public good. 
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7. Rules concerning a lawyer’s communications: This principle refers to 

advertising, requiring truthful information, and also addresses gifts of 

appreciation to those who recommend them to others. 

8. Maintaining the integrity of the profession: This principle lists conduct 

that could result in action taken on the lawyer’s ability to practice, 

including dishonesty, fraud, misrepresentation, harassment, and 

discrimination. In addition, this principle states that a lawyer is subject to 

the licensing authority of the home jurisdiction as well as to any 

jurisdiction where misconduct may occur. 

     Ethics education is considered to be especially crucial for attorneys practicing with the 

most vulnerable clients, and is considered one of the most important aspects of training 

(Tarr, 2009). Physicians and attorneys developed their original code of ethics to guide 

and protect their professions. Other professions, including accountants, developed a code 

of ethics for their profession as a result of public scandal following high profile media 

attention.      

Accountants and the Institute of Management Accountants 

      Some professions have developed or updated their codes of ethics due to increased public 

scrutiny. Accountancy is one such example of a profession that garnered unfavorable attention 

through the Enron scandal in 2001, and resulting financial crisis (Fatemi, Haseldine, & Hite, 

2018).  Fetemi et al.’s study confirmed that knowledge of professional ethical standards does 

have an effect on decisions made by practitioners. The study recommended that accounting 

training programs, associations, and firms implement training or professional development on 

ethical standards for professional accountants. In 2018, the Institute of Management Accountants 
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(IMA) acknowledged the need for a workplace ethics program to support employee 

understanding of acceptable behavior (Verschoor, 2018).   

     Accountancy divides its Code of Ethics into five fundamental principles and specifies five 

categories of common threats to the principles that could lead accountants away from ethical 

behavior (IESBA, 2016): 

1. Integrity: This principle calls for honesty in professional and business 

relationships; 

2. Objectivity: This principle cautions accountants to beware of bias and 

conflict of interest; 

3. Professional competence and due care: This principle encourages 

accountants to continue to develop their professional knowledge and skill; 

4. Confidentiality: This principle requires accountants to guard professional 

information unless there is a duty to disclose; 

5. Professional behavior: This principle protects the reputation of the 

profession. 

The threats to the fundamental principles are: 

1. Self-interest: This threat refers to conflict of interest; 

2. Self-review: This threat occurs when a previous service is evaluated; 

3. Advocacy: This threat occurs when compromised objectivity resulting 

from promotion of an opinion that could be based on self-interest; 

4. Familiarity: This threat occurs when a relationship clouds professional 

judgement; 
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5. Intimidation: This threat occurs when real or perceived influence prevents 

an accountant from being objective. 

     Accountants are not only trained in ethics in their initial coursework, it is also a requirement 

for license renewal, as authorized and required by the National Association of State Board of 

Accountancy (NASBA, 2019). Decades later, the profession of education began its discussion on 

developing a code of ethics for practitioners. 

Educators and the Model Code of Ethics for Educators  

     No national professional organization exists even today for educators. It is not 

surprising that there has not been a code of ethics developed and commonly adopted by 

educators across the country as each state and territory jurisdictional licensing entity sets 

its own standards and requirements for teacher licensure within its jurisdiction. A 

standardized national assessment, such as the Medical College Admission Test (MCAT) 

or Law School Admission Test (LSAT) does not exist for prospective teacher candidates 

seeking admission to educator preparation programs. Nor is a standardized national 

assessment required for jurisdictional licensure, as is required for physicians, attorneys, 

and accountants. Regardless of where in the United States physicians plan to practice, 

they must pass the United States Medical Licensing Exam. All physicians, attorneys, and 

accountants must also pass uniform national examinations to practice in their own 

jurisdictions, but this has never been the case for educators. This lack of uniformity is 

also seen in the standards for practice and ethical principles across the country, as each 

jurisdiction has developed its own code of ethics for use by local practitioners.   

     In 2015, the MCEE was introduced at the National Association of State Directors of 

Teacher Education and Certification annual conference. In the years following the 
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introduction of the MCEE, jurisdictions across the country considered how it could be 

used in their preparation programs, professional practice standards, and licensure 

requirements. As with the absence of standardized program entrance and national 

licensure assessments, there has been no uniform approach to incorporation of the MCEE 

across the jurisdictions. 

     The MCEE is divided into five principles, which in turn are developed into 86 

standards: 

1. Responsibility to the profession: This principle informs educators that their 

professional conduct may be higher than that required by law; 

2. Responsibility for professional competence: This principle calls for 

educators to demonstrate high levels of knowledge, skills, and 

dispositions; 

3. Responsibility to students: This principle sets standard for respectful, 

dignified relationships with students that supports their health, safety, and 

well-being, as well as appropriate verbal, physical, emotional, and social 

boundaries. 

4. Responsibility to the school community: This principle promotes positive 

relationships with the school community within professional boundaries. 

5. Responsibility to ethical use of technology: This principle promotes 

appropriate use of all technologies within appropriate boundaries. 

Summary Comparison of Codes of Ethics 

     The issue of protecting the integrity of a profession appeared in all of these professional codes 

of ethics and is prevalent in the field of education. DeMitchell (1997) acknowledged a lack of 
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common understanding among the education profession on standards and the need for 

recognition of what actions violate the ethical code of the profession. 

          In addition to protecting the reputation of the profession, the code of ethics 

of all four professions: physicians, attorneys, accountants, and educators, have 

other similarities:  

1. A call for professional competence;  

2. Responsibility for the welfare of individuals in their care;  

3. The setting of professional boundaries between the professional and those 

they serve;  

4. The requirement for confidentiality to protect personal information; and 

5. A responsibility to the greater community that the professional serves.   

Table 2.1 displays comparisons among the medical, law, accounting, and education codes of 

professional ethics. 

Table 2.1  

Comparison of Professional Codes of Ethics 

 Medicine Law Accounting Education 

Protecting the 

integrity of the 

profession 

Principle 9: 

Ethics of self-

regulation 

Principle 8: 

Maintaining the 

integrity of the 

profession 

Principle 1: calls 

for honesty in 

professional and 

business 

relationships 

Principle 1: 

Responsibility to 

the profession 

Call for 

professional 

competence 

Principle 1:  . . . 

a physician shall 

be dedicated to 

providing 

competent 

medical care 

Principle 1: sets 

expectation of 

competent 

representation 

Principle 3: 

encourages 

accountants to 

continue to 

develop their 

professional 

knowledge and 

skill 

Principle 2: 

Responsibility 

for professional 

competence 
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Responsibility for 

welfare of clients 

Principle 1: 

Ethics of 

patient-

physician 

relationships 

Principle 2: calls 

on lawyer to 

consider moral 

and social 

factors in giving 

advice to clients 

 

Principle 2: 

cautions against 

bias and conflict 

of interest 

Principle 3: 

Responsibility to 

students 

Confidentiality  Principle 3: 

Ethics of privacy 

and 

confidentiality 

Principle 1.6: 

Confidentiality 

of information 

Principle 4: 

requires 

accountants to 

guard 

information 

Principle 3 C1: 

Respecting the 

privacy of 

students 

Responsibility to 

the greater 

community 

Principle 8: 

Ethics of 

community 

health 

Principle 6: calls 

on lawyers to 

support the 

public good 

- Principle 4: 

Responsibility to 

the school 

community 

 

Required 

component of 

initial training 

 

Yes 

 

Yes 

 

Yes 

 

Not in all  

jurisdictions 

Theoretical Frameworks Overview 

     The view of ethics presented in this study centered on a personal responsibility of care for 

students, colleagues, families, and community. This view was based on the theories of ethic of 

care, relational knowing, feminist epistemologies, and dispositional, regulatory, and ethical 

frameworks. 

Ethic of Care 

     Central to my interest and understanding of educator ethics was Nodding’s (2013) framework 

of Ethic of Care in Education, which holds as its central tenet that caring should be the heart of 

an educational system and orientation to teaching. Noddings believed that teachers have a 

personal responsibility for empowering their students through care, and that care is developed 

through a mutually caring relationship between teacher and student. Noddings (1992) described 
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the characteristic relationship between teacher as “the one caring” and student as “the cared for.” 

In her perspective, “caring” meant protecting and empowering students so they are able to care 

for themselves.  

     Owens and Ennis (2012), however, proposed that it cannot be assumed that teachers know 

how to care, and that caring must be a part of pre-service teacher education. They viewed this 

theoretical framework as necessary but complicated. The teacher must focus on the student to 

establish a caring relationship, commit to understanding and accepting the student’s experiences, 

and support motivation by making the curriculum meaningful to the life of the student. Caring 

teachers translate their feelings to students through a variety of activities, including modeling 

personal experience in caring, dialoging with empathy and understanding for the feelings of 

others, practicing caring through shared experiences, and confirmation by encouraging others to 

be their best self (Owens & Ennis, 2012). Unlike other professions of medicine, law, and 

accountancy where a professional distance is required between the professional and the client, 

educators are expected to develop a close relationship with students. The job of a teacher is 

statutorily described as in loco parentis, or acting in the place of a parent, extending not only to 

the classroom but to extra-curricular events as well. The fine line exists between developing a 

caring relationship between teacher and student and crossing over that professional boundary. 

     Tarlow (1996) added sensitivity and acting in the best interest of others as important 

characteristics of the Ethic of Care and suggested that teachers must work to know their students 

as individuals to be able to be sensitive to their needs. Tarlow (1996) added as teachers promote 

the best interest of their students, in turn the students will be empowered to become independent 

bolstered by a sense of  self-esteem, confidence, and resilience. 
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     Rabin (2013) viewed the Ethic of Care as a necessary part of teacher education to combat 

standardization and over-testing in schools, which she sees as a barrier to an authentic teacher-

student relationship.  She suggested that while teachers cite that caring prompted them to enter 

the profession, they may not understand the complexities and implications in today’s racially and 

culturally divided schools. Rabin pointed out that Care Ethics require accounting for the 

student’s personal and cultural perspectives, and cautions that using set, external character 

education curriculums run the risk of encouraging passivity in students. 

     Rogers and Webb (1991) said, “Thoughtful consideration of caring must become central in 

teacher education, so that the ethic of care can guide teachers’ professional decision-making,” (p. 

174). Student participants in their Caring Study described teachers as sensitive to their needs, 

understanding, and engaging. They also recognized the role of care in daily decision making of 

classroom teachers and recommended that an ethic of care be incorporated into teaching 

standards (p. 175). They proposed that ethical caring encourages student learning, encourages 

responsibility, and creates opportunities for students to manage their life in a demanding world. 

     At the time of a study conducted by Warnick and Silverman (2011), no code of ethics for 

educators existed. They also saw a gap in teacher education in the area of professional ethics, 

with the warning that educators face as many ethical dilemmas as other professions. They cited 

Noddings’ emphasis on the ethic of care for the well-being of students, and their 

recommendations for inclusion of ethics study in preparation included stand-alone courses, focus 

groups on ethical dilemmas, as well as personal reflection through journaling. Warnick and 

Silverman also recognized the tension between individual opinion and autonomous ethical 

decision-making. They suggested that having clear factual information, considering the interests 



                                                                       22 

of all involved, understanding the dilemma viable options could contribute to a forward thinking 

decision (Warnick & Silverman, 2011). 

Relational Knowing 

     The second framework that formed a basis of understanding was the work of Hollingsworth, 

Dybdahl, & Minarik (1992) in the theory of Relational Knowing or knowing through 

relationships. This understanding was found at the intersection of three theories:  social 

construction of knowledge, self and other relationships, and feminist epistemologies. This 

framework supported knowledge gained through caring, shared understandings; the importance 

of self-realization of an educator in relationship to students and colleagues; and women’s moral 

decision-making that focused on relationships and responsibilities. This framework allowed 

individuals to understand that self-care is a must for educators, often ignored as teachers take 

care of everyone else first. The MCEE is a primary tool for individual educators to understand 

their own responsibility for ethical behavior, and how it fits into the larger picture of their school 

and community.  

     Webb and Blond (1995) added that this relational knowing must also include caring, and 

recognized Noddings as instrumental in the importance of caring in the teacher-student 

relationship, as well as a teacher’s commitment to the self-other, or teacher-student relationship, 

as the teacher’s ethic of care. They concluded that the self-other relationship is dynamic and 

interactive, comparing it to a semi-permeable membrane of an animal cell, with information 

flowing in two directions at one time (Webb & Blond, 1995). 

Social Construction of Knowledge 

     Social construction of knowledge, or constructivism, developed as teachers moved away from 

being the sage on the stage to be the guide on the side. Cooperative learning, process writing and 
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reading, and portfolios are commonly used in today’s classroom, supporting socialization and 

active participation of students, thereby allowing both students and teachers to be co-constructors 

of knowledge (Smith, 2001). Smith cited Vygotsky’s recognition of the importance of this social 

interaction, and of the importance of the teacher as a model for student learning. Smith also 

recognized John Dewey’s wisdom in the necessary practical aspect of education, noting that 

books cannot substitute for experience.  

     With the rise of learning via online delivery, the question has arisen as to how this format will 

affect construction of knowledge by teachers and students. Lucas, Gunawardena, and Moreira 

(2014) conducted a study focusing on the use of online blogs by teachers. They concluded that 

instead of creating knowledge, the teacher participants used the blog to share their feelings and 

experiences, indicating that more training is needed in this area to effectively use online formats. 

Self-Other Relationship 

     Husu (2002) proposed that ethics inhabits a space that lies somewhere between right and 

wrong and that there is the opportunity to negotiate. Husu listed reciprocity and trust as the basis 

for any negotiation related to ethics between the teacher and student, or “self” and “other.” Husu 

further recognized that relationships are interdependent and seen as a response to the context of 

each individual, with concern for others and social interaction as key components. The teacher-

student relationship of “self” and “significant others” was seen as critical to teaching practice. 

However, in contradiction, Husu (2002) found that when teachers are challenged, they may adopt 

their own perspective as opposed to considering the perspective of the student or parent.   

     Hollingsworth et al., (1992) recognized the self-other relationship of teacher-student, 

especially in the elementary classroom, and called it central to teaching. They recognized this 

relationship as an intersection of the circles of the lives of individuals, using Rorty’s (Rorty, 
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1979, as cited in Hollingsworth et al., 1992) description as “persons whose paths through life 

have fallen together.” This relationship is one of commitment and empathy. However, educators 

were cautioned that a challenge in relational knowing is that teachers may not know themselves 

and what they bring to the self-other relationship. Hollingsworth et al. (1992) suggested that 

teacher educators would do well to address this lack of knowledge of self in addition to 

curricular and pedagogical studies. Connected to this was a view of curriculum that valued self-

acceptance, self-esteem, self-worth, and self-reflection, both on the part of the self, or teacher, 

and other, the student. In other words, Hollingsworth advised teacher educators to help teacher 

candidates “know thyself,” in order to develop a successful teacher-student relationship.  

     Burrows (2011) referred to the profession of teaching as a relational profession. She identified 

tolerance, acceptance, empathy and compassion as necessary skills in the relationship of self-

other, or teacher-student, and labels this as relational mindfulness practice. Contrary to 

Hollingsworth, Burrows did not feel that this must be taught to teacher candidates but believes it 

can be learned while practicing. Burrows (2011) proposed that this type of practice can develop 

an attuned relationship between teacher-student and also support a positive relationship between 

colleagues. 

Epistemologies and Feminist Views 

     Stables (2017) wrote that much research has been conducted on the intersection of 

epistemology and ethics, his argument being that ethics assumes a duty and relationship to 

others. Griffiths (2014) argued that educational policy and ethics must be linked, especially in 

the areas of curriculum design and pedagogy, so that marginalized groups can be recognized for 

their own knowledge base. Laurol (2016) defined ethics as, “the systematizing, defending, and 

prescribing of concepts of right and wrong conduct” (p. 5). Laurol (2016) challenged the 
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traditional view of abstract rules of ethical conduct with a feminist view of rules based on social 

environment, human relationships, and the family. Stables recognized women as a marginalized 

group, and also questioned who can be considered to have moral knowledge. Stables also saw 

knowledge as a having a social, or relational, quality, a result of an interconnectedness to an 

individual’s values, beliefs, and judgments. 

     Schumann (2016) noted that historically leading female educators have been largely ignored, 

leading to development of feminist epistemology. Schumann (2016) credited Barbara J. Thayer-

Bacon, feminist philosopher of education, for recognizing the social component of knowledge, 

which cannot be separated from an individual’s values and interests.   

     Doucet (2017) connected the fields of feminist epistemologies with ethical considerations 

from the feminist standpoint and feminist empiricism. From a feminist standpoint, Doucet (2017) 

focused on marginalized groups in the social structure. Doucet (2017) combined feminist 

empiricism, which considers political and ethical values in epistemologies, with the feminist 

standpoint  and referred to the combination of these fields as an ethics of knowing (Doucet, 

2017). 

Dispositional Framework 

     In the area of teacher preparation, dispositions have been recognized as part of the trinity of 

reequipments of knowledge, skills, and dispositions, since the reign of the National Council for 

Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE). Dispositions were also the most challenging to 

measure or assess, because of the multiple perspectives, depending on the source. Misco and 

Shiveley (2007) proposed three groups of dispositions:  personal virtues, educational values, and 

societal transformation. Personal virtues included caring, honesty, respect, and sensitivity, all 

behaviors that have come to be expected of P-12 teachers. Educational values included 
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acceptance and appreciation of diversity, equal access to education for all, the belief that all 

students can learn, and collaboration with other educators. Social justice was the main pillar of 

societal transformation, which supported the belief that educators are committed to advocating 

for access and equity. 

     Carr (2001) cited five domains of dispositions, which can be applied to multiple situations in 

education: taking an interest, being involved, persisting with difficulty, communicating, and 

taking responsibility. Hyde (2010) adopted these domains and specifically applied them to 

education in Catholic schools to create a dispositional framework:  curiosity, being dialogical, 

persisting, meaning-making, and taking responsibility. While these dispositions were developed 

in relation to students, they can also be applied to classroom practitioners.   

Regulatory Framework 

     In other professions, development of a regulatory framework rests in studies and clinical 

trials. After a certain number of studies, a product such as a new drug is deemed promising, and 

governmental bodies regulating the production of these products decide whether it is in the best 

interest of the public to authorize sale. Pharmaceuticals may be approved by a multi-tiered 

process involving testing in the laboratory, on animals, and ultimately on human subjects (Rex, 

Goldberger, Eisenstein, & Harney, 2014).   

     In education, there is no process to test the effectiveness of ethics by applying or withholding 

experimental teacher behaviors in the classroom, other than studies and reports of educators from 

their preparation and practice. Regulation of ethics in education is a new area, and is part of the 

governmental boards, departments, and agencies that set standards and requirements for the 

preparation and licensure of teachers. However, Meier (2004) cautioned that regulation at the 

policy-maker level must be based on ethical principles to be effective and avoid corruption.    
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Ethical Framework 

     Warnick and Silverman (2011) proposed that a framework was needed for ethics education 

for teachers, with three competing viewpoints under consideration at the time of their study. The 

first was that the framework should be based on a code of ethics, although at the time of their 

work, the MCEE was not yet developed. The second centered on applying ethical theories to 

professional practice. The third focused on utilizing real world ethical dilemmas in their study 

and practice. Warnick and Silverman saw promise and problems with each approach. 

    Warnick and Silverman (2011) recognized the importance of utilizing a professional code of 

ethics, to bring focused attention to the aspect of ethics on the school and community level, as 

opposed only to the personal, individual level. Focus on a code of ethics also gives teachers 

guidance in dealing with general ethical dilemmas. 

     In the second approach, teachers learn traditional ethical theories and apply them to current 

day practical problems. Warnick and Silverman (2011) worried that this approach could serve to 

confuse teachers into thinking that there are many sides to an issue but no real solution. Another 

consideration they raised is the possibility that teachers might label ethical issues according to a 

theory, and not consider the details of each case. 

     The use of case studies and dilemmas was offered as the preferred way to address the study of 

ethics, allowing for collaboration among teachers and colleagues to review the details of cases, 

identify the issues, and discuss possible courses of action and the consequences of each.  

Warnick and Silverman (2011) used Strike’s term, “dialogical competence,” meaning that 

teachers will be able to discuss, analyze, and construct potential outcomes.   
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     These researchers found positive and negative aspects to all three approaches. They 

recommended utilizing all of the approaches for inclusion in teacher education to expose the 

teacher candidate to the complexity of educator ethics. 

Studies on Ethics 

     Colnerud cited Fenstermacher (Fenstermacher cited in Colnerud, 2006) three unique 

conditions that apply to the study of ethics in the profession of education that do not apply to 

other professions: teachers do not have an intentional gap of knowledge between themselves and 

their students; teachers do not keep themselves socially apart from their students; and the teacher 

cannot effectively practice in isolation without the cooperation of the student. But like other 

professions, teachers have a perceived authority and influence over their students, much as a 

physician has in relation to a patient. Despite these differences and similarities, teachers have 

historically been called to balance their approach to ethics between caring and justice. Colnerud 

(2006) quoted Noddings in commenting on this balance when she said, “Care picks up where 

justice leaves off” (p. 16). It is with these challenges that others have also conducted studies on 

ethics. 

     Krupnick-Freeman (1996) studied educator ethics in the context of early childhood educators.  

Her study centered on ethics education in pre-service preparation, the instructional methods used, 

issues reported during instruction, and how teacher candidate success was assessed. She reported 

that early childhood teachers recognized the importance of having an early childhood education 

code of ethics; collaborative group study and reflection were beneficial to teachers in addressing 

ethical issues; and the use of ethical dilemmas in teacher preparation coursework was a valuable 

experience in facing real-life situations.  
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     In 2003, Banter compiled a survey of the 50 states with respect to their authority, 

responsibility, and procedures on the issue of teacher ethics and violation of ethics in each 

jurisdiction. His study revealed that 23 states had separate codes of ethics, and 70% of these 

states were west of the Mississippi River. Banter also found that, unlike today’s use of the 

MCEE, disciplinary actions in all of these states could be based on violation of the states’ codes 

of ethics.  

Development of the Model Code of Ethics for Educators 

National Association of State Directors of Teacher Education and Certification 

     The MCEE Framing Document (NCAEE, 2015b), indicated that NASDTEC was the logical 

national organization to lead the development of the MCEE. NASDTEC was founded in 1928 to 

serve as a connecting organization of teacher and administrator licensing agencies in the United 

States and its territories. In 1987, the NASDTEC Clearinghouse, an electronic database 

containing searchable records of adverse actions taken on licenses in member jurisdictions, 

became fully operational. This database enabled licensing agencies and state departments of 

education to track educator misconduct. It was especially useful as most cases go undetected 

when they do not result in a record in national criminal databases. Individuals who have been 

terminated by a school after an investigation of misconduct may not also have a criminal 

conviction. In 1996, NASDTEC instituted the annual Professional Practices Institute (PPI), a 

conference attracting licensing officials, investigators, and attorneys, to share practices and learn 

from each other in handling cases and conducting hearings on educator misconduct. The PPI has 

met continuously since 1996. 

     In 2009, discussion at the PPI evolved into a focus on prevention of the growing numbers of 

cases of misconduct. This led to the 2012 exploratory symposium on educator ethics, sponsored 
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by the Education Testing Service (ETS). Recommendations for the development of national 

standards for ethics in teaching came out of this meeting, as well as the recognition that a 

common understanding is critical for the profession of teaching as well as the need for research, 

training, and assessment in the area of educator ethics.  

     The following year, the National Network of State Teachers of the Year (NNSTOY, 2013) 

published a white paper, “Re-Imagining Teaching: Five Structures to Transform the Profession,” 

specifying professional career continuum, guiding principles, actionable feedback, collaborative 

practice, and distributed leadership model as key. Katherine Bassett, then Executive Director of 

NNSTOY, insisted that educators must be involved in developing their own guiding principles 

around ethics (NNSTOY, 2013). A group identified as communication partners gathered in 

Washington, D.C. in 2014 to garner professional wide support and buy-in.  This convening 

included representatives from these organizations at the national leadership level of the 

profession: 

1. American Association of Colleges of Teacher Education (AACTE): A national 

association that represents educator preparation programs located in institutions of 

higher education.  

2. American Federation of Teachers (AFT): An affiliate of the AFL-CIO employee union 

that represents educators ranging from early childhood educators to higher education 

faculty.  

3. Association of Teacher Educators (ATE): An organization representing teacher educators 

from both P-12 school sites and in higher education.  

4. Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP): An accreditor of educator 

preparation programs. 
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5. Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO):  A national non-profit organization 

composed of heads of state departments of education.  

6. National Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP): An association 

providing professional development to elementary school principals. 

7. National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP): An association providing 

professional development to a membership composed of middle and high school 

principals and assistant principals  

8. National Education Association (NEA): An association that represents educators in 

employment bargaining and provides professional development. 

9. National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS): A non-profit organization 

that provides professional development to encourage accomplished teaching. 

10. National Network of State Teachers of the Year (NNSTOY): An organization dedicated 

to advancing teacher leadership and educator effectiveness, composed mainly of state 

teachers of the year. 

At this meeting, each organization affirmed its support for the development of a unified code of 

ethics for the profession (Rogers, 2020). 

Model Code of Ethics for Educators Task Force 

     In 2014, the MCEE Task Force was formed from a group of practitioners nominated by their 

professional organizations. Ten teachers, three principals, two superintendents, one 

paraprofessional, and four state licensing officials, representing 17 jurisdictions met over a 

seven-month period to develop the MCEE. Their work was guided by subject matter expert Dr. 

Troy Hutchings. The MCEE identified five principles that support ethical behavior, ethical best 

practice, and ethical responsibilities:  Responsibility to the Profession; Responsibility for 
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Professional Competence; Responsibility to Students; Responsibility to Parents/Guardians, 

Colleagues, the Community and Employers; and Responsible and Ethical Use of Technology 

(NCAEE, 2015a).   

     The MCEE was built on what is called an ethical equilibrium, or framework for ethical 

decision-making, composed of a dispositional framework, a regulatory framework, and 

professional ethics. The dispositional framework included the attitudes, values, and beliefs held 

by educators; the regulatory framework included case law and policies that govern educator 

misconduct; and professional ethics, that included guiding principles of a code of ethics. The 

Task Force noted that the dispositional framework is addressed in most pre-service preparation 

programs, but there has been little training for in-service teachers on school policy, educational 

law, or ethical dilemmas.  

     The work of the Task Force was completed in one year with the adoption by the NASDTEC 

Executive Board in June 2015. Currently, nine jurisdictions have adopted or endorsed the 

MCEE, and seven others have organized workgroups to consider whether the MCEE should be 

integrated into their preparation programs or licensure requirements. Teacher education 

programs and school districts across the country have also adopted or incorporated the MCEE 

into their work (NASDTEC, 2018). 

National Council for the Advancement of Educator Ethics 

      The National Council for the Advancement of Educator Ethics (NCAEE) was formed in June 

2015 to continue the work with educational organizations to enlarge the understanding of 

educator ethics among practitioners, keep the MCEE updated, and support development of 

resources to support training in the code. The NCAEE has continued its working relationship 
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with the communication partners to develop video instruction to be used as training resources for 

educators in the field (NCAEE, 2015c). 

Summary 

     When viewed through the lens of ethics in history, the MCEE becomes a guide to establishing 

schools and communities based on care for oneself and others. As the MCEE is still in its 

infancy, there is a slim volume of information for jurisdictions and organizations to access in 

their consideration of whether to adopt, adapt, endorse, or merely reference the MCEE in their 

work. This study built a body of information to be used as future reference for educators. In 

addition to serving as a reference for educators and policy makers in the importance of an 

accepted uniform code of ethics, this study clearly illustrated the wide gap between the 

profession of education and other recognized professions in their assimilation of professional 

ethics into daily practice. The dearth of literature pointed directly at a lack of awareness among 

educators of the dire need for a code of ethics to be acknowledged, taught, and integrated into 

daily practice so that it becomes as ingrained in educators as it is in physicians, attorneys, and 

accountants. This lack of existing literature was a wakeup call to which all teacher educators 

must answer. 
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Chapter III: Methods and Procedures 

     This study was a qualitative, exploratory, multiple-case study of jurisdictions that have 

considered adoption of the MCEE (Creswell, 2014) (See Appendix A). To understand the 

process that multiple jurisdictions used to consider use of the MCEE, interviews were conducted 

with participants from twelve jurisdictions located in all NASDTEC regions:  Northeast, Central, 

South, and Western Regions. Participants provided insight into consideration and 

implementation of training in the MCEE. Since the MCEE was adopted in 2015 and there has 

been scant research conducted yet, this study provided new information for other jurisdictions 

considering adoption of the MCEE in the future.  

     Participants were selected as information rich sources. State licensing officials worked in 

jurisdictions that had considered implementation of the MCEE, adopted it, or implemented it into 

their educator licensure policy. Educator preparation program faculty were from jurisdictions in 

which the MCEE was being implemented and subsequently the EPP were either in discussion of 

how to incorporate the MCEE into their curriculum or in the early stages of implementation. 

School district personnel worked in districts that included the MCEE in training for teachers or 

school level administrators. Organizations offering professional development training in the 

MCEE had clients in jurisdictions, preparation programs, and school districts.   

     Individuals were invited to participate by email (See Appendix B)., If they agreed to 

participate, they completed the University of Hawaiʻi at Mānoa Informed Consent Form (See 

Appendix C). Telephonic interviews were conducted with all participants to investigate the 

process they used to consider whether to utilize the MCEE in their work; issues that they viewed 

as a challenge to implementation or leading to success in integrating the MCEE; and how their 

perception of ethics had changed as a result of working with the MCEE. Recorded interviews 
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were 45 minutes to one hour in length. The interview script in Appendix D was used for all 

interviews, and interview questions in Appendix E were tailored to the participants’ employment 

category. 

     Three questions guided this study which investigated the way licensing agencies, educator 

preparation programs, school districts, and professional development organizations approached 

use of the MCEE: 

1. What factors influenced consideration of incorporating the Model Code of 

Ethics for Educators into pre-service, licensure, and in-service serving 

agencies and organizations? 

This question was developed to identify the reasons that prompted 

jurisdictions, preparation programs, school districts, and organizations 

offering professional development to educators to consider inclusion of 

the MCEE in their licensure requirements, curriculum, employment and 

professional development  training protocols.   

2. What essential components have been identified for deployment of the 

MCEE?                                                                                                         

If participants adopted, adapted, or recognized the MCEE as a required or 

optional part of their policies or offerings, they were asked to describe 

how they developed training in the MCEE.  This included determining if 

the MCEE was an optional or required factor in the participants’ 

organizations, how it was utilized and if required, how it was enforced. 

Essential components were factors that either led to the success or were 

seen as challenges in the participants’ organizations. Success meant that 
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the MCEE was integrated into the participant’s policy, curriculum, or 

course offering and accepted as a necessary component by constituents or 

end users.  Challenges were issues that presented roadblocks to 

implementation or acceptance of the MCEE into training and practice. 

3. Has work on the MCEE influenced the perceptions and practices of the 

study participants toward educator ethics?                                                 

Because the MCEE is new requirement in the practice of jurisdictional 

educators, the question of whether it changed the perception of ethics was 

also investigated.  Unless the MCEE informed the understanding of ethics 

in the professionalism of educators, inclusion into educational practice 

would not be of significant value to educators in the field. 

     The recorded interviews were transcribed and reviewed to identify codes, issues, and 

themes. Data were reported in narrative and tabular format, and a listing of tables is 

found in Appendix F.   

Research Design of the Study 

     This study was a qualitative, exploratory, multiple case study, and this chapter described the 

methodological theories that were used to address the research questions, a description of 

participant selection, data collection, analysis, reliability, validity, and limitations of positionality 

and bias. Twenty information rich individuals participated in telephonic interviews that lasted 

approximately one hour in length.  Interviews were transcribed and reviewed multiple times to 

identify codes, issues, and themes.   
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Qualitative Research 

     This study was a qualitative, exploratory, multiple case study. Creswell (2014) described 

qualitative research as useful to describe, understand, and explore emerging questions and 

procedures. Creswell asserted that there are eight core characteristics that define qualitative 

research: 

1. Natural setting: The first characteristic is natural setting, meaning that 

data are collected in the field face-to-face with participants who are 

experiencing the issue or problem of the study, as opposed to a controlled 

experiment in a laboratory.   

2. Researcher as key instrument: The second characteristic is   researcher as 

key instrument, meaning that qualitative researchers collect the data 

themselves through interviews, observations, or directly examining 

documents, instead of relying solely on questionnaires or instruments 

developed by others.   

3. Multiple sources of data: The third characteristic is use of multiple 

sources of data, which are organized into categories or themes.   

4. Use of inductive and deductive methods: The fourth characteristic is data 

analysis using inductive and deductive methods. Data are analyzed from 

the “bottom up,” that is analyzed and organized into abstract units or 

themes, then reviewed for adequate evidence to support these themes.  

5. Recognition of participants’ meanings: The fifth characteristic is 

participants’ meanings, which is central to the research, not the meaning 

that the review of the literature or the researcher may bring to the study.   
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6. Emergent design: The sixth characteristic is emergent design, meaning 

that the research plan cannot be completely seen prior to the study, and 

may change after the study begins.  

7. Reflexivity: The seventh characteristic of qualitative research is reflexivity, 

in which the researcher reflects throughout the study on how his or her 

background and experiences may be reflected in the study.   

8. Holistic account: The eighth, and last, characteristic, is holistic account.  

This means that a complete picture of the issue is presented, from multiple 

participants and perspectives, with a view of the whole issue that evolves 

from the data collected from participants in the study.  

     This study probed for understanding of the processes utilized in consideration of state 

licensing agencies, preparation programs, and professional development organizations in making 

their decision to include the MCEE as part of their policy and procedures in offering training to 

educators. Telephonic interviews were used instead of face to face interviews, which would be 

challenging given the participants were spread across the country. Data within and among 

jurisdictional participants were triangulated and reflected on the participants’ meanings both 

throughout the interview and during the data analysis period. A holistic picture of the current 

sample of jurisdictions and their approach to educator ethics was presented in Chapter IV.  

Exploratory Research 

     In describing exploratory research, Stebbins (2001) suggested starting with a broad approach 

to exploratory research and asserted four definitions related to exploratory research. The first was 

investigative exploration, which describes in general what all researchers do in their work. The 

second was innovative exploration, where the goal was to learn only as much as needed to attain 
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the desired result. The third was exploration for discovery, where the researcher learned all that 

is needed for describing and understanding the issue. The fourth definition was limited 

exploration, where the researcher systematically looked for an issue or feature. Stebbins also 

cautioned against accepting the first few studies in a new field as confirmatory (Stebbins, 2001), 

and recommended that early studies be viewed as a process that will reveal the full picture of an 

issue as more studies are conducted. After study of the issue is saturated, exploratory research 

halts until new questions arise about the issue, initiating a new round of exploration of the topic 

(Stebbins, 2001). This study was exploratory because of the recent development and nature of 

the MCEE since its debut at the NASDTEC annual conference in 2015, with a small number of 

studies completed on the MCEE. 

Case Study  

      Case study was employed to look for similarities and differences among the participating 

entities. Yin (2003) identified three types of case studies:  explanatory, exploratory, and 

descriptive. An explanatory case in education would illustrate the link between a program and its 

effects, such as a study investigating the effect of differentiated instruction at the early 

elementary level on student outcomes. An exploratory case study is used for cases where there is 

not yet an identified, expected outcome. Two examples of an exploratory case study would be 

investigation of the effect of game-based, specifically internet-based, learning impacts student 

learning, and this study on the MCEE. A descriptive case study describes a phenomenon, while 

the researcher describes the data as observed. This form of study may utilize a narrative format. 

For example, a study of teaching and learning in a middle school might involve the researcher 

observing teachers and students in the school setting.   
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     Yin (2003) further differentiated case studies as single, holistic, and multicase. A single case 

studies one individual or one group in one setting. A holistic case study is one in which the case 

is the unit of analysis. An example of a holistic study is Wright’s (2015) in-depth study of an 

after-school program and its impact on the achievement gap, where all aspects of the after-school 

program were studied as a whole. Multiple case studies allow the researcher to look at a topic 

both within the case and across cases. For this study, a multiple case study will compare similar 

entities in multiple jurisdictions, allowing identification of common patterns and contrasting 

themes. 

     Johansson (2003) asserted that a case should meet three conditions:  be a complex, 

functioning unit; be investigated in its natural setting; and be contemporary. Johansson 

emphasized the importance of triangulating the data from a case using multiple research 

strategies, thus identifying case study as a meta-method. Johansson also proposed that case 

studies link the social sciences to quantitative research.  

     Harrison, Birks, Franklin and Mills (2017) traced the modern-day version of case study to the 

early 1900s, when case studies were used extensively, especially by anthropologists and 

sociologists investigating people cultures in their own worlds. In the university setting, case 

study research expanded to the field of education as researchers conducted studies in curriculum 

design and program impact. In the 1960s and 1970s case studies with focus on educational 

research to support the impact of programs and curriculum which were subsequently used to 

support policy and practice at the state, local and school district levels. Harrison et al. (2017) 

cited the work of Merriam (2009), Stake (1995, 2006), and Yin (2014), in the development of 

seven elements of case study:      



                                                                       41 

1. The case: may be a program, individual, group, situation, organization, 

event, phenomena, or process, which is the object of study or analysis.  

2. A bounded system: may be bounded by time, space, or activity, and 

encompasses a system of connections. 

3. Studied in context: studied in its natural environment or real-life setting.  

Context may include the political, economic, social, cultural, historical, 

and organization factors that comprise the case. 

4. In-depth study: represents an intensive study of an issue, includes 

fieldwork and reflexive techniques. 

5. Selecting the case: selection based on the purpose of the study, including 

purposive sampling, and make decisions about the participants and setting, 

as well as interpreting the ordinary, unique, and varied aspects of the data. 

6. Multiple sources of evidence: may include interviews, observation, focus 

groups, artifact and document review, questionnaires and surveys.  

Triangulation is a common feature of case studies. 

7. Case study design: may be descriptive, exploratory, explanatory, 

illustrative, evaluative, with single or multiple studies. 

     This study included interviews with administrators of state licensing agencies, educator preparation 

programs, school districts, and professional development providers. Participants were identified from 

among jurisdictions that have at a minimum considered review of the MCEE to those that had already 

implemented jurisdiction-wide training.   
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Participants 

     Participants were drawn from a pool of information-rich individuals from state licensing 

agencies, teacher preparation programs, professional development providers, and school districts 

across the United States that have considered or adopted the MCEE. Patton (1990) described 

information-rich participants as, “Information-rich cases are those from which one can learn a 

great deal about issues of central importance to the purpose of the research, thus the term 

purposeful sampling.” Unlike many professional education roles, those who work with teacher 

licensure are few, with only one office in each state or jurisdiction, making a large-scale survey 

with numerous participants impossible. Additionally, not all faculty in state-approved educator 

preparation programs have been involved in work with the MCEE, as is the case with personnel 

in school districts and professional development providing organizations. In other words, while 

there are numerous educators in any given jurisdiction, the numbers familiar with the MCEE is 

low compared to the total. 

Sampling 

    Purposeful, theoretical sampling was used to identify one participant from four entities 

representative of the continuum of professional practice for round one of interviews. Palinkas et 

al. (2015) identified participants selected through purposeful sampling as having the knowledge 

and experiences to contribute meaningfully to a study, as well as being available and willing to 

participate.   

     In the second round, snowball sampling was used to identify additional participants and 

expand on and explore ideas generated in the first interview. Snowball sampling, a non-random 

sampling method, provided access to individuals who would not be easily accessible since the 

population working in teacher licensure, and to a lesser extent in teacher preparation, is not 
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readily available in a public search. Sedgewick (2013) contended that snowball sampling is 

valuable because the method of referral increases trust within the community being researched.   

     The third round sampled participants in similar positions but from different jurisdictions. For 

example, in round one an educator preparation program faculty member in jurisdiction X was 

interviewed, an educator preparation program faculty member in jurisdiction Y was also 

interviewed. Participants represented jurisdictional licensing boards, agencies, and departments; 

educator preparation programs that recommend individuals for teacher licensure; school districts; 

and other organizations that provide professional development for educators. 

          After completing the interviews, MAXQDA, a software package that includes a 

transcription feature, was used to code interview data and identify categories and patterns of 

responses. The software also searched for triangulation among the in-depth interviews and 

multiple perspectives among those interviewed. 

Data Collection 

     Telephonic interviews were conducted with participants from multiple jurisdictions who have 

considered incorporation of the MCEE or developed training. Interviews were recorded and 

transcribed. Documents related to consideration of the MCEE from the jurisdictions were also 

examined.  

Interview Protocol 

     Participants were contacted by email to inform them of the study and invite them to 

participate. If they agreed to participate, they signed the Informed Consent form and individual 

interviews were scheduled. Participants were asked questions about their work history in their 

current position, how their organization came to consider adoption of the MCEE, how they 

deployed the code and developed training, and if this work has changed the way they approach 
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their work in educator ethics. Participants were allowed the opportunity to add other comments if 

they wished, and they were also asked for permission for future contact if necessary. The 

interview script and sets of questions are contained in the Appendix, sections D through H.  

Analyses 

Data Analysis    

     Akinyode and Khan (2018) identified five steps in data analysis in qualitative research. These 

steps are data logging, anecdotes, vignettes, data coding, and thematic network, explained as 

follows: 

1. Data logging:  records raw data into a record sheet.  It includes data not 

only from interviews, focus groups, and surveys, but also the researcher’s 

description and insights generated by the raw data. 

2. Anecdotes:  begins the theme building process, whereby the researcher 

summarizes into a narrative the information from the interview or focus 

group.   

3. Vignettes:  detail descriptions of the interviews, and is the first step to 

connecting data from multiple cases or interviews. 

4. Data coding:  sorts data by the assignment of labels, or codes, to 

demonstrate similarities or differences among the cases or interviews. By 

doing this, themes to study were identified across the jurisdictions and 

organizations interviewed. 

5. Thematic network:  seeks to find explanations and understanding of the 

data by identifying basic, organizing, and global themes across data 

sources.  
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     In this study, codes were identified after transcribing interviews and reading and re-reading 

the transcriptions. After grouping the codes, issues were identified and analyzed, and finally, 

themes were developed. 

Reflexivity 

     Darawsheh and Stanley (2014) defined reflexivity as a continuous process of self-reflection 

during the research process. They asserted that it improves transparency, adds rigor to the 

research process, and may limit the researcher’s bias. During this study, especially in the 

examination of the interview transcripts, continual reflection on whether personal experiences 

and professional position were affecting this work in positive or negative ways was essential. 

Reliability, Validity and Applicability 

     Heale and Twycross (2015), defined validity as the accuracy of measurement in a study, and 

reliability as the accuracy of the instrument used in the study. However, Noble and Smith (2014) 

questioned whether validity and reliability can be applied to qualitative research. Noble and 

Smith (2014) suggested there are differences in terminology and application between 

quantitative and qualitative research. Instead of utilizing the term validity to describe the 

findings, they suggested using truth value, which acknowledged multiple realities exist in the 

researcher’s personal experiences and viewpoints. Reliability, or consistency in application of 

the analytical procedures in quantitative research, was replaced with trustworthiness and 

transparency of the researcher’s decisions and neutrality, meaning that the philosophical 

position, experiences, and perspectives of the researcher and participants are clearly separated 

and defined. Instead of generalizability, or the ability to transfer and apply the quantitative 

research to other settings, Noble and Smith (2014) applied the term applicability to utilize the 

research in other contexts or other groups. Noble and Smith (2014) recommended qualitative 
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researchers incorporate methodological strategies to ensure credibility in their studies, including 

acknowledging bias in sampling and reflection, keeping meticulous records, ensuring multiple 

perspectives are represented in the research study, including verbatim descriptions from 

participants, connecting to other researchers working on the same subject, and triangulating data.       

Leung (2015), however, stated that generalizability is not typical in qualitative research, except 

in the case of meta-synthesis, meta-narrative or meta-ethnography.   

Triangulation 

     The term triangulation was first used by Donald Campbell and Donald Fiske in 1959 as an 

alternative research method of cross-checking data from multiple sources (Kelle, Kühberger, and 

Bernhard, 2019). Renz, Carrington and Badger (2018) stated that triangulation provides deeper 

meaning from data and can strengthen validity in qualitative research. In this study, triangulation 

was used to identify similarities among the different jurisdictions and roles and responses of the 

interviewees as they transitioned from awareness to consideration of their current status, whether 

it be adoption, adaption, recognition, or rejection, of the MCEE. Instead of member-checking, 

which was not conducted due to the large number of participants, data from the interviews was 

cross-checked for triangulation across all jurisdictions and category of participant and the 

following emerged as themes: 

1. All participants expressed belief in the benefit of ethics training for all educators, 

including all who work at a school site as well as educator preparation faculty.   

2. Participants who had started training saw value in using real life ethical dilemmas 

from the daily practice of educators.   
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3. Participants identified lack of time and funding as their main challenges to implement 

their training programs and a lack of awareness of the risk, professional boundaries, 

and decision-making skills as individual challenges for educators. 

Limitations of the Study 

Positionality 

     Coughlan and Brydon-Miller (2014) define positionality as the position of the researcher in 

relation to the context of the study, including the participants and their social and political 

settings. Herr and Anderson (2005) placed insider and outsider researchers on a continuum from 

a researcher studying their own practice to that of an outsider’s study with which they have no 

connection outside of the study. Herr and Anderson’s positions were: insider, where the 

researcher studies their own practice; insider in collaboration with insiders; insider in 

collaboration with outsiders; reciprocal collaboration, with equal insider and outsider 

researchers; outsiders in collaboration with insiders, with non-equivalent relationships; and full 

outsider studies (Herr and Anderson, 2005).  

     Persaud (2019) called for careful handling (p. 1) by the researcher in telling the stories of 

study participants. She related the position of an insider as a storyteller, while an outsider is a 

story-listener, with both working together to create meaning for the study.   

     Takacs (2003) urged educational practitioners to know their positionality in order to work for 

justice in the world, saying, “To work toward a just world a world—where all have equal access 

to opportunity—means, as a start, opening up heart and mind to the perspectives of others. We 

must be able to hear each other and to respect and learn from what we hear. We must understand 

how we are positioned in relation to others—as dominant/subordinate, marginal/center, 
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empowered/powerless” (p. 169). This reasoning was a reminder not to focus only on obtaining 

data for this study from the participants, but to remember the humanity of the participants.   

     Yakushko, Badiee, Mallory, and Wang (2011) advance positive advantages in being both an 

insider and outsider:  access to communities usually closed to outsiders; opportunities for more 

open conversations due to shared experiences, especially discrimination or marginalization.  

They also cite disadvantages, including power dynamics and tension over the fact that the 

outsider left the community and may have returned with new priorities that do not meld with the 

original community.  

     Positionality was both a help and a hindrance in conducting this study. As an insider in the 

national teacher licensure and preparation community, service as an officer in the national 

licensure organization and as a board member for a national educator preparation accreditor was 

not unknown to study participants. Familiarity with the topic and with the participant 

organizations in general was mostly a help in the interviews in knowing the language and 

understanding procedures. Being an outsider in terms of each participant’s organization and 

jurisdiction in general could be considered a positive factor in this study.  Participants felt at ease 

explaining the process their jurisdiction or organization used knowing that their comments were 

confidential, and their participation was anonymous. 

Bias 

     Šimundić (2012) pointed out four areas of a study where bias, which she defined as, “any 

trend or deviation from the truth,” (p. 12) may occur:  in data collection, data analysis, 

interpretation, and publication. She placed the responsibility for detecting bias with researchers, 

reviewers, and editors. Šimundić also referenced admission bias, when the sample of participants 

do not reflect the entire population. This bias was avoided by including participants who 
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represent multiple jurisdictions and varying types of organizations, including state licensing 

agencies, institutions of higher education, and organizations and associations. Smith and Noble 

(2014) alluded to the role of ethics committees in pointing out bias in studies, as well as to peer 

review, and called upon qualitative researchers to produce studies that are rigorous and relevant 

to practitioners, not poorly designed with vague recommendations. 

     As a staff member of a state licensing agency that regulates the preparation and practice of the 

profession of teaching, experience with ethical issues and disciplinary proceedings resulting from 

unethical actions of educators as part of my experience. The following biases based on my work 

and interest in the MCEE did not affect the validity of this study: 

1. The MCEE is a valuable tool for all educators in navigating daily issues 

that arise in the classroom, school, and community; 

2. When educators “cross the line” and engage in unethical conduct, the 

appropriate action is for them to be supported by their administration and 

colleagues, and when appropriate, counseled out of the teaching 

profession or, in necessary circumstances where they have been convicted 

of criminal activity, prosecuted under the law. 

3. This study investigated the implementation of the MCEE in multiple 

jurisdictions across the United States.  Under my leadership at the HTSB, 

the state of Hawaiʻi is in the process of developing a strategic plan for 

implementation.   

     Sandler et al., (2016) discussed scholar-advocacy bias, or promotion of the desired outcome 

and discrediting a non-favorable outcome, in the context of development and adoption of public 

policy for the family court system of laws. While a completely different venue than my research, 
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this study resonated with me as a caution not to promote policy to the detriment of inquiry. In 

other words, I am cautioned not to allow my enthusiasm for promotion of the MCEE to 

overshadow the veracity of this study. 

Summary 

          This study used a qualitative, exploratory, multiple case study approach to identify 

successful methods employed by educator preparation programs, licensure entities, professional 

development providers, and school districts in creating a receptive environment and appropriate 

training methods for incorporation of the MCEE into the practice of professional educators. The 

study also investigated whether this work has changed the perceptions and practices of the study 

participants toward educator ethics. Telephonic interviews were conducted with participants 

from multiple jurisdictions who have considered incorporation of the MCEE or developed 

training. Official documents related to policy adoption, pre-service training, and professional 

development around the MCEE from these jurisdictions were reviewed. Reliability, validity, and 

positionality were also discussed. 
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Chapter IV: Data Analyses 

     This study was a qualitative, exploratory, multiple-case study of jurisdictions that have 

considered adoption of the MCEE. State licensing officials, educator preparation program 

faculty, school district personnel, and members of organizations offering professional 

development participated in telephonic interviews. Chapter IV is organized into categories 

illustrating data results describing the demographics, status of consideration of the MCEE in 

participant jurisdictions, training offered in the jurisdictions, factors contributing to success in 

working with the MCEE, challenges in working with the MCEE, and the effect on participants’ 

perception of educator ethics. Data analyses revealed participants believe both preservice and in-

service educators at all levels of engagement will benefit from exposure to the MCEE; that a 

cadre of trainers is needed to support widespread training; that lack of time and funding are the 

major challenges affecting implementation of training; and that the involvement of Dr. Troy 

Hutchings has had a major influence nationwide in work with the MCEE.  

Licensing Officials 

Licensing Official A 

     Licensing Official A served for almost ten years as the director of a jurisdictional agency 

focused on teacher misconduct. Duties include overseeing investigations of teacher misconduct 

and any subsequent hearings to consider adverse action on a license. This official’s office does 

not have responsibility for adopting a code of ethics but has had conversations with the 

jurisdiction’s professional licensing board, which controls the education code for the state. This 

office is responsible for ethics education in the state, under the umbrella of a legislative mandate 

or collective bargaining. Official A wants to use ethics training with pre-service teachers, with 

provision for continuing training at specific intervals throughout an educator’s career. Official A 
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has considered making ethics training legislatively mandated, but sees the potential cost of 

training as a roadblock. When asked if knowledge of the MCEE had changed Official A’s 

perception of educator ethics, this participant responded that as a non-educator, the MCEE has 

raised awareness of the risk factor of issues that would have been previously viewed as 

unimportant.  

Licensing Official B 

     Licensing Official B worked as the head of a jurisdiction’s licensing agency for less than five 

years. This participant has responsibility for teacher education programs, preparation of educator 

misconduct cases, and serves as an advisor to other state officials on teacher licensure matters. 

Official B’s jurisdiction has adopted the MCEE and training has already begun at the pre-service 

level with teacher education programs and at the in-service level in school districts. Official B’s 

office has split the responsibility for jurisdiction-wise training with an education organization, 

with Official B’s office working with teacher education programs and the organization working 

with school districts. Official B saw the lack of sufficient time to travel the jurisdiction to train 

teachers on the MCEE as a major challenge but said that the end result of protecting children 

makes it worth the sacrifice. Official B’s agency plans to expand messaging about ethics to other 

organizations throughout the jurisdiction. Official B’s perception of ethics has changed in 

realizing that ethics is not about bad teachers, but about creating conversations among educators.   

Licensing Official C 

     Licensing Official C conducts investigations and hearings for the agency’s jurisdiction and 

has been in the position for less than five years. This participant said that it is unlikely that the 

MCEE will be adopted by the jurisdiction as their process for adopting new regulations is very 

cumbersome. Official C’s jurisdiction created a training module on ethics to be used in 
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beginning teacher induction programs throughout the jurisdiction. After implementation, school 

districts also began using the module with more veteran teachers. This participant reported that 

incidents associated with the rise of social media prompted expansion of use of the training 

module. This participant stated that the biggest challenge in ethics training was the lack of 

understanding at the pre-service level, and that educating the teacher educators was a priority.    

Official C identified the importance of awareness as the change in perception as a result of the 

MCEE. This participant previously thought of ethics only in light of violations, and now thinks 

of it as the focus of professional discussions around appropriate ways to function within the 

profession. 

Licensing Official D 

     Licensing Official D is a director for licensure and educator standards for the jurisdiction, as 

well as the accreditation of teacher education programs. This participant has been serving 

between five and ten years in this position. The MCEE has been adopted in this jurisdiction due 

to the interest of state legislators, after two occurrences of educator misconduct that were highly 

publicized in this jurisdiction. This participant was not directly involved in developing training, 

although did have an opinion that any training offered needed to be hands-on, not strictly lecture.  

Official D did report on challenges to implementation of the MCEE. Throughout this 

jurisdiction, there was confusion between ethics and conduct, with the fear that the MCEE would 

be used for disciplinary purposes a circulating rumor. To combat this misunderstanding, 

presentations were made, and language was added to make clear that the MCEE was not to be 

used in a punitive manner. Official D stated that conflating ethics with conduct transitioned to 

looking at ethics with a new lens after working with the MCEE. The official reported that 

decisions as a state leader are made differently now as a result of the MCEE process. 
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Licensing Official E 

      Licensing Official E has responsibility for the investigation and hearing of teacher 

misconduct cases in the jurisdiction. This participant has been in the position for just over five 

years, and the MCEE has been adopted in the jurisdiction, which is currently discussing the 

development of training to support the code’s adoption. This official was not involved in the 

original conversations concerning adoption of the code but believes some highly publicized 

instances of teacher misconduct may have prompted the interest. This participant was keen to 

investigate an off-the-shelf professional learning program as an out-of-the-box program that 

could be deployed quickly and efficiently. After consulting with several professional 

development providers in the jurisdiction, it was decided that a combination of ready-made and 

locally developed solutions would meet the needs of most districts across the jurisdiction. 

Official E listed resistance to the additional of another mandatory professional development 

requirement as a significant challenge, with time as the major concern of teachers and cost as the 

major concern of districts. This participant related that original confusion of equating ethics with 

morality had transitioned to viewing of ethics as a tool to lead to decision-making. 

Licensing Official F 

     Licensing Official F handles investigations of teacher misconduct, hearings, develops and 

presents professional development on ethics throughout the jurisdiction, and has been in this 

position for eight years. This jurisdiction has both a code of conduct and the MCEE in use 

simultaneously. Official F makes presentations to student teachers in preparation programs and 

to in-service teachers in districts, saying that being proactive has good results, especially using 

scenarios around ethics for discussion. All teacher candidates in this jurisdiction must complete 

an ethics course before any field placement in a P-12 school. This participant lists finding time 
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for training as the biggest challenge, because so many requirements are put on school districts 

and teachers. The next biggest challenge was that educators continue to have instances of 

misconduct, especially in the areas of sexual misconduct with students or over social media.  

Official F did not claim a personal change in perception toward ethics as a result of working with 

the MCEE but did say that the agency’s office has improved its presentation skills, resulting in 

educators as a group in the jurisdiction becoming more perceptive at making decisions and 

choices. 

Licensing Official G 

     Licensing Official G has responsibility for teacher licensure, standards, educator misconduct 

investigations and hearings, and has been in this position for less than five years. This 

jurisdiction has not officially adopted the MCEE but has made ethics training a part of its 

professional development offerings. Official G stated that their approach was to encourage 

discussions on ethics among educators, not to mandate an ethics requirement or policy. Office 

professional staff travel the jurisdiction to give ethics presentations to teacher preparation 

programs and in-service teachers. This office sends training packets to every school district in 

the jurisdiction every year, but training is not required in any of the districts. Official G worries 

that educators may not understand the repercussions of their actions without the training because 

they do not understand professional boundaries. This participant said that the training is having a 

significant impact and is helpful to educators in the jurisdiction. Work with the MCEE changed 

Official G’s perspective of educators when compared to other professions. One question that 

arose is why educators do not think of themselves in the same light as other professionals.  

Official G believes the future of ethics training resides in teacher education programs, not in 

mandated licensure requirements. 
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Licensing Official H 

     Licensing Official H has responsibility for teacher licensure and standards, misconduct 

investigations and hearings, accreditation of teacher preparation programs, and has over ten years 

of experience. Official H also had an advisory role as a legal advisor and liaison to the 

jurisdiction’s Board of Education. Jurisdiction H adopted the MCEE for use alongside a code of 

conduct. The jurisdiction wanted a more aspirational document for teachers, and wanted to 

ensure that educators understood that the MCEE would not be used for disciplinary purposes.  

Before adoption of the MCEE, Official H gathered all stakeholders, including superintendents 

and principals from districts throughout the jurisdiction and representatives of teacher 

preparation programs. The main message to the stakeholders was how the MCEE would be used, 

resulting in a positive reception. The jurisdiction mainly uses free, online materials and open 

source materials for training developed by other agencies and organizations, in part based on 

objections raised by stakeholder’s overuse of materials generated by large testing companies for 

profit. Official H acknowledged that the experience of working with the MCEE helped transition 

thinking from the line of thought that teachers should know better to the importance of being 

proactive and educating people to make better decisions. This participant believes that the natural 

place for ethics education is in the teacher preparation programs, so that expectations and the 

mindset of emerging educators can be altered around professional ethics. 

Licensing Official I 

     Licensing Official I has responsibility for teacher licensure and assessment, and has more 

than ten years of experience on the job. Official I’s district is considering adoption of the MCEE, 

and this participant saw value in taking baby steps in an effort to grow the interest in the MCEE 

organically, and as a result reporting great interest in the jurisdiction at this time. Because ethics 



                                                                       57 

training was already required throughout the jurisdiction for administrators and teachers, there 

was no rush to adopt the MCEE. Official I hoped to have the MCEE adopted in the future, saying 

that unless it is officially adopted it may become difficult to move the work ahead.  Training is 

developed in Official I’s agency but deployed in preparation programs and school districts in the 

jurisdiction. Superintendents were asked to identify principals who in turn identified teacher 

leaders who had promise to take the lead in supporting the ethics training. Official I reported two 

main challenges to this work:  the lack of time to integrate training into the school year schedule 

and a continuing confusion over ethics and conduct. Official I reported a change in perception 

about ethics after work with the MCEE, saying that upholding and elevating the profession were 

positive outcomes which would support the continuing development of professional educators. 

Licensing Official J 

     Licensing Official J has responsibility for teacher misconduct investigations and hearings and 

for professional development on ethics and has been in this position for less than five years.  

Official J’s jurisdiction is not considering adoption of the MCEE but instead uses it for 

professional development. In this jurisdiction, ethics training is in place for pre- and in-service 

teachers and has been presented to district school members as well. Official J reported that the 

presentations to school board members was a positive reminder of their legal responsibility to 

make sure educators receive training in ethics. This participant reported confusion among 

teachers in the field with inability to distinguish between ethics and conduct as the main 

challenge in ethics work. Official J used an example of teachers in the jurisdiction saying that 

they were not teachers when off the clock and felt that the MCEE helped educators realize that 

they are perceived as teachers whether on a school campus or not.   
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     Each jurisdiction represented by the Licensing Officials considered in its own way what role 

the MCEE should or could play in its educator preparation and licensure regulations. This 

consideration may have led to the official adoption of the MCEE, placing it in statute, 

administrative rules, or policies of the jurisdiction. In some jurisdictions, the decision was not 

made to adopt the MCEE but to include it in professional development offerings or in the pre-

service curriculum of jurisdictional preparation programs. Table 4.1 illustrates the status of 

consideration of the MCEE in the Licensing Officials’ jurisdictions.  

Table 4.1  

Status of Consideration of MCEE by Jurisdictions 

Participant Status of MCEE in Jurisdiction Abbreviated Responses 

A Considering Conversations are just beginning. 

B Adopted We are professionals and we need to have 

guiding principles for our behavior and a higher 

standard than the law. 

It’s just we’ve had some really serious cases.  So, 

the value of it is huge.   

C Not considering action It is actually harder to get regulations approved 

than it is to get laws passed. 

D Adopted It started with the Legislative session, and they 

were hot on the idea of ethics. 

E Adopted None 

F Adopted We need a code of ethics being a profession.  

Other organizations have some type of code, we 

are just late in getting ours. 

G Not formally adopted 

Use MCEE in professional 

development courses 

We found that if we just start providing tools and 

change the conversation a little bit that is better 

than mandating it. 

H Adopted We had a code of professional conduct, but we 

felt that the MCEE really had a wholly different 

approach and was more emblematic or 

aspirational in how and why teachers should act 

generally.  We wanted it specifically stated that it 
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wouldn’t be used for discipline. 

I Considering adoption We’ve been taking baby steps to grow it a little 

more organically than some of our policies that 

we’ve done and look forward to taking that soon 

through the law, but there is great interest in our 

state. 

J Not considering adoption 

Utilize for professional 

development 

We have a code of ethics for the profession, but it 

is really more of a code of conduct. 

 

 

     Jurisdictional Licensing Officials reported a range of training under development and 

deployment. Training was in the planning stages or deployed, utilizing both in-house 

development and off the shelf packaged modules. Table 4.2 illustrates the variety of training in 

the Licensing Officials’ jurisdictions. 

Table 4.2   

 

Training Offered by Jurisdictional Licensing Agencies 

Participant Current training Abbreviated Responses 

A None  

 

There’s nothing mandated around ethics for them 

(teachers). We don’t have training like, you 

know, attorneys or doctors. 

B Pre-service level, district level We were invited to all the intuitions of higher 

education to talk about it and use some case 

studies. 

C Incorporated into new teacher 

induction programs 

We put it (the training) in because there was so 

much misconduct going on with teachers. 

D Considering off the shelf 

professional development 

program 

People at the school level are bringing this up. 

This is something districts want to work with us 

on because it’s to their benefit.   

E Reviewing options for 

developing training 

It needs to be something that is more geared 

toward actual discussion among educators and 

practitioners rather than simply sitting in the chair 

and listening to an instructor while he presents. 

F Training at pre- and in-service 

levels throughout jurisdiction 

All students take an ethics course when they are 

accepted into the college of education before they 
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ever set foot in the classroom. 

G Training provided for use at 

pre- and in-service levels 

This is more effective and impactful than if we 

were trying to mandate something. If it’s 

mandated, you worry who’s gonna provide it and 

who’s gonna pay for it? 

H Training at pre-service level 

 

We developed an ethics toolkit, which is online 

and free to everyone to use.   

I Training for pre- and in-service 

teachers and administrators 

We asked the superintendent to get building 

principals to the table and then the principals 

select some teacher leaders to help get the 

training moving. 

J Training for student interns, in-

service teachers, and district 

school board members 

I invite people to look at the code thoroughly and 

tell them that there’s a whole lot more to it on the 

NASDTEC site.  Mostly I use it to talk about how 

you become a professional educator. 

 

     Licensing Officials gave credit to the work of Dr. Troy Hutchings in development of work 

with the MCEE in their jurisdictions. They also noted the importance of stakeholder involvement 

and the use of utilizing scenarios in training. Table 4.3 illustrates the factors Licensing Officials 

attributed to successful work with the MCEE. 

Table 4.3  

Factors Contributing to Success Identified by Jurisdictional Licensing Officials 

Participant Success Factor Abbreviated Responses 

A Hutchings presentation Troy’s presentation was like, oh wow, I like the 

way this works and how he was presenting it. 

B Stakeholder involvement I invited all the different stakeholders in the state 

and other educational leaders, you know, every 

entity that has anything to do with education, and 

we had a series of meetings just to talk about it 

and to share and give feedback.  And what came 

out of that was a way to get this process going. 

C Using scenarios in training I think if they are able to talk about what they’ve 

seen it comes through, and they can talk about it 

and discuss these issues with people. 
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D Hutchings presentation There was initially a lot of misunderstanding 

about what a code of ethics is.  To forestall that, 

we had Dr. Troy Hutchings come and spend a 

few hours presenting to them so that they were 

well prepared. 

E - - 

F Being proactive in having all 

teacher candidates complete 

ethics training 

I would say exposing teachers to the code and 

making sure they understand has been a good step 

for us in trying to be proactive and prevent 

educators from getting in trouble. 

G Hutchings presentation I think the thing that struck me the most is when 

he talked about how the medical profession has a 

perfect understanding of ethics, other professions 

have an understanding of ethics.   

H Hutchings presentation We invited all of our stakeholders to discussion 

on the MCEE and Troy came. We had every 

alphabet you could imagine, and had a very 

positive reception to it all.   

I Involving school administrators You have to look at key individuals, who can 

really help to move the work ahead. 

J Hutchings online materials I kept inviting them (commissioners) to look at 

the training on ethics, just as an introduction to it.   

 

     Concerns of lack of time and funding to implement training in the MCEE ranked high as 

challenges among Licensing Officials. Continuing confusion among educators between ethics 

and conduct was also noted as a concern. Table 4.4 illustrates challenges reported by Licensing 

Officials. 

Table 4.4   

Challenges Reported by Jurisdictional Licensing Officials 

Participant Challenges Abbreviated Responses 

A Cost We might have some push back from colleges and universities 

if there’s costs involved. 

B Time  When I think about all the many tasks I have to do, this is a 

priority because it protects kids.  And so, I will take the time to 
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do it and do it well.  It takes a lot of time. 

C Lack of 

understanding of 

preparation faculty 

I think we have a lot of educating to do of those who will teach 

ethics education in teacher preparation.  

D Confusion 

between ethics and 

conduct  

We had at least one of the employee associations come to one 

of the early meetings complaining that well, you know, there’s 

already codes of conduct in place in the district and now 

you’re trying to implement another thing that can be used 

basically against teachers. 

E Cost and time  We’ll have kind of a hard conversation about who pays for it 

and what happens if it doesn’t get done. 

F Time 

 

I think the biggest problem is finding time because there’s so 

many things that are put on school districts and put on teachers 

that trying to squeeze in the time to do one more thing is hard. 

G Educators’ 

perception of 

themselves as 

professionals 

Why is it any different than being a doctor?  Why don’t we 

have the same understanding of care for our patients? 

H Pushback against 

using packaged 

training  

I’d say the only negative pushback we ever got is when we 

went out and spoke to folks about training, you know, kind of 

the anti-testing company sentiment. 

I Time 

Confusion 

between ethics and 

conduct 

There’s no good time when it’s another new thing coming 

down. 

We are still struggling with helping people understand the 

difference between conduct and ethics. 

J Confusion 

between ethics and 

conduct 

I think one of the biggest challenges is the interpretation of the 

language, you know in the code of ethics, people don’t 

understand that. 

 

     Licensing Officials reported that their perception of educator ethics had changed as a result of 

their work with the MCEE. Awareness of risk to educators in their practice and the 

differentiation between ethics and conduct were cited as changes, as well as an increase of 

professionalism. Table 4.5 illustrates the responses of Licensing Officials on whether their work 

with the MCEE had changed their perception of ethics. 
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Table 4.5  

Effect on Perception of Ethics on Licensing Officials 

 

Participant Change in Perception Abbreviated Responses 

A Awareness of risk It makes me think different.  It just makes me think about it 

and go, huh. 

B Awareness of the 

danger of the slippery 

slope 

It’s not just bad people that do this.  But then something 

happens, and it doesn’t just happen overnight. Everyone is 

susceptible to the grey and going down the slippery slope 

and it’s really about prevention and education and also 

increasing the conversation.   

C Awareness of ethics It’s important that we start the discussions with teachers 

about how you can improve what you do on a daily basis 

and make good decisions. 

D Differentiation 

between ethics and 

conduct 

In state government, you don’t tend to see the 

differentiation but looking at it through a new lens such as 

the MCEE, it is actually quite fascinating. 

E Differentiation 

between ethics and 

morality 

It’s not really about right and wrong but in my head, it 

really sort of was for a long time before educating myself, 

so it changed the way I think about ethics and professional 

ethics particularly. 

F No personal change 

in perception but 

improved ethics 

presentation skills, 

resulting in increased 

awareness 

I think the thing that changed is as we’ve gotten into it, we 

probably got a little bit better in leading groups. We 

probably got a little bit better in giving examples that it is 

not a right or wrong answer but letting teachers know they 

do have to make a lot of decisions and sometimes when 

you make a decision that may lead to possible problems 

later on, so I think we try to get teachers to be more 

perceptive. 

G View on professional 

boundaries 

We just kind of think oh, you know, we know the right 

thing to do, but we freely practice with absolutely no 

understanding of how to manage boundaries correctly 

because we’re about building relationships.   

H Awareness So, we raised awareness trying to change the mindset about 

misconduct.  The starting place has got to be the teacher 

prep programs.  And that’s a natural place.  I think that 

could be a game-changer in how teachers themselves look 

at problems and getting support and how we can alter the 

mindset. 

I Professionalism I think it comes to one work and its professionalism, even 

though ethics is not all-inclusive of professionalism, but 
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it’s about our profession and upholding and elevating the 

profession.  I think if an educator can uphold the MCEE, 

what a fabulous educator that individual would be, because 

it’s not just about behavior, it’s about knowing your job 

and having content expertise and respecting each and every 

learner.  And all of those things make a professional 

educator. 

J Professional 

credibility and image 

I was a teacher but nobody in the community saw me as a 

teacher only during school hours.  They saw me, the 

teacher, wherever I was because you’re always perceived 

as the teacher regardless of where you are.  On a daily 

basis, you are seen by others and perceived as an educator.   

 

Educator Preparation Program (EPP) Faculty 

EPP Faculty K 

     EPP Faculty K was a faculty member at an institution of higher education teacher preparation 

program with over ten years of experience. The jurisdiction in which the EPP is located had 

adopted the MCEE. Faculty K’s university graduates over 500 teacher candidates each year, 

including international students, and places student teachers across the state. The program had an 

existing code of conduct but had not adopted a code of ethics, even though the faculty struggled 

with evaluation of dispositions in teacher candidates. Faculty K invited Dr. Troy Hutchings to 

give a presentation on campus for program faculty, administrators, and other educators in the 

area. As a result, a resource team was formed and a conference featuring ethics was presented the 

following year. Challenges that arose were training mentors to work with the teacher candidates 

and developing tools to incorporate the MCEE into the program’s curriculum. Dr. Hutchings 

returned for another training, and the program has continued to work with trainers and mentors to 

deepen their understanding. Faculty K shared that this work changed the way decisions were 

made and how to assess risk in the context of these decisions. Faculty K also shared that the 

program intends to continue to build the ethics component and hopes to see it expand to other 
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areas in their university, as well as to help elevate the profession of teaching and prevent poor 

decision-making.      

EPP Faculty L 

     EPP Faculty L is Dean and Chair of a teacher education program at an institution of higher 

education and has been in this position between five and ten years.  The jurisdiction in which the 

program is located has adopted the MCEE. The program offers preparation in elementary, 

secondary, early childhood, and special education licensure. When the program administrator 

first started hearing about the MCEE, the faculty agreed that it was of interest, feeling that it was 

supportive of their institutional values and what they wanted to bring to their teacher candidates. 

The faculty meets frequently according to the grade level of teacher candidates they support, and 

they mapped out how where they wanted to integrate the study of ethics into their curriculum. 

Specialized seminar sessions focused solely on the MCEE were also developed to be used across 

the programs so that all teacher candidates became familiar with the code. The faculty also 

developed quizzes and assessments to go with an online program they utilized. Future plans 

including follow-up with program graduates to ask if they felt prepared as a result of their 

training in the MCEE. EPP Faculty L saw the work as assisting educators to have a deeper 

awareness of ethics and enhancing their support of K-12 students.     

EPP Faculty M 

     EPP Faculty M is the administrator of an alternative route to licensure program, with more 

than ten years of experience. This program has incorporated the MCEE into its program, which 

enrolls teacher candidates from multiple jurisdictions. EPP Faculty M credited Dr. Troy 

Hutchings’ work as the trigger to adding the MCEE to its coursework. An off-the-shelf online 

ethics professional development program was used and after completion each candidate signs an 
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affirmation that they understand the code of ethics. EPP Faculty M believes that the biggest 

challenge to implementation of ethics study is the lack of time, especially for early career 

teachers. EPP Faculty M also hopes that state legislatures will require ethics training for all 

teachers for certificate renewal.   

     EPP Faculty represented jurisdictions in differing stages of considering of whether to 

incorporate or adopt the MCEE. Table 4.6 illustrates the status of the MCEE in their preparation 

program’s curriculum. 

Table 4.6   

 

Status of MCEE in Preparation Program Curriculum 

Participant Status of MCEE in Jurisdiction Abbreviated Responses 

K Jurisdiction has not adopted 

MCEE 

Incorporated into the program 

We did not have an existing code of ethics but did 

have a code of conduct. Faculty have wrestled 

with dispositions. 

L Jurisdiction and EPP have 

adopted MCEE 

 

This was very much supported by our advisory 

board, which includes past graduates, area 

teachers, and superintendents. 

M Incorporated into curriculum We have incorporated it into every state 

curriculum, our candidates are exposed to it. 

 

     EPP Faculty differed in their approach to the development of training. One EPP Faculty 

reported that their program was in the process of developing vocabulary appropriate for training, 

while the two others reported that their program was going to opt for an off the shelf package 

instead of local development. Table 4.7 illustrates the training offered by the EPP. 

Table 4.7   

Pre-service Training Offered by Educator Preparation Programs 

Participant Current and/or future training Abbreviated Responses 

K Incorporating into coursework We are developing vocabulary for teacher 
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throughout program candidates; it will be academic language.  We will 

integrate this work into the four levels of field 

experience at the university. 

L Mapped into coursework 

Use an off the shelf an online 

ethics course 

First, we really wanted to evaluate where we were 

teaching ethics in our program.  So, we mapped it 

out.  We decided to go with an off-the-shelf online 

program and that has been very well received. 

M Use off the shelf online 

course 

 - 

 

     EPP Faculty did not express similarities in identifying factors for success in their work with 

the MCEE. Successful strategies included working with Dr. Hutchings and curriculum mapping. 

Table 4.8 illustrates the success factors identified by EPP Faculty in their work with the MCEE. 

Table 4.8   

 

Success Factors Identified by Educator Preparation Program Participants 

Participant Success Factors Abbreviated Responses 

K Hutchings presentation Troy Hutchings did a workshop for faculty, 

administrators, DOE, the licensing agency in the 

state.  A workgroup was formed, and he came back 

to meet with the workgroup. 

L Mapping ethics throughout 

the EPP curriculum 

I feel like when we mapped out where we were 

teaching and hitting ethics in our program, and we 

can ensure that our students leave with a pretty 

good understanding of their responsibilities and 

how the MCEE can serve them when they get into 

their professional positions. 

M Hutchings presentation I think NASDTEC really stepped out on the 

forefront, and the work that Troy did gave us this 

push to move forward. 

 

     Among the EPP Faculty, the need for more time to evaluate how to implement the MCEE into 

their program and integrating this new component into their curriculum was the main challenge.  

Table 4.9 illustrates the challenges reported by EPP Faculty. 
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Table 4.9   

 

Challenges Reported by Educator Preparation Program Participants 

Participant Major Challenges Abbreviated Responses 

K - Still trying to figure that out. 

L Time Time, in that we really wanted to first evaluate where we were 

teaching ethics in our program, so we mapped it out 

throughout our program.  We mapped it to NAEYC and 

special education, just to make sure of how we were going to 

use it.  So, it probably was time. 

M Time We are covering the cost of training for our first year teachers, 

but a first year teacher’s plate is so full even giving it to them 

free, they didn’t sign up for it if it isn’t a state requirement.   

 

     EPP Faculty reported increased awareness of educator ethics and a change in how they 

approached ethical decision making as changes as a result of working with the MCEE.  Table 

4.10 illustrates the reported effects on the EPP Faculty after working with the MCEE. 

Table 4.10   

 

Effect on Perception of Ethics on Educator Preparation Program Participants 

Participant Change in Perception Abbreviated Responses 

K Decision making 

Risk assessment 

It has changed how I approach decision-making and what 

set of lenses I use to assess risk. 

L Awareness I see that this code is really assisting educators to have a 

deeper awareness of ethics.  That they are responsible for 

and can influence the K-12 students.  I see this as a very 

influential tool to use for teachers and in our program as 

well.  When they go into their student teaching, they will 

be the decision maker.  And so, there’s more of an urgency 

if you will for them to really understand this as much as 

they can. 

M Awareness I want every teacher to understand ethics from 

confidentiality to bullying to protecting the students.  We 

just decided they don’t know it (ethics) so we added it to 

our coursework.   
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School District Officials 

School District Official N 

     School District Official N serves in a leadership position with the responsibility for oversight 

of professional development and certification for the district’s school administrators, and has 

been in the position for more than ten years. School District Official N was asked by the district 

to attend a presentation on ethics given by Dr. Troy Hutchings in the area and was immediately 

interested in incorporating the MCEE into the district’s programs for school administrators.  

School District Official N worked with the district and learning modules, including micro-

learning, were incorporated into their programs. School District Official N invited Dr. Hutchings 

to work with the district to get the training going, and reported that it was very well received, 

both by program facilitators and participants. The challenge in the beginning stages of trying to 

influence the district to incorporate ethics education was generating interest. School District 

Official N made multiple presentations, and when district officials and others were informed of 

the sessions, they were willing to attend but not enthusiastic. Once they attended, especially if it 

was a presentation by Dr. Hutchings, excitement was generated, and they were onboard. Another 

successful strategy was incorporating micro-learning into the programs’ curriculum. School 

District Official N believes the micro-learning was successful because the segments are two 

minutes in length, which can be used by administrators easily at any time. School District 

Official N shared that ethics was not even on the radar originally, but adds that it turned out to be 

one of the most useful features of the programs generated by the district’s professional 

development and certification office. 
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School District Official O 

     School District Official O is a district director who develops leadership and professional 

development programs for the district, and has been in this position for less than five years. 

School District Official O’s work focuses on instructional techniques and strategies for teachers 

and leadership development for principals and assistant principals. As a strategy to generate 

interest, School District Official O sent videos on the MCEE to school administrators prior to 

their first class on ethics. School District Official O’s district has adopted the MCEE and is using 

an off-the-shelf online professional development program for training. The district has instructed 

principals to use the MCEE as a reference in any discussions with teachers that may involve 

ethical issues. After the district implemented the off-the-shelf online training program, feedback 

received from teachers indicated that they wanted to form teacher-only groups for their study, as 

opposed to having a school administrator involved in the training group, feeling that they would 

be more open in their discussions. School District Official O stated that the conversation has 

been the biggest benefit of implementing ethics training. This participant said that personal 

awareness was the outcome of work with ethics, citing the lag in the education profession behind 

others, such as medicine, for just beginning ethics conversations and training for those in the 

field. 

School District Official P 

     School District Official P has responsibility for the district’s human resources division, which 

includes both administrators and teachers, and has been in this position for less than five years. 

School District Official P was familiar with the MCEE from a previous position and is in 

conversation with the school district to incorporate the MCEE into training. These conversations 

have revealed that the union represented in the district prefers that any decision to incorporate 
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the MCEE come from the workforce or practicing administrators and teachers. School District 

Official P notes that the biggest challenge in these conversations is confusion in distinguishing 

between ethics and conduct. This participant reported that a metaphor used by Dr. Troy 

Hutchings, comparing ethics to a curvy road and conduct to a stop sign as having a profound 

effect on the concept of ethics. School District Official P plans to continue to work to have ethics 

study integrated into the school district professional development curriculum. 

   The School District Officials reported varying stages of consideration and implementation of 

the MCEE, with only one district officially adopting it. One School District Official was 

integrating it into their professional development and certification programs and the other was in 

the early stages of consideration. Table 4.11 illustrates the status of consideration of the MCEE 

by the School District Officials.   

Table 4.11   

Status of MCEE in School Districts 

 

Participant Status of MCEE in Jurisdiction Abbreviated Responses 

N Integrated into district’s 

professional development and 

certification program for 

administrators 

It never fails once we draw people in, they are 

excited about it (ethics).  Yes, it’s getting them 

there.  

O Adopted We have adopted it as a policy and use it in our 

discussions between principals and teachers. 

P Considering MCEE We would rather see it come from the workforce, 

something to use for training purposes if they are 

interested in it. 

 

     School District Officials were concerned about the decision to use face to face or online 

training, and were more focused on administrators than classroom teachers. Table 4.12 illustrates 

the training offered by School District Officials. 
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Table 4.12   

 

Training Offered by School Districts 

Participant Current and/or future training Abbreviated Responses 

N Professional development 

classes 

Administrator certification 

program classes 

All of our instructors were excited about it and 

put it into their classes.  We did a lot of things 

like helping them to develop some scenarios that 

would have to do with the content of their 

character. So, it’s just getting everybody on board 

with teaching it and using it. 

The thing people said is, ”Oh brother, I have to 

go to this,” but they walked out excited! 

I just felt like it was the wave of the future. 

O Face to face 

Online 

We are using an off-the-shelf online training 

program; these are the conversations we are 

having.  We also remind the principals if they’re 

dealing with issues with teachers that are related 

to ethics in any way to reference those (the 

MCEE principles) in the conversations so that 

they can help guide the teachers through the 

issues that they’re having. 

Teachers said it (the training) doesn’t need to be 

led by a principal.  It needs to be led by another 

teacher.  It needs to be in small groups, 10 to 12 

at the most, and it just needs to be in a very open 

format, so people feel comfortable talking. 

P To district officials I have been presenting it, but they have not made 

a commitment. 

They were very intrigued by the way the MCEE 

really would help teachers start dealing and 

processing potential situations and how to reduce 

your risk. 

 

     The work of Dr. Troy Hutchings was cited as a factor leading to success of MCEE work with 

one School District Official, and feedback from educators was also noted. Table 4.13 illustrates 

factors leading to success by School District Officials. 
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Table 4.13  

 

Success Factors Identified by School District Officials 

Participant Success Factors Abbreviated Responses 

N Hutchings presentation It was quite by accident actually. My boss sent a 

flyer to me about this thing that was going to be 

happening, and it was Troy doing his presentation 

on ethics.  After hearing him I said, you know, 

we’ve got to put this into our program. The work 

that he’s been doing and everything having to do 

with the MCEE is just so amazing.  He’s the one 

that can actually get it across. It’s like Troy is the 

messenger. 

O Communication among teachers 

while completing the training 

Feedback from the staff has been the 

conversations are valuable to them, because they 

get to hear their peers talk through things and 

hear it from a variety of perspectives in a way 

they wouldn’t have thought about it.   

P - - 

 

     School District Officials reported challenges in communicating the importance of the work, 

lack of time for training, and confusion between ethics and conduct in their work with the 

MCEE. Table 4.14 illustrates challenges of School District Officials. 

Table 4.14   

Challenges Reported by School District Officials 

Participant Major Challenges Abbreviated Responses 

N Communicating the importance 

of the work 

It just wasn’t a topic that in itself got people 

going. I took it to a directors’ meeting and people 

looked at it and said, “Oh how nice.”   

O Time A lot of teachers had to complete the modules in 

the computer-based training program on their 

own.  A lot of folks felt like it was just another 

thing to do.   

P Confusion between ethics and 

conduct 

We want to make sure people understand the 

difference between the professional code of ethics 

in statute and the MCEE. 

We’ve talked to the union here and there were 
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some members that were concerned about some 

of the language that it could start being used for 

disciplinary action. 

 

     School District Officials reported that their work with the MCEE raised their awareness of 

educator ethics and also clarified how they viewed ethics.  Table 4.15 illustrates the effect of 

work with the MCEE on School District Officials perception of ethics. 

Table 4.15  

 

Effect on Perception of Ethics on School District Officials 

Participant Change in Perception Abbreviated Responses 

N Awareness It’s definitely changed the way I thought about it 

because I had not even thought about a code of 

ethics.  So obviously we do have a code of 

conduct, and I think people just think will, you 

know if you do this or that you will get in trouble.  

I love Troy’s whole premise that  generally 

speaking people get in trouble over time because 

you don’t realize you have stepped over a line. 

O Awareness We’ve got a generation of teachers coming up 

that don’t know a world without technology, and 

we’re going to help them and guide them and 

make sure that they’re not making bad decisions. 

P Clarification I think it’s helped me be able to present the 

information more accurately than any prior work 

I have done, just the whole metaphor of a code of 

ethics as a curvy road ahead as opposed to a code 

of conduct which is a stop sign. And so, I would 

say that it’s really been a benefit to the whole 

discussion that we’re having. 

 

Professional Development Providers 

Professional Development Provider Q 

     Professional Development Provider Q develops continuing education courses for teachers and 

support staff, which includes ethics courses, and has been in this position for less than five years. 
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The MCEE has been adopted in the jurisdiction in which Professional Development Provider Q 

works. This participant first heard of the MCEE when attending a conference presentation by Dr. 

Troy Hutchings, who gave a presentation on ethics to teachers in the jurisdiction. Subsequently, 

Professional Development Provider Q organized a cohort of teacher trainers to assist in making 

presentations throughout the jurisdiction. Initially, these teachers were given a day and half 

training to get started, and then assigned to districts as presentations were requested. One 

unexpected issue that the organization experienced with trainers was the inability to resolve 

conflicts of the trainer’s personal beliefs versus the teacher attendees’ views. These trainers were 

removed from service. Teachers attending the training could elect to have follow-up online 

training. Professional Development Provider Q lists lack of time as the major challenge in 

delivery of training, saying that teachers are not eager to give up time during the evenings or 

weekends to attend a face to face training. Professional Development Provider Q sees elevation 

of the profession as the key result of work with the MCEE. 

Professional Development Provider R 

     Professional Development Provider R has responsibility for developing and distributing 

online training, including ethics training, for educators across multiple jurisdictions, and has 

been in this position for over ten years. Both pre- and in-service teacher preparation programs 

and school districts use this online training for their educators. The training developed by this 

organization correlates to the MCEE and uses case studies and interviews as its basic format, 

which Professional Development Provider R cited as the basis for their success. Professional 

Development Provider R sees time and funding as the two biggest challenges in the spread of 

ethics training, saying that there are many issues competing for professional development time 

and for the funding of training, regardless of the delivery format. Professional Development 
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Provider R reported the awareness of the risk that educators face in their daily decision-making 

as the major change in perception of ethics after developing MCEE training and working with 

teachers in the field. 

Professional Development Provider S 

     Professional Development Provider S is the administrator of an organization that offers 

training in ethics and has been in this position between five and ten years. Face-to-face 

presentations and online training are available to groups or individual educators across multiple 

jurisdictions. Professional Development Provider S acknowledged the work of Dr. Hutchings in 

generating interest and a focus on ethics but cited the lack of training for beginning teachers in 

the area of ethics as the biggest challenge. This participant believes that awareness of the MCEE 

is on the rise, and that within two decades professional educators will utilize the code as do other 

professions. 

          All three Professional Development Providers furnished both face to face and online 

training. Both pre-service and in-service educators have been trained by these providers. Table 

4.16 illustrates the types of training offered by the Professional Development Providers. 

Table 4.16  

 

Training offered by Professional Development Providers 

 

Participant Type of  training Abbreviated Responses 

Q Onsite, face-to-face training 

with groups of teachers and 

support staff 

Online training 

We are one of the only groups that directly target 

educators and really the only group that caters to 

support staff.  They rarely even get professional 

development for their districts. 

R Mainly offered online, used 

by educator preparation 

programs and school districts 

Some training as part of 

I think having people tell a story is the best course, 

having them participate in webinars or conference 

presentations is huge. 
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conferences 

S Face-to-face presentations 

Online programs 

Used across multiple 

jurisdictions 

It’s making a difference, but it’s taking time, things 

move slowly in education.   

Educators have never had the kind of guidance that 

says think about this and bring this conversation to 

your colleagues as you’re trying to decide what is 

the appropriate action in this situation. 

 

     The work of Dr. Hutchings was again cited by the Professional Development Providers as a 

factor in the success of their work, as was the use of case studies in the training they developed.  

Table 4.17 illustrates the success factors of Professional Development Providers in their work 

with the MCEE. 

Table 4.17   

 

Success Factors Identified by Professional Development Providers 

 

Participant Success Factors Abbreviated Responses 

Q Hutchings presentation He came out and presented at our conference.  He 

was our keynote, and the feedback from his 

presentation was just fantastic.  On top of that, I 

was very impressed and a lot of what he talked 

about is what I had experienced teaching. 

R Use of case studies We use case studies and if you really listen to their 

words and listen to what they were hoping to do, 

they are taking this topic very seriously and it is 

heartwarming. 

S Hutchings presentations We brought in a great subject matter expert, Dr. 

Troy Hutchings. 

 

     Professional Development Providers identified the lack of time and funding as major 

challenges for the school districts, preparation program, and state licensing agencies that they 

service with training. Table 4.18 illustrates the challenges reported by Professional Development 

Providers in their work with the MCEE. 
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Table 4.18   

 

Challenges Reported by Professional Development Providers 

 

Participant Major Challenges Abbreviated Responses 

Q Time 

Personal belief 

conflicts of trainers 

The biggest struggle we have right now is people don’t want 

to sign up for Friday night or all day Saturday training.   

We have had to remove a couple of trainers because their 

personal opinions were negative, and they refused to set it 

aside. 

R Time 

Funding 

Time is more important than the money, but they clearly 

have to find funding for this sort of training as well. 

S Funding 

Lack of training for 

beginning teachers 

There are always logistical challenges in having enough 

money to pull this off.   

Most of them (teachers) have never had a course in ethics or 

school law, they don’t get that until they are moving toward 

an administrative certificate, which is just mind-blowing that 

you’re going to be a teacher and you have absolutely no 

knowledge of the laws that regulate your profession or of a 

code of ethics that can guide your decisions. 

 

     Professional Development Providers have the vantage of seeing educators from the outside 

looking in, and view the effect of work with the MCEE as elevating the profession in addition to 

awareness of ethics and the associated risk in ethical decision making. Table 4.19 illustrates the 

effect on perception of ethics on Professional Development Providers. 

Table 4.19   

 

Effect on Perception of Ethics on Professional Development Providers 

 

Participant Change in 

Perception 

Abbreviated Responses 

Q Elevation of the 

profession 

I think it’s one of the ways educators can take the lead and 

take some responsibility and feel like they’re doing 

something for themselves that make them feel like 

professional sand also give them a step forward to let the 

public see them as professionals. 



                                                                       79 

R Consideration of risk I have a much better understanding of all of the risks and the 

competing tensions and all of the issues that educators need 

to be considering when deciding on a course of action. 

S Awareness I think it’s going to continue and is one of those things that 

maybe in 15-20 years will be commonplace.  

Subject Matter Expert T 

     After interviewing participants from licensing agencies, educator preparation programs, 

school districts, and professional development providers, one additional interview was needed.  

The individual credited by 50% of the participants of this study with bringing the MCEE to 

national awareness, was interviewed, as Subject Matter Expert T, Dr. Troy Hutchings. Dr. 

Hutchings serves as the Senior Policy Advisor for the National Association of State Directors of 

Teacher Education and Certification in the area of educator ethics. His primary responsibilities 

are to advance the national movement in professional ethics, including creating resources, 

presenting to groups of educators, hosting workshops, and serving on task forces across the 

country.   

     Subject Matter Expert T was one of the first to recognize the confusion in the field around 

ethics and conduct at the NASDTEC 2011 Professional Practices Institute, a conference focused 

primarily on educator misconduct. This discussion generated interest among licensing officials, 

leading to the formation of a task force composed of practitioners who would develop the MCEE 

in 2015, with Subject Matter Expert T serving as the subject matter expert for the task force.   

     According to Subject Matter Expert T, one of the main challenges of the work was to ensure 

members of the task force remained focused on ethics, not misconduct. Another challenge of this 

early work was helping educators understand that a code of ethics is first and foremost about 

protecting the practitioner and the profession, not about protecting students, although using the 

MCEE in making appropriate decisions will ultimately protect students. The focus only on 
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students raised another challenge of neglecting to take into consideration the entire profession, 

including not only teachers but administrators, facilities, equipment, and how the profession 

operates. Subject Matter Expert T likened this failure to consider the entire system to ignoring 

the apple barrel and focusing on the one bad apple.   

Cross-Case Synthesis 

Participant Demographics 

     The 20 study participants represented a range of responsibilities and experience as heads of 

licensure agencies, educator preparation programs, school district training units and 

organizations that provide professional development to educators. The most prevalent job 

responsibility was professional development at 45%, with investigations and hearings at 40%, 

followed by preparation program responsibilities at 30%, either as faculty and as a state 

approver, and jurisdictional licensure responsibilities at 25%. The majority of Licensing Officials 

were the highest level administrator for educator licensing in their jurisdiction. Educator 

Preparation Faculty were either the Dean or held responsibility for curriculum development for 

their state approved preparation programs. School District Officials were the key individual who 

organized training in the MCEE in their district. Professional Development Providers were either 

the main developer of training for their jurisdiction or associated with a non-profit organization 

that offered training to teachers in the MCEE. Table 4.20 illustrates the key responsibilities of 

study participants as self-reported in their interviews. 

Table 4.20   

Participant Demographics: Key Responsibilities 

 Licensure Investigations and 

Hearings 

Preparation 

Programs 

Professional 

Development 

Licensing Officials 4 8 3 3 
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EPP Faculty   3  

School District Officials 1   3 

PD Providers    3 

Total 5 8 6 9 

 

Status of Model Code of Ethics for Educators in Participants’ Workplace 

     Consideration of use of the MCEE varies among licensing officials, educator preparation 

programs, and school districts. Seven out of seventeen jurisdictions, or 41%, have adopted the 

MCEE. Five participants, or 29%, work in a jurisdiction that has incorporated the MCEE into its 

ethics work. Three participants, or 18%, work in a jurisdiction that is considering use of the 

MCEE but has not yet officially incorporated it into its work. Since professional development 

providers work with multiple jurisdictions, status does not apply to this group of participants. 

Table 4.21 illustrates the status of the MCEE in the participants’ workplace. 

Table 4.21   

Status of MCEE in Participants’ Workplace 

Participants Not Considering Considering Incorporating Adopted 

Licensing Officials 2 2 2 5 

EPP Faculty   2 1 

School District Officials  1 1 1 

PD  Providers     

Total 2 3 5 7 

 

Training Offered by Participants 

     Across the jurisdictions, participants considered the best way to deliver training in the MCEE 

to their educator constituents. Participants made decisions on delivery of training including 

whether to offer training at pre-service or in-service levels, format of delivery between face to 
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face or online, and whether to develop training locally or use an off-the-shelf product. Training 

for in-service and pre-service educators was comparable, with 13, or 65% of training at the in-

service level and 11, or 55%, at the pre-service level. Face-to-face training was utilized by 16, or 

80%, of the study participants, compared to 7, or 35%, offering online training. Only one 

participant reported that they were not offering any ethics training at all. Table 4.22 illustrates 

the variety of training offered by participants in their jurisdictions, programs, districts, and as 

professional development providers. 

Table 4.22   

Training Offered by Participants 

Participants None Pre-service In-service Online Face to face 

Licensing 

Officials 

1 6 7 1 8 

EPP Faculty  3  2 3 

School District 

Officials 

  3 1 2 

Professional 

Development 

Providers 

 2 3 3 3 

Total 1 11 13 7 16 

 

Factors Contributing to Success 

Ten participants, or 50%, cited the work and presentations by Dr. Troy Hutchings as the most 

significant factor supporting the success of their work in the area of educator ethics. Other 

significant factors cited were the use of case studies or scenarios by 10% of participants, and 

stakeholder involvement, exposure to ethics at the pre-service level, and the inclusion of school 

administrators in training at 5% of participants. Table 4.23 illustrates the factors participants 

identified that contributed to success in work with the MCEE. 
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Table 4.23   

Factors Contributing to Success 

Participants Hutchings 

Experience 

Stakeholder 

Involvement 

Exposure at 

pre-service 

Scenarios 

or Case 

Studies 

Including 

administrators 

in training 

Other 

Licensing 

Officials 

5 1 1 1 1  

EPP Faculty 2     1 

School 

District 

Officials 

1     1 

PD Providers 2   1   

Total 10 1 1 2 1 2 

 

Challenges 

     Nine participants, or 45%, cited time as the number one challenge to this work. Four 

participants or 20% each, cited funding for training and confusion in the field between ethics and 

conduct as their main challenges. Table 4.24 illustrates the challenges identified by participants 

in their work with the MCEE. 

Table 4.24 

Challenges Identified by Participants 

Participants Time Funding Confusion of ethics and 

conduct 

Other 

Licensing Officials 4 2 3 3 

EPP Faculty 2    

School District 

Officials 
1  1 1 

PD Providers 2 2  2 

Total 9 4 4 6 
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Changes in Participants’ Perception of Ethics 

     Nine participants representing all categories, or 45%, stated that their awareness of ethics was 

raised as a result of their work. Prior to their work with the MCEE, ethics had been an assumed 

component of educator preparation. Four participants, or 20%, responded that what changed in 

their perception was the ability to differentiate between ethics and conduct. Three participants, or 

15%, said that their view of professionalism had changed because of their MCEE work. Only 

one participant noted no change in perception of ethics as a result of their work. Table 4.25 

illustrates the changes participants reported in their perception of ethics after working with the 

MCEE. 

Table 4.25   

Changes in Participants’ Perception of Ethics 

Participants Awareness Differentiation 

between ethics 

and conduct 

Professionalism Other 

Licensing 

Officials 

4 2 3 1 

EPP Faculty 2   1 

School District 

Officials 

2 1   

Professional 

Development 

Providers 

1 1  1 

Total 9 4 3 3 

 

Codes, Issues, and Themes 

     All interviews were transcribed, printed, read and reread. The transcripts were then organized 

into batches according to category of licensing agency, preparation program, school district, and 
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professional development provider. In each batch, recurring topics were highlighted, and 24 

codes were identified after cross-referencing across the four batches.  

     Building on the codes, issues that emerged as expressed by participants during the interviews 

were listed. The main issues identified were: status of the MCEE, training concerns, challenges, 

and successes.   

     Four main themes were identified that captured the essence of the interviews: 

1. All educators will benefit from ethics training.  

Throughout the jurisdictions the decision to adopt or not adopt the MCEE was 

inconsistent and in varying stages of consideration. Integration of the MCEE into 

regulations, policies, or coursework was discussed around the conversation of 

whether to mandate training or encourage a grass roots swell of support.  Regardless 

of any jurisdiction’s decision on official endorsement of the MCEE, study 

participants consistently expressed the importance of the emerging awareness of the 

need for consistent training in ethics for all educators, from pre-service teacher 

candidates to in-service educators and paraprofessionals to administrators and 

preparation faculty.  

2. Building a training cadre familiar with real life ethical dilemmas is the key to 

sustained professional learning in educator ethics. 

For training to be possible on a large scale, a cadre of trainers must be developed with 

understanding of both the sensitivity of potential issues as well as the complexity of 

the relationships of educators to their students, colleagues, and community. These 

trainers will have to understand the great risk inherent in these relationships, as well 

as the potential for harm in working with students and their families. Unless training 
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addresses these real-life scenarios that occur in the everyday practice of educators it 

will be ineffective, poorly received, and ultimately result in a rejection of the need for 

the study of ethics.   

3. Lack of time and funding are the main operational challenges, and lack of awareness 

of risk, professional boundaries, and decision-making skills are the main individual 

challenges. 

Even if the time is found for training, funding is a widespread challenge for basic 

operating costs for many programs and districts. Unless mandated, ethics training 

may be pushed to the side in favor of other priorities. As educators become aware of 

the inherent risk if they lack the ability to recognize professional boundaries or make 

ethical decisions, the importance of training is recognized as essential.    

4. The work of Dr. Troy Hutchings has been crucial in the development of the MCEE. 

Time and again, Dr. Troy Hutchings was identified as the sole subject matter expert 

and trainer in the MCEE. His presentations have influenced state licensing agencies, 

preparation programs, and school districts to include ethics training in their programs 

and courses, and he has been the sole source of quality training. 

     Table 4.26 displays the codes, issues, and themes identified during data analysis. 

 

Table 4.26  

Codes, Issues, and Themes 

Codes by Category Issues Themes 

1. Considered 

2. Adopted 

3. Rejected 

4. Mandated 

 

Status of the MCEE: 

Reviewed MCEE 

Did not make any decision 

Saw it as a valuable tool 

Adopted MCEE officially  

Use MCEE unofficially  

Included in licensure 

requirements 

All educators will benefit from 

ethics training. 



                                                                       87 

Included in coursework 

Rejected official adoption  

See ethics training as useful 

for educators 

Should the MCEE be 

mandated 

 

5. Pre-service teachers 

6. In-service teachers 

7. Principals 

8. Dilemma based 

9. Real life situations 

10. Face to face 

11. Online 

12. Off the shelf 

13. Locally developed 

14. Inexperienced trainers 

 

 

Training concerns: 

Should training be voluntary 

Who should receive training? 

All educators need training 

Preparation programs are the 

key 

Training must be relevant 

Training must address real life 

situations 

What delivery format is best 

Is off the shelf training OK 

How can we develop quality 

training? 

There are not enough trainers 

 

Building a training cadre 

familiar with real life ethical 

dilemmas is the key to 

sustained professional learning 

in educator ethics. 

 

 

15. Time 

16. Funding 

17. Confusion 

18. Risk 

19. Social Media 

20. Boundaries 

21. Decision Making 

Challenges: 

Not enough time 

When will we do this? 

People are still confused 

between ethics and conduct 

How to recognize risk 

Role of social media 

Recognition of professional 

boundaries 

Lack of decision-making skills 

 

Lack of time and funding are 

the main operational 

challenges. Lack of awareness 

of risk, professional 

boundaries, and decision-

making skills are the main 

individual challenges. 

22. Dr. Troy Hutchings 

23. Professionalism 

24. Awareness  

Successes: 

Dr. Hutchings is recognized 

universally as the guru of 

educator ethics 

Elevation of the profession 

Developing professionalism 

Increased awareness of ethics 

 

The work of Dr. Troy 

Hutchings has been crucial in 

the development of the 

MCEE. 
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Discussion       

     Across jurisdictional licensing agencies, educator preparation programs, school districts, and 

professional development providers, the MCEE was recognized as important emerging work. At 

differing points in their consideration of incorporating the MCEE, more participants reported that 

they were either incorporating or adopting the MCEE into their work. After an official 

determination was made on the jurisdiction’s policy, training was the next step in integration of 

the MCEE with jurisdictional preparation programs and educators. The participants described the 

very early stages of consideration of the MCEE as consistent with what is in the literature citing 

the recent development and 2015 deployment to the profession.  These findings illustrated the 

MCEE’s infancy in comparison to long established codes of ethics in medicine in 1847 and in 

law in 1969. That the MCEE was born out of a concern of educator licensing agency officials 

who were concerned about unethical conduct by educators was similar to what was reported in 

the literature about the development of the accountancy code of ethics after the Enron scandal.  

These findings indicated that educators are far behind law and medicine in acknowledging the 

need for a profession wide code of ethics to protect themselves, their students, and community 

and to uphold the integrity of practice. The findings also suggested that much like accounting, 

the original idea for the MCEE arose from a concern by jurisdictional licensing officials after 

practitioner misconduct.  

     Participants across all four groups confirmed face to face training as the highest ranked 

format, listing it twice as much as for online training. Training for pre-service and in-service 

educators was identified as almost equally important. Participants noted that since MCEE work 

is in its infancy there has not yet been time to develop a group of qualified trainers to help 

educators develop a deep understanding of the MCEE and how it can support and inform their 
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daily practice. As often happens with the adoption of any new policy in education, there was a 

concern over a rush to develop training for those in preparation programs and in the field. In the 

literature, it was noted that Noddings (1992) built her teaching framework on what she called the 

Ethic of Care and Owens and Ennis (2012) indicated that educators require training in knowing 

how to care, both without the mention or benefit of a professional code of ethics. The recognized 

need for training in ethics in the educator preparation arena indicated a clear gap not only in 

literature about the MCEE but also for the need for a professional code of ethics in pre-service 

training.   

     All groups identified the work of Dr. Troy Hutchings as the key factor leading to the success 

of their work with the MCEE. Other factors identified as important were stake holder 

involvement, utilization of case study or real-life scenarios, and inclusion of school 

administrators in MCEE work to support classroom personnel. Although literature on the 

development of the MCEE was sparse, this was consistent with the recognition of Dr. Hutchings 

as the only content expert listed on the MCEE Task Force membership roster. With only one 

nationally recognized content expert on the MCEE, two issues arise: the urgent need for more 

trainers and the concern of having only one expert’s perspective as the profession as a whole is 

exposed to the idea of a unified code of ethics, the MCEE. It will be impossible for Dr Hutchings 

to provide training to all of the jurisdictions, preparation programs, and school districts that will 

implement the MCEE into their work, and the need for additional expert perspectives are needed 

to develop multiple interpretations. One of the most prominent findings was the shared statement 

of participants that ethics and conduct should not be confused as the same thing.  While true, 

there a danger was expressed in misinterpretation of this idea, leading to the belief that ethics and 

conduct are completely separate and therefore do not have an affect on each other. The 
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development of training was non-existent in the literature, illustrating a tremendous gap in this 

aspect of the MCEE Finding dedicated time to work on the MCEE was the leading challenge 

across groups, with funding and the confusion between ethics and conduct among educators at 

all levels as other significant challenges.  
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Chapter V: Summary, Recommendations, and Implications  

     Research conducted on the MCEE is scarce, and discussions among jurisdictional licensure 

agencies, educator preparation programs, school districts, and professional development 

providers are either non-existent or still in their infancy. Because of the recency of the 

development and deployment of the MCEE, the number of research articles and studies is low, 

and there continues to be confusion between the topics of ethics and conduct, with little clear 

direction on how the two are separate yet intertwined. The study was organized into five 

chapters. Chapter 1 contained the introduction, purpose of the study, research questions, 

definitions, and overview of methods and procedures. Chapter 2 included the literature review, 

divided into sections tracing the historical view of ethics, theories, research in the area of ethics, 

and development of the MCEE. Chapter 3 included a description of the methodology used in the 

study. Chapter 4 described the findings from the interviews, and Chapter 5 includes discussion 

and recommendation for professional practice and future study. Appendices include samples of 

interview materials and Lists of Tables and Figures. 

Summary 

1. What factors influenced consideration of incorporating the Model Code of Ethics for 

Educators into pre-service, licensure, and in-service serving agencies and 

organizations? 

     Pre-service faculty in educator preparation programs became aware of the MCEE from 

jurisdictional agencies responsible for the programs’ state approval and at conferences where 

they attended sessions focused on the MCEE. Faculty saw value in incorporating the MCEE into 

their curriculum and cited a long-standing challenge in working with teacher candidate 

dispositions. Faculty felt like they had touched upon ethics in their programs but not in a 
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systematic way and agreed with the historical literature of teaching as an ethical and caring 

profession. Faculty also mirrored the common misconception that educators should know the 

importance of ethical behavior but agreed that many did not. Unlike other categories of 

participants, faculty included development of academic language and mapping their curriculum 

as a first step before deciding on how to implement the MCEE into their programs. Faculty 

emphasized the importance of ethics training in their programs but lamented at the lack of 

resources to develop their own training. Because of their schedules and budget limited resources, 

the EPP investigated using off the shelf programs and two of the three opted for this solution.  

This acceptance of a pre-packaged solution instead of development of training specific to each 

unique teacher education program was surprising and may be interpreted as a sign of current 

times when preparation programs are expected to do more with less, and an acknowledgement 

that as new requirements are added to meet jurisdictional standards none are removed.        

     Jurisdictional participants were most outspoken about their newfound awareness of the 

distinction between ethics and conduct, which was consistent since licensing agencies instigated 

the original conversations on the development of a common code of ethics for educators. This 

was also not surprising as jurisdictional interest was sparked because of a rise in teacher 

misconduct cases. Other agencies were influenced by state legislators who were acting on a call 

from the public for a defined ethical standard for teachers. Their desire to insert the MCEE into 

policy to ensure it was utilized by preparation programs and teacher licensees was tempered by a 

potential dilemma between what existed in policy and their attempt to shine a positive light on 

ethics as a saving grace in the daily work and relationships of educators, students, and 

community. Jurisdictions reflected a full spectrum of opinions from allowing the interest in 

ethics to grow organically to mandating it as part of teacher preparation and licensure 
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requirements. Allowing the field to be completely involved in consideration of adopting the 

MCEE and developing appropriate training could ensure its acceptance but may add years to full 

implementation at all levels of a jurisdiction. Jurisdictional officials saw the value in including 

stakeholders in their plans, and acknowledged the importance of identifying influential 

individuals was important in the development of their rollout of the MCEE.  But some licensing 

agencies may be pressured to move more quickly and those that mandate participation may find 

opposition if the MCEE is deployed top-down to preparation programs and licensees. 

Jurisdictional participants also agreed that their initial thoughts on the MCEE was around the 

protection of students, but as they learned more, realized that it protects teachers and upholds the 

profession, consistent with the approach outlined in the literature covering ethics in medicine and 

law. 

     School district participants saw the value of the MCEE in two distinct ways. Those district 

staff who worked with human resources viewed it as a tool to influence ethical behavior and the 

inverse of avoiding unethical behavior, which in turn affected potential lawsuits against a district 

when a teacher had issues of misconduct, especially in the area of sexual misconduct with 

students. District staff who worked in the area of professional development considered use of the 

MCEE as a positive new tool to encourage discussion between school administrators and 

teachers in the area of ethics. Like the licensing officials, district leaders saw value in seeking the 

support and leadership from influential individuals who could lead a grassroots movement to 

support the MCEE but also felt an urgency to implement training. Like the preparation faculty, 

school district officials were also focused on the time and cost needed to implement training and 

some were divided between developing a curriculum themselves or using off the shelf training. 

District officials also agreed that initially they regarded the MCEE as one more thing to do but 
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after attending presentations they came to understand it as a valuable tool for educators that 

could mitigate risk inherent in relationships between teachers and students, colleagues, and 

community members.  

     Professional development providers responded to the need for new training in the other 

categories of pre-service teachers in educator preparation programs, for state agencies that may 

deploy training statewide, and for in-service teachers in school districts. While all of the 

professional development providers had meeting the needs of their client as the main goal, the 

format was determined by cost, which was of greater importance if the provider was a for-profit 

organization. Because of the recency of deployment of the MCEE, these professional 

development providers have not amassed a large bank of data to determine if their training is 

meeting the needs of their clientele. These providers were surprised that educators did not have a 

uniform code of ethics in place but like the other participant groups, did see the MCEE 

supporting the profession and becoming an integral piece of training within 15 to 20 years.  

2. What essential components have been identified for deployment of the MCEE? 

     All groups identified exposure to the work of Dr. Troy Hutchings as an essential component 

of their exposure to and awareness of ethics. Dr. Hutchings was also identified as a key 

individual in the development of training in ethics across all of the categories of interviewees.  

As this study included participants in multiple jurisdictions from all regions of the country, it is 

evident that Dr. Hutchings has been training non-stop since the deployment of the MCEE in 

2015. His subject matter expertise, enthusiasm for the MCEE, and engaging presentation skills 

have clearly captivated his audiences and led them to endorsement of the MCEE in their 

workplaces. Dr. Hutchings has been able to meet the initial training needs but less than a quarter 

of jurisdictions across the country have even considered utilizing the MCEE. Additional trainers 
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at the regional and local level will be needed to keep this movement alive. In the same way that 

some in education have become superstars, think Madeline Hunter, Charlotte Danielson, and 

Linda Darling-Hammond, just one name is mentioned in the area of educator ethics: Troy. He 

has been a perfect standard bearer for the MCEE, but others must join the charge. They may find 

it daunting to follow in his footsteps, but try they must, for the future sustainability of MCEE 

training is at stake. 

    Other components trailed far behind, and included stakeholder involvement, exposure to the 

MCEE at the pre-service level, using case studies as a format for training, and including school 

site administrators in the training process. All groups identified the resources of time and funding 

to develop and deploy training as essential components in continuing their work with the MCEE. 

3. Has work on the MCEE influenced the perceptions and practices of the study 

participants toward educator ethics? 

     All groups of interviewees reported that their awareness of ethics was heightened as a result 

of work with the MCEE. The move from an assumption that educators understand what it means 

to be ethical to the understanding that all teachers are not prepared to face daily ethical dilemmas 

was an eye-opener for these participants. The knowledge that this lack of preparation actually put 

educators at risk for misconduct, termination, and prosecution became a grave concern as 

preparation, licensing, and district officials considered how best to implement training. Three of 

the groups, only excluding pre-service faculty, reported that clarity on the difference between 

ethics and conduct was a major revelation as a result of this work.    

     All participant groups saw the importance of general training in ethics and the use of the 

MCEE specifically as an important part of that training. Their varying positions of allowing 

training to develop organically based on grassroots interest versus a formal adoption and 
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mandate for profession-wide training divides educators from the professions of medicine, law, 

and accounting. If educators wish to be recognized on par with these other professions, it is 

imperative that a standardized code of ethics is adopted, that training takes place at the pre- and 

in-service levels, and that educators recognize its importance in their daily practice. 

Recommendations 

Jurisdictional Licensing Agencies 

     Regardless of the stance taken by jurisdictional licensing agencies, their primary importance 

is in raising the awareness of the need for the MCEE. More important than the jurisdiction’s 

decision to review, adopt, adapt, endorse, or even reject the MCEE is their responsibility to raise 

the awareness of educator ethics among all those serving students in the P-12 schools. Although 

there is a danger in relegating ethics training to licensure requirements, it also ensures, as in other 

professions, that educators will continue to be exposed to training throughout their career. 

Policies should be implemented that address educator preparation, initial licensure, and the 

renewal of continuing licenses. 

Educator Preparation Programs 

     Educator preparation programs hold the key to the success of integrating the MCEE into the 

fabric of educator practice from the first classes in educator preparation programs. If preparation 

programs have multiple options, stand-alone courses and the embedding of ethics awareness 

should be part of each course or module throughout the entire curriculum of the program. 

Conversations about ethical dilemmas with cooperating teachers should be encouraged, and it 

should go without saying that those who educate teachers should also model the MCEE. 
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School Districts 

     School districts have the all-important responsibility to provide safe environments for 

educators to have the difficult conversations around ethics. Training of school administrators to 

ensure that all have a common understanding of the language around ethics is a critical piece of 

training for long term integration of ethics conversations at school sites to promote continuing 

professional development in ethics so colleagues can dialogue about their real life situations and 

dilemmas. 

Professional Development Providers 

     Professional development providers have the opportunity to develop and deploy a multitude 

of training options that will make integrating the MCEE into educational practice intriguing 

enough to hold the interest of educators and of high enough quality to make it worth their time 

and effort. Whether face-to-face, online, or a combination of delivery methods, training that 

utilizes real-life ethical dilemmas stands to deliver the most effective and useful ethics training 

for educators. 

Future Research 

     Additional research is needed to identify settings in which the MCEE could support educators 

and in uncovering modifications needed for specific groups of educators in any setting. 

• Research should be conducted to determine the effect of the MCEE on professional 

practice of educators. This research should include not only classroom teachers but 

also administrators, paraprofessionals, and teacher educators. 

• Research should be conducted to determine if there are differences in interpretation 

and application of the MCEE among age groups, years of practitioner experience, 
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cultural and geographical location.  Furthermore, such a study should investigate 

what kinds of training are best suited to these different groups, if indicated. 

• Research should be conducted on the intersection of the MCEE with Indigenous 

educators to determine if modifications are needed for use in Indigenous educator 

preparation programs and Indigenous-serving P-12 schools. 

• Research should be conducted to determine the applicability of the MCEE in 

international settings, both in American schools abroad and public schools in other 

nations. 

Implications 

Survival as a Profession 

     As important as the decision to include the MCEE in educator preparation program 

coursework, jurisdictional licensure requirements, or school district professional development is 

on a policy level, the far greater consideration is consideration of the importance of ethics as a 

profession. The traditional characteristics of a profession include responsibility, accountability, 

specialized knowledge gained in institutional preparation, client relationships, autonomy, and 

ethical constraints. There would be universal consensus that educators have great responsibility, 

that they are prepared by their specialized preparation programs to work with students and are 

held accountable as never before under public scrutiny and employer evaluations. There are two 

components of being designated a profession with potential to undermine the tenuous current 

status of American educators:  autonomy and lack of a nationally recognized code of ethics. 

What is not as clear is whether educators as professionals are truly autonomous while working 

under mandated curriculums, standardized testing, and synchronized schedules. What is crystal 

clear is that educators lack a commonly understood ethical framework. It will fall to educators’ 
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unions and employers to wrestle with the question of the degree of autonomy in each individual 

classroom. The ultimate responsibility of serving as an ethical educator falls to each individual. 

For a common code of ethics to be recognized by the entire profession all educators must 

demand that their associations come together to acknowledge this last requirement to be 

recognized as a full profession. Educators cannot accept less.  

     This study has identified a desperate need among front line educators for honest, non-

threatening conversations about ethics and ethical dilemmas. Jurisdictional licensing agencies, 

educator preparation programs, school districts, and professional development providers have 

equally important roles in first, raising the awareness of ethics among educators and secondly, 

the development of policy and training to support the daily ethical dilemmas experienced by 

individuals in all areas of the professional educator spectrum. 

Multiple Perspectives 

      The work of Dr. Troy Hutchings has been considered the holy grail of the ethics movement 

among jurisdictions, educator preparation programs, and school districts. The single name, 

“Troy,” is more often than not invoked as their inspiration for work around ethics, or as their sole 

source of training. While 17-year-old Mauren Johnson (2011) claims in the HuffPost, “It Only 

Takes One Person to Start a Movement,” Satell (2016) said in the Harvard Business Review, 

“The strength of a movement is not large crowds, but small groups.” These small groups focused 

on educator ethics are forming but are largely composed of Dr. Hutchings’ acolytes. However, 

Dr. Hutchings himself expresses the importance of the inclusion of multiple perspectives in the 

work on educator ethics. To honor diversity and multicultural viewpoints, the interpretation and 

study of ethics should provide for and honor the perspectives of all groups.  
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Training 

      If educators are desperate to have training in the MCEE, providers of that training are even 

more desperate to enlarge the circle of experts to lead the work. While Dr. Hutchings may well 

be immortalized as the Father of the MCEE, it is impossible for him to continue to be the lone 

torch bearer. This was to be the year of the 2020 Olympics in the city of my birth, Tokyo. The 

Olympic torch had already left its home in Olympia, Greece and was in the first segment of a 

121-day journey throughout Japan that would take it to each of the forty-seven prefectures until 

it lit the Olympic Stadium flame in Tokyo during the Opening Ceremony. Because of the Corona 

Virus Pandemic, the 2020 Tokyo games have been delayed. Nonetheless, over 500,000 

individuals applied for the honor to become one of the 10,000 torchbearers participating in the 

relay, which had as its theme “Hope Lights Our Way.” The journey of the Olympic flame does 

not depend on the lone runner we see light the flame at the beginning of each Olympic 

ceremony, nor can the MCEE flame be carried by one person. The only feasible way for this 

movement to be sustained is for the core of ethics subject matter experts to grow exponentially. 

As others come forward to be torchbearers for this movement fostering educator ethics, it will 

create a relay effect of lighting the way for new ethics experts across our country and around the 

world.   
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Appendix A: Model Code of Ethics for Educators 

Principle I:  Responsibility to the Profession 

The professional educator is aware that trust in the profession depends upon a level of 

professional conduct and responsibility that may be higher than required by law.  This entails 

holding one and other educators to the same ethical standards. 

A. The professional educator demonstrates responsibility to oneself as an ethical 

professional by:   

1. Acknowledging that lack of awareness, knowledge, or understanding of the Code is not, 

in itself, a defense to a charge of unethical conduct; 

2. Knowing and upholding the procedures, policies, laws and regulations relevant to 

professional practice regardless of personal views; 

3. Holding oneself responsible for ethical conduct; 

4. Monitoring and maintaining sound mental, physical, and emotional health necessary to 

perform duties and services of any professional assignment; and taking appropriate 

measures when personal or health-related issues may interfere with work-related duties;   

5. Refraining from professional or personal activity that may lead to reducing one’s 

effectiveness within the school community;   

6. Avoiding the use of one’s position for personal gain and avoiding the appearance of 

impropriety; and 
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7. Taking responsibility and credit only for work actually performed or produced, and 

acknowledging the work and contributions made by others.  

B. The professional educator fulfills the obligation to address and attempt to resolve ethical 

issues by: 

1.  Confronting and taking reasonable steps to resolve conflicts between the Code and the 

implicit or explicit demands of a person or organization;  

2.  Maintaining fidelity to the Code by taking proactive steps when having reason to believe 

that another educator may be approaching or involved in an ethically compromising 

situation;  

3.  Neither discriminating nor retaliating against a person on the basis of having made an 

ethical complaint;  

4.  Neither filing nor encouraging frivolous ethical complaints solely to harm or retaliate; and 

5.  Cooperating fully during ethics investigations and proceedings.  

C. The professional educator promotes and advances the profession within and beyond the 

school community by: 

1. Influencing and supporting decisions and actions that positively impact teaching and 

learning, educational leadership and student services;  

2. Engaging in respectful discourse regarding issues that impact the profession;  

3. Enhancing one’s professional effectiveness by staying current with ethical principles and 

decisions from relevant sources including professional organizations; 
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4. Actively participating in educational and professional organizations and associations; and 

5. Advocating for adequate resources and facilities to ensure equitable opportunities for all 

students. 

Principle II:  Responsibility for Professional Competence 

The professional educator is committed to the highest levels of professional and ethical practice, 

including demonstration of the knowledge, skills and dispositions required for professional 

competence. 

A. The professional educator demonstrates commitment to high standards of practice 

through:  

1. Incorporating into one’s practice state and national standards, including those specific to 

one’s discipline;  

2. Using the Model Code of Educator Ethics and other ethics codes unique to one’s 

discipline to guide and frame educational decision-making; 

3. Advocating for equitable educational opportunities for all students;  

4. Accepting the responsibilities, performing duties and providing services corresponding to 

the area of certification, licensure, and training of one’s position; 

5. Reflecting upon and assessing one’s professional skills, content knowledge, and 

competency on an ongoing basis; and 

6. Committing to ongoing professional learning. 
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B. The professional educator demonstrates responsible use of data, materials, research and 

assessment by:  

1. Appropriately recognizing others’ work by citing data or materials from published, 

unpublished, or electronic sources when disseminating information;  

2. Using developmentally appropriate assessments for the purposes for which they are 

intended and for which they have been validated to guide educational decisions;  

3. Conducting research in an ethical and responsible manner with appropriate permission 

and supervision; 

4. Seeking and using evidence, instructional data, research, and professional knowledge to 

inform practice;   

5. Creating, maintaining, disseminating, storing, retaining and disposing of records and data 

relating to one’s research and practice, in accordance with district policy, state and 

federal laws; and 

6. Using data, data sources, or findings accurately and reliably. 

C. The professional educator acts in the best interest of all students by: 

1. Increasing students’ access to the curriculum, activities, and resources in order to provide 

a quality and equitable educational experience.  

2. Working to engage the school community to close achievement, opportunity, and 

attainment gaps; and 

3. Protecting students from any practice that harms or has the potential to harm students. 
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Principle III: Responsibility to Students 

The professional educator has a primary obligation to treat students with dignity and respect.  

The professional educator promotes the health, safety and well-being of students by establishing 

and maintaining appropriate verbal, physical, emotional and social boundaries.   

A. The professional educator respects the rights and dignity of students by: 

1. Respecting students by taking into account their age, gender, culture, setting and 

socioeconomic context; 

2. Interacting with students with transparency and in appropriate settings; 

3. Communicating with students in a clear, respectful, and culturally sensitive manner; 

4. Taking into account how appearance and dress can affect one’s interactions and 

relationships with students; 

5. Considering the implication of accepting gifts from or giving gifts to students; 

6. Engaging in physical contact with students only when there is a clearly defined purpose 

that benefits the student and continually keeps the safety and well-being of the student in 

mind;  

7. Avoiding multiple relationships with students which might impair objectivity and 

increase the risk of harm to student learning or well-being or decrease educator 

effectiveness; 

8. Acknowledging that there are no circumstances that allow for educators to engage in 

romantic or sexual relationships with students; and 
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9. Considering the ramifications of entering into an adult relationship of any kind with a 

former student, including but not limited to, any potential harm to the former student, 

public perception, and the possible impact on the educator’s career. The professional  

educator ensures that the adult relationship was not started while the former student was 

in school. 

B. The professional educator demonstrates an ethic of care through: 

1. Seeking to understand students’ educational, academic, personal and social needs as well 

as students’ values, beliefs, and cultural background; 

2. Respecting the dignity, worth, and uniqueness of each individual student including, but 

not limited to, actual and perceived gender, gender expression, gender identity, civil 

status, family status, sexual orientation, religion, age, disability, race, ethnicity, socio-

economic status, and culture; and 

3. Establishing and maintaining an environment that promotes the emotional, intellectual, 

physical, and sexual safety of all students.   

C. The professional educator maintains student trust and confidentiality when interacting 

with students in a developmentally appropriate manner and within appropriate limits by: 

1. Respecting the privacy of students and the need to hold in confidence certain forms of 

student communication, documents, or information obtained in the course of professional 

practice; 

2. Upholding parents’/guardians’ legal rights, as well as any legal requirements to reveal 

information related to legitimate concerns for the well-being of a student; and 
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3. Protecting the confidentiality of student records and releasing personal data in accordance 

with prescribed state and federal laws and local policies. 

Principle IV:  Responsibility to the School Community 

The professional educator promotes positive relationships and effective interactions, with 

members of the school community, while maintaining professional boundaries.  

A. The professional educator promotes effective and appropriate relationships with 

parents/guardians by: 

1. Communicating with parents/guardians in a timely and respectful manner that represents 

the students’ best interests;  

2. Demonstrating a commitment to equality, equity, and inclusion as well as respecting and 

accommodating diversity among members of the school community;  

3. Considering the implication of accepting gifts from or giving gifts to parents/guardians; 

and 

4. Maintaining appropriate confidentiality with respect to student information disclosed by 

or to parents/guardians unless required by law.  

B. The professional educator promotes effective and appropriate relationships with 

colleagues by: 

1. Respecting colleagues as fellow professionals and maintaining civility when differences 

arise; 

2. Resolving conflicts, whenever possible, privately and respectfully and in accordance with 

district policy;  
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3. Keeping student safety, education, and health paramount by maintaining and sharing 

educational records appropriately and objectively in accordance with local policies and 

state and federal laws; 

4. Collaborating with colleagues in a manner that supports academic achievement and 

related goals that promote the best interests of students;  

5. Enhancing the professional growth and development of new educators by supporting 

effective field experiences, mentoring or induction activities across the career continuum; 

6. Ensuring that educators who are assigned to participate as mentors for new educators, 

cooperating teachers, or other teacher leadership positions are prepared and supervised to 

assume these roles; 

7. Ensuring that educators are assigned to positions in accordance with their educational 

credentials, preparation, and experience in order to maximize students’ opportunities and 

achievement; and 

8. Working to ensure a workplace environment that is free from harassment. 

C. The professional educator promotes effective and appropriate relationships with the 

community and other stakeholders by:  

1. Advocating for policies and laws that the educator supports as promoting the education 

and well-being of students and families; 

2. Collaborating with community agencies, organizations, and individuals in order to 

advance students’ best interests without regard to personal reward or remuneration; and 



                                                                       119 

3. Maintaining the highest professional standards of accuracy, honesty, and appropriate 

disclosure of information when representing the school or district within the community 

and in public communications. 

D. The professional educator promotes effective and appropriate relationships with 

employers by: 

1. Using property, facilities, materials, and resources in accordance with local policies and 

state and federal laws; 

2. Respecting intellectual property ownership rights (e.g. original lesson plans, district level 

curricula, syllabi, gradebooks, etc.) when sharing materials; 

3. Exhibiting personal and professional conduct that is in the best interest of the 

organization, learning community, school community, and profession; and 

4. Considering the implications of offering or accepting gifts and/or preferential treatment 

by vendors or an individual in a position of professional influence or power. 

E. The professional educator understands the problematic nature of multiple relationships 

by: 

1. Considering the risks that multiple relationships might impair objectivity and increase the 

likelihood of harm to students’ learning and well-being or diminish educator 

effectiveness; 

2. Considering the risks and benefits of a professional relationship with someone with 

whom the educator has had a past personal relationship and vice versa; 
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3. Considering the implications and possible ramifications of engaging in a personal or 

professional relationship with parents and guardians, student teachers, colleagues, and 

supervisors; and 

4. Ensuring that professional responsibilities to paraprofessionals, student teachers or 

interns do not interfere with responsibilities to students, their learning, and well-being. 

Principle V:  Responsible and Ethical Use of Technology 

The professional educator considers the impact of consuming, creating, distributing and 

communicating information through all technologies. The ethical educator is vigilant to ensure 

appropriate boundaries of time, place and role are maintained when using electronic 

communication. 

A. The professional educator uses technology in a responsible manner by:  

1. Using social media responsibly, transparently, and primarily for purposes of teaching and 

learning per school and district policy.  The professional educator considers the 

ramifications of using social media and direct communication via technology on one’s 

interactions with students, colleagues, and the general public;  

2. Staying abreast of current trends and uses of school technology; 

3. Promoting the benefits of and clarifying the limitations of various appropriate 

technological applications with colleagues, appropriate school personnel, parents, and 

community members; 

4. Knowing how to access, document and use proprietary materials and understanding how 

to recognize and prevent plagiarism by students and educators;  
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5. Understanding and abiding by the district’s policy on the use of technology and 

communication;  

6. Recognizing that some electronic communications are records under the Freedom of 

Information Act (FOIA) and state public access laws and should consider the 

implications of sharing sensitive information electronically either via professional or 

personal devices/accounts; and 

7. Exercising prudence in maintaining separate and professional virtual profiles, keeping 

personal and professional lives distinct.  

B. The professional educator ensures students’ safety and well-being when using technology 

by: 

1. Being vigilant in identifying, addressing and reporting (when appropriate and in 

accordance with local district, state, and federal policy) inappropriate and illegal 

materials/images in electronic or other forms; 

2. Respecting the privacy of students’ presence on social media unless given consent to 

view such information or if there is a possibility of evidence of a risk of harm to the 

student or others; and 

3. Monitoring to the extent practical and appropriately reporting information concerning 

possible cyber bullying incidents and their potential impact on the student learning 

environment. 

C. The professional educator maintains confidentiality in the use of technology by:  
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1. Taking appropriate and reasonable measures to maintain confidentiality of student 

information and educational records stored or transmitted through the use of electronic or 

computer technology; 

2. Understanding the intent of Federal Educational Rights to Privacy Act (FERPA) and how 

it applies to sharing electronic student records; and 

3. Ensuring that the rights of third parties, including the right of privacy, are not violated via 

the use of technologies. 

D. The professional educator promotes the appropriate use of technology in educational 

settings by:  

1. Advocating for equal access to technology for all students, especially those historically 

underserved; 

2. Promoting the benefits of and clarifying the limitations of various appropriate 

technological applications with colleagues, appropriate school personnel, parents, and 

community members; and 

3. Promoting technological applications (a) that are appropriate for students’ individual 

needs, (b) that students understand how to use and (c) that assist and enhance the teaching 

and learning process. 
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Appendix B: Introductory Email 

The University of Hawai`i is conducting a study: 

Embracing the Model Code of Ethics for Educators Across Multiple Jurisdictions: An 

Exploratory Multiple Case Study 

Lynn Hammonds would like to invite you to participate in a research study. 

The purpose of this study is to identify successful methods employed by educator preparation 

programs, licensure entities, professional development providers, and school districts in creating 

a receptive environment and appropriate training methods for incorporation of the Model Code 

of Ethics (MCEE) into the practice of professional educators, as well as examine whether the 

MCEE has changed perceptions and practices toward educator ethics. 

◼ Study interviews will take approximately one (1) hour and will be conducted by 

telephone.   

◼ A copy of the study will be available electronically to study participants after the 

conclusion of the study.  

To learn more about the study, 

please email Lynn Hammonds at lhammond@hawaii.edu  

or call 808-586-2602 
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Appendix C: Informed Consent Form 

Aloha! My name is Lynn Hammonds and you are invited to take part in a research study. I am a 

graduate student at the University of Hawai'i at Mānoa in the College of Education. As part of 

the requirements for earning my graduate degree, I am doing a research project.  

What am I being asked to do?  

If you participate in this project, I will call you for an interview on the telephone at a time 

convenient for you.  

Taking part in this study is your choice.  

Your participation in this project is completely voluntary. You may stop participating at any 

time. If you stop being in the study, there will be no penalty or loss to you.  

Why is this study being done? 

The purpose of my project is to evaluate the implementation of the Model Code of Ethics in 

jurisdictions outside of Hawaiʻi, to inform the development of training on the MCEE for Hawaiʻi 

teachers. 

What will happen if I decide to take part in this study? 

The interview will consist of 18 or more open ended questions. It will take 45 minutes to an 

hour.  

The interview questions will include questions like, "Describe your process leading to a decision 

on whether to incorporate the MCEE, including the involvement of your stakeholders.” or “Has 

this work influenced your perceptions and practices toward educator ethics?” 
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Only you and I will be present during the interview. With your permission, I will audio-record 

the interview so that I can later transcribe the interview and analyze the responses. You will be 

one of about 20 people I will interview for this study.    

At the end of the interview, I will ask you if I may contact you for follow-up questions.  You can 

refuse permission to be contacted after the interview or, if you agree, may stop the follow-up 

questioning at any time. 

What are the risks and benefits of taking part in this study? 

I believe there is little risk to you for participating in this research project. You may become 

stressed or uncomfortable answering any of the interview questions or discussing topics with me 

during the interview. If you do become stressed or uncomfortable, you can skip the question or 

take a break. You can also stop the interview or you can withdraw from the project altogether.  

There will be no direct benefit to you for participating in this interview. The results of this 

project may help preparation programs, licensure agencies, and professional development 

providers in other jurisdictions in their work. 

Privacy and Confidentiality:  

I will keep all study data secure in an encrypted password protected computer. Only my 

University of Hawai'i advisor and I will have access to the information. The University of 

Hawai'i Human Studies Program has the right to review research records for this study.  

After I write a copy of the interviews, I will erase or destroy the audio-recordings. When I report 

the results of my research project, I will not use your name. I will not use any other personal 
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identifying information that can identify you. I will use pseudonyms (fake names) and report my 

findings in a way that protects your privacy and confidentiality to the extent allowed by law.   

Compensation: 

There is no compensation for your participation in this study. 

Future Research Studies:  

Even after removing identifiers, the data from this study will not be used or distributed for future 

research studies.   

Questions:  

If you have any questions about this study, please call or email me at 808-586-2602, or at 

lhammond@hawaii.edu. You may also contact my advisor, Dr. Nathan Murata, at 808- 956-7703 

or at nmurata@hawaii.edu. You may contact the UH Human Studies Program at  808.956.5007 

or uhirb@hawaii.edu. to discuss problems, concerns and questions; obtain information; or offer 

input with an informed individual who is unaffiliated with the specific research protocol.  Please 

visit http://go.hawaii.edu/jRd for more information on your rights as a research participant. 

If you agree to participate in this project, please sign and date this signature page and return it to: 

Lynn Hammonds at lhammond@hawaii.edu. 

Keep a copy of the informed consent for your records and reference.  

Signature(s) for Consent: 

I give permission to join the research project entitled, “Embracing the Model Code of Ethics for 

Educators Across Multiple Jurisdictions: An Exploratory Multiple Case Study.” 

Please initial next to either “Yes” or “No” to the following:  

_____ Yes _____ No   I consent to be audio-recorded for the interview portion of this  
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    research. 

_____ Yes             _____ No             I give permission to be contacted for follow-up questions after the 
initial interview. 

 

Name of Participant (Print): ___________________________________________________ 

Participant’s Signature: 

_________________________________________________________ 

Signature of the Person Obtaining Consent:  ___________________________________ 

Date: ____________________________ 

Mahalo! 
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Appendix D: Telephone Interview Script 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Thank you for agreeing to help with this project. 

 

This interview should take about 45 minutes. and will consist of 18 or more open ended 

questions.  You will be one of about 20 people I will interview for this study.   

Your participation in this project is completely voluntary. You may stop participating at any time 

during the interview.  

The purpose of my project is to evaluate the implementation of the Model Code of Ethics in 

jurisdictions outside of Hawaiʻi, to inform the development of training on the MCEE for Hawaiʻi 

teachers. 

I will keep all study data secure in an encrypted password protected computer. Only my 

University of Hawai'i advisor and I will have access to the information. The University of 

Hawai'i Human Studies Program has the right to review research records for this study.  

After I write a copy of the interviews, I will erase or destroy the audio-recordings. When I report 

the results of my research project, I will not use your name. I will not use any other personal 

identifying information that can identify you. I will use pseudonyms and report my findings in a 

way that protects your privacy and confidentiality to the extent allowed by law.   

Do you still want to proceed with the interview? 

If “Yes,” proceed.  If “No,” thank the participant and hang up. 
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If proceeding, ask, “May I have your permission to audio-record the interview so that I can later 

transcribe the interview and analyze the responses?” 

If “Yes,” turn on recorder.  If “No,” do not turn on recorder. 

GO TO INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR APPROPRIATE PARTICIPANT. 

CONCLUSION AND WRAP-UP 

May I have your permission to contact you for follow-up questions?   Thank you for your 

participation.  If you have any questions about this study in the future you may call or email me 

at 808-586-2602, or at lhammond@hawaii.edu. 



                                                                       130 

Appendix E: Telephone Scripts 

Interview of State Licensing Official 

Prior to starting the interview 

• Introduce myself 

• State the title and purpose of the study 

• Ensure confidentiality 

• Explain the methodology 

• Ask for permission to record and, if given, turn on recorder 

 

Demographics 

1. What is your official job title and how long have you been in your current position? 

2. What are your specific responsibilities? 

3. Describe the demographics of the educator preparation programs in your jurisdictions. 

4. Describe the demographics of licensed/certificated educators in your jurisdiction. 

5. Describe how professional development is planned, approved, and deployed in your 

jurisdiction. 

History  

6. Before considering use of the MCEE, did you have an existing code of ethics, and if so, 

describe how it was used. 

7. What were your reasons for wanting to incorporate the MCEE into your jurisdiction? 

Implementation  

8. Describe your authority to incorporate the MCEE in your jurisdiction. 

9. Describe your process leading to a decision on whether to incorporate the MCEE, 

including the involvement of your stakeholders. 

10. What were the most significant challenges and lessons learned in this work? 
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11. What worked well and was effective in doing this work? 

12. What is essential to you in deploying the MCEE? 

13. What steps have been taken to develop and implement training? 

Perception  

14. Has this work influenced your perceptions and practices toward educator ethics? 

15. How do you see the use of the MCEE evolving in your jurisdiction in the future? 

Closing 

16. What are your next steps in this work? 

17. Is there anything else you would like to share about your work with the MCEE of Ethics 

for Educators? 

18. May I contact you in the future for follow-up questions? 
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Interview of Preparation Program Official 

Prior to starting the interview 

• Introduce myself 

• State the title and purpose of the study 

• Ensure confidentiality 

• Explain the methodology 

• Ask for permission to record and, if given, turn on recorder 

 

Demographics 

1. What is your official job title and how long have you been in your current position? 

2. What are your specific responsibilities? 

3. Describe the demographics of your preparation program. 

4. Describe the demographics of licensed/certificated educators that you serve. 

5. Describe how professional development is planned, approved, and deployed by your 

program. 

History  

6. Before considering use of the MCEE, did you have an existing code of ethics, and if so, 

describe how it was used. 

7. What were your reasons for wanting to incorporate the MCEE into your program? 

Implementation  

8. Describe your authority to incorporate the MCEE in your program. 

9. Describe your process leading to a decision on whether to incorporate the MCEE, 

including the involvement of your stakeholders. 

10. What were the most significant challenges and lessons learned in this work? 

11. What worked well and was effective in doing this work? 
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12. What is essential to you in deploying the MCEE? 

13. What steps have been taken to develop and implement training? 

Perception  

14. Has this work influenced your perceptions and practices toward educator ethics? 

15. How do you see the use of the MCEE evolving in your program in the future? 

Closing 

16. What are your next steps in this work? 

17. Is there anything else you would like to share about your work with the MCEE of Ethics 

for Educators? 

18. May I contact you in the future for follow-up questions? 
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Interview of School District Officials 

Prior to starting the interview 

• Introduce myself 

• State the title and purpose of the study 

• Ensure confidentiality 

• Explain the methodology 

• Ask for permission to record and, if given, turn on recorder 

 

Demographics 

1. What is your official job title and how long have you been in your current position? 

2. What are your specific responsibilities? 

3. Describe the demographics of the educator preparation programs that service your 

district. 

4. Describe the demographics of licensed/certificated educators in your district. 

5. Describe how professional development is planned, approved, and deployed in your 

district. 

History  

6. Before considering use of the MCEE, did you have an existing code of ethics, and if so, 

describe how it was used. 

7. What were your reasons for wanting to incorporate the MCEE into your district? 

Implementation  

8. Describe your authority to incorporate the MCEE in your district. 

9. Describe your process leading to a decision on whether to incorporate the MCEE, 

including the involvement of your stakeholders. 

10. What were the most significant challenges and lessons learned in this work? 
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11. What worked well and was effective in doing this work? 

12. What is essential to you in deploying the MCEE? 

13. What steps have been taken to develop and implement training? 

Perception  

14. Has this work influenced your perceptions and practices toward educator ethics? 

15. How do you see the use of the MCEE evolving in your jurisdiction in the future? 

Closing 

16. What are your next steps in this work? 

17. Is there anything else you would like to share about your work with the MCEE of Ethics 

for Educators? 

18. May I contact you in the future for follow-up questions? 
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Interview of Professional Development Provider 

Prior to starting the interview 

• Introduce myself 

• State the title and purpose of the study 

• Ensure confidentiality 

• Explain the methodology 

• Ask for permission to record and, if given, turn on recorder 

 

Demographics 

1. What is your official job title and how long have you been in your current position? 

2. What are your specific responsibilities? 

3. Describe the demographics of the educator preparation programs you serve. 

4. Describe the demographics of licensed/certificated educators you serve. 

5. Describe how professional development is planned, approved, and deployed in your 

organization. 

History  

6. Before considering use of the MCEE, did you have an existing code of ethics, and if so, 

describe how it was used. 

7. What were your reasons for wanting to incorporate the MCEE into your organization’s 

offerings? 

Implementation  

8. Describe your authority to incorporate the MCEE in your organization. 

9. Describe your process leading to a decision on whether to incorporate the MCEE, 

including the involvement of your stakeholders. 

10. What were the most significant challenges and lessons learned in this work? 
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11. What worked well and was effective in doing this work? 

12. What is essential to you in deploying the MCEE? 

13. What steps have been taken to develop and implement training? 

Perception  

14. Has this work influenced your perceptions and practices toward educator ethics? 

15. How do you see the use of the MCEE evolving in your jurisdiction in the future? 

Closing 

16. What are your next steps in this work? 

17. Is there anything else you would like to share about your work with the MCEE of Ethics 

for Educators? 

18. May I contact you in the future for follow-up questions? 
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