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e Approximately 100,000 teachers 'represent:ing over 4 s000 Pennsylvania :
-schqols .résponded to a forty-seven item Pennsylvania Educatipnal Quality Assessment
Teagher Questionnaire./ Teacher responses were gathered during the reghlar state
assessment activities conducted from 1978 to 1981. The survey included-questions
dealing with the* degree of teacher satisfaction wit s activities external to the
classroom; teacher/ student/parent relationships; classroom management; instructional
decisions; staff relationships; "and disciplinme. Data analysis-dealt with (1) )
examining .overall trends ducing the four year period and (2) detailed analysis of

. tbe'1981 data to compare teacher perceptions within subgroups for veriables such as
population. density ang. socic_i‘«'r'aaonomic ‘status. P4 .
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’ ﬁ'* .. At s‘time when many school districts are financially limited. in the Y

resourcea that can, be devoted to waking improvements the identification of ptoblem \
areas is crucial Administrators often suspect that’ there are areas of weak cos
performance butthey lack comparative information to confitm or deny these suspicions.\

Thus, an analysis of teacher per&eptions on school problems was’® performed using a. - V

sample of over 100, 000 Pennsylvania teachers, With this information administrators
should be able to make better decisions and better utilize.resources. .
. — § .
¢ Teacher perceptions of gchool problems ware*gathered as a part ofy Lo
Pennsylvania s Educational Quality Assessment (EQA)!program. The state assessment
program provides a school building assessment on each of the tén statéladopted goalsp.‘

- of quality education (PDE, 1981). Clearly, the program focus is on" student testing

. Problem - ST, T, ' A

. ~ " B . ~
~ - * . \
N e e ‘s - - . 4 R . P
N . .. . ! . o

ta produce school data. 1In. addition t¢ the student assessment the program surveys
teachers regarding their perceptions of satisfaction with several school conditions. /
Teachers respond to items on school conditions such as: activities extegnal to the\
classroom, teacher/student/parent relationships, factors d stiptive to classroom
management., teacher influence on instructional decisions, ataff interpersonaB .
relationships, and discipline problems. For each Pennsylvatiia school participating

in the state assessment, the teacher .responseg are returned\to the administration

as a part of ‘a twenty~four page school repol State data ane provided on teacher
respon;sp to each school. for comparative pu oses. -

¢ .

LIRS

. The investigation focused on three areas, each dealing th teacher
perceptions of school conditions or schoal problemg. First, the prin¢iple intent
of the presenc investigation was to examine the various PennsylVania teacher percep-.
tions of school.conditions.‘ Second, teacher perceptions for the two‘largest urban
areas in Pennsylvania,'Philadelphia and Pittsburgh, were examined/ This was Lo
determine 1f .those urban teacher perceptions were different from the teachers in the
other Pennsylvania school districts. Third, teacher perceptions on* school c&nditions s
were analyzed with respect to a series of control variables which were the following
socio-economicss%a *us, student perception of parental interest, poouIstion density
(urban, suburban, rural), years of teaching experience, teacher education levdr
class size, hiring practices (outsider, insider). and grade level (elementary,

intermediate, sacondary) ) . ] ) \Q:
- . . , ., . . “‘ ’ . v ¢ - \\ ¢
o LT " METHOD o . ‘ .' . :
,‘Questionnaire | S L ; ) , ) e e
The Peunsylvania EQA Teacher’Questionna re is composed, in part, ‘ . a

thirty-nine-items subdivided into six major categdrie The conceptual truc ure
guiding the formulation of items derived from issu surfacingéin the research

_ literature on teacher sat{sfacfion as well as EQA field experience. The items were

. + . >
’ - ‘ . LS - » . - A
\ .
: A ' Lo : : :
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) designed to measure a construct regarding problems perceived to influence student
R achievement and attitudes. Each itém, describing a particular problem was responded

- to in,termé of the degree to which that Rroblem area existed in the current -teaching
. ' assi ent. The following definitions were used to expand the meaning of each response
‘ “dption: . .
) oo Y ! . . . ., d
; . vt " Not a- problem-~has’ l*f:;; or no‘effeet- on student performance
v -7 . Moderate problem--has only limited effect on student performance
* - Serious problem--has considerable effect on student performance
Critical problem~—has crucial effect.on studént. performance \
. . The six major categorie; of items are teacher pexcepttion of activities
_ external to the classroom (five items), . teacher/student/parent relationships (nine
T . 0« items), factors disruptive to classroom management (eight items), teacher influence !

upoms. instructional decisions (nine items), staff 1nterpersonal relationships (three
items) and discipline problqns (five items) .

‘- During the original instrument construction, the items were critiqued N
. byoa schBol district advisory committee. Following modifications based or’ the .
) review, a field test was conducted with over 700 teachers. Further refinements to .
gt items followad standard item analysis procedures. A factor analysis verified the
t reasonableness of the logical structure of the instrument., Interrial- ¢onsistency.
- " reliability estifates were consistent across elementary, intermediate and. secondary
-+ . . teacher groupd In 1981, the @oefficient Alpha reliability estimates-ranged from
‘ .+64 'to .88 for the six it!ﬁ catebories."A copy of the teacher questionnaire items .
4was placed in Appendix A. _ O N o )
B \ v LN -
An additional three ite;: were inctuded on the questionnaire ,o gather
teacher demographic information on teacher experience,\educntion level and emplpyer
' hiring practices. Also, an item was included on teacher satisfaction with relation-
ships with parents and parent groups. An item was presented to .determine the average

:gggz\size for each teacher. All of these items were placed in A%Eendix B, j/’r‘

The same questionnaire was answe*ed by teachers of - the elementary, junior
) high or middle school. gnd senior high level. .Elementary teachers were those teachers
- _ who- taught in the varigus Pennsylvania elementary schools. Thus, there was scme
" variation in the grade’levels taught by elementary- teachers in this study. ‘Intermed fate
teachers were Pennsylvania teachers employed in either junior high or middle schools.’
Secondary teachers were those teachers employed in Pennsylvania high schools. This
_ questionnaire was used from 1978 through 1981 without any-modifications. ] “a

o '

’

\. ) '

Data Collection . ‘. .o .
The data, for this investigation originated from a total of over 100 000
teachers, from oversﬁ 000 Pennsylvania Schools, reepgnding to the EQA Teacher

<. Questionnaire. These data were_gatherea over four years from 1978 to” 1981 during
, March of each‘year. . . . _ , ~——
\ . .- . . - = . '
> T Data from the 1981 assessment were used to conduct a major part of the

investigations For‘1981 over 41,000 teachers from 1,550 Pennsylvania schools

" responded to the’ question aire, , Represented were teachers from 930 elementary schools,
341 jugior. high or middle chools and 279 high -schools. There _were approximately

r 15,670 elementazy teachers, 11,740 junior high or middle school teachers and 13,940 -
senio high school teachers included in the survey. ‘In 1981 approximately one~third




Analysis of Data;“
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. Initially, the response distributions of teacher perceptions on each item
were analyzed for trends during the. four year period. The-response options presented
to teachers for each item were: "Not a Problem", "Moderate Problem", "Serious Problem"
and "Critical Problem." The perceitage of teachers gelecting each option was used as
one means of interpreting the teacher.item data to,school adpinistrators. It was

hoped that—this-approach- mum_pemu_ajtxaight_fmnd_presentation Qf _de data. The

statewide "item replies were presented by elementary, intermediate and secondary
tgachers senarately. . LA .

Percentages were examined for all school condition aréas and items to
determine if teacher responses were stable over the four years ‘studied. The
differences in teacher‘perceptions between school condition -areas were of special

- interest as were differences between teacher responses on items. Thus, positive
and negative teachér responses for items and Bchool condition axeas were easily
identified for .a large sample of Pennsylvania teachegg. :

* -Another part of the andlysis investigated changes that took place in 1981
due to Philadelphia and Pittsburgh city,teachers being surveyed. 1In 1978 through
- 1980 urban areas other than Philadelpnia and.Pittsburgh were included in the EQA
tdather survey. Philadelphia ‘and Pittsburgh teachers were ihcluded only in 1981.
Thus, the question-if teachers from the two urban areas had perceptions that were
different from the remainder of Ythe, state, was of some i?terest.
L4

’Since the came items were presented to teachers at the elementary,é;unior
+ ‘high or middle school and senior high school levels comparisons were made between
teachers at]three levels. In order to examine differences between teachers at
. different grade levels both the 1981 data and the data over.1978 to. 1981 jwere
utilized. The 981 data was selected since it was the only year which included’
¥ part of the.teachers from Philadelphia and Pittsburgh city schools p1us the -usual
I representative'sample from othe; Penggylvania school distticts. ' .

- ). v

" ., A series of control variables were utilized to continue the analysis of
teacher responses.  The control variables incldded:’ socio-economic status, student
. perception of parental interest, population density, years of - teaching experience,

. teacher education level, class size, hiring practices and grade level category. ’
Analysis of variance was- employed to determine if significant differences.between
,control variable groups were‘present. Also, mean scores were calculated for control
, variable groups on the. school condition areas. This provided comparisons between
the perceptione of tcachers in different settings sch as urban,.suburhag,iand rural.

.. . -~ . °
s, '
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Elémentary. Teach

Presented in Tables 1 2 and 3. were the teacher response percentages for
gPwuped: under . their general school condition areas such as activities external
‘to’the classroom, teacher/student/parent relationships and others. Data for 1978

] -

Analysis . _ : L
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e elementary teachex’ _responses, displayad in Tab]e 1, refained ?3Lh41
stable over\the four. years. exemined. For~ exanple, ‘the 1tcw 'ihexre are oo few .
activities ch recognize “the talent of cur students" found undex the "ectivit*~
external to t ¢lassroom" area had teacher responses that -changed only slightly.

The” "Not a Problem" response percentages varied from 41 percent in 1979 to 45
_— percent in 1980 with 1978 drd 1981 -at 43 percent. For t* ‘same item tha' "Moderate
-~ .  Froblem" percentages changed. from a high of 44 percent ir. 1979 to a low of 41
_ percent in 1981.. The' "Serious Problem" percentages were either 11’ pércent or 12

percent,. and the, "Critical Probl

This type of stability was found in all. items over the four'years" included in the

study. It would seem reasonable to suggest that the stability was in part due to

" percentages were either 2 percent or-3 perceat.

e the large number of teachers sampled and the relatively short period of time exumined.

Although, Pennsyivania ‘s education systems have.béen subject to changes from l978
}to 1981 those,ghanges have not been. reflected dn’ the teacher data colkecte?.
. ‘:.e -
. %nother method,of examining th? teacher responses was to compare
-percentages between items. . The item, that the highest percentage of elementary
T teacbe;s indicated was "Not a Problem!, was_"The different races ‘or ethnit groups.
» don't get along"well togecher." -For the item.on race and ethnic group-relations
85 percent, for three.years, and 89 percent,, for 1979, of the teachers indicated it
. was not;a probleme There were other items where teacher responses were rather _ °
. positive with over 60 percent of the teachers responding “that it was not a problem,
. *such as. the following: "The emphasis.on athletics in this-school disrupts clagsroom
learning " "The competition for grades at,this school pyts,too much pressure on
students." "My students.are chronically absent from school." "Lack of freedom to
teach the way I want to makes me less effective with my.s:hdents " r"The.support
staff in this gchool is not cooperative." and "The teachers don't ‘seem to be able
te work. Ghll together." All of the: items with a high percentage of positive

dibatigg most of ‘the factors-
disruptive to classroom management were not roblem, and th

° to work together. .. P

o« . s P

. T SdMe items identified problv

areas based on ‘the elementary teacher

perceptions.

The- most@negative~eleme ary. teacher responses were on the item:

"In—service edication provided by the district does 4ot meet my needs."
indicated this ,wag a "Critical Problem" with 21 percént in 1978, 15 percent in 1979,
. 14 percent in 19 O‘and ‘13 percent in 1981 of "the teachers selecting that option.
~ Another item with a high percentage‘®f teachérs selecting the "Critical Problem"
<o :esponse was "Too little sﬁppért on discipline 1s given by parents‘"
AN SUERRN .
. " 'For two of the items a low percentage of the elementary teachers responded
that it vas "Not a Problem" indicating most teacher responses were in the moderate
to critical problem range. . For example, only 16 percent to 19 petcent of the
- teachers indicated "...parents taking little or no, intérest in their children's -
' school work" was not a problem.” This was”a-rather negative finding. It would have
) been much better to have teachers work with parents who were “interested in the
s student-'s school work (This statement a es teacher pgrceptions are, in general,
 correct.) There ,was another item with qzacher respcnses in the teens under the not.
» a problem category. The item was "Studentsa in this school have poor study~ha6§t§ "

e
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. . s . ~ . 78 - 79° eo 81 78 79,8 8 18 79 8 81 7 79 .80 8 * - . 7|
ey T \ = R = = _-— == = —_— s = 2= — e e 22 :
‘v - i y v I D O Y » ¢ ’ -]
R TSATPAR, (Teached Satisfaction with mpﬂmmm with Parents) 40 38 40 -35- 47 49 49 490 1 X0 9 127, 2 2. 2 3 .
- © In your téaching situation, how “satisfied ard you with your -~ ' /| S, . s R ' ) L,
" “ xelationshipu with patents and puont groups? ) L P C v ® '
S . - : . . e -
N ‘" s ' . /.. R . . /-1 . \ . I3 “ / - ~\\
coa * - - . » - . v . . % " ‘ ER ? " N . N . *
e T e e ) . - x/ Neta - Moderate Serious - 2 cfitical -,
; oy : - . -7 o Problem ', Problem . Problem '- ‘ Pioblem ' AR
- - . N . ——e—— . Ve et .. R ———— . - - [y . .
et oo, o R ¥ . 19 e 78 79 .80, 81 .78 79 807 Bl ge ‘79 80~ 8L o
ooy o . . o o o - m e T T TS e -
s - EXTRACT (Activities External to the Classroom) el : s ) " /"/ N . ot -
", 73 . There are tob few activitids which mcognlze thn ‘talent of __ ° / . k . . .- . . . A
‘ot our students. § . 43 .41 45 43 ., 43" 44 -41 12 12 11 .32 A a2 2.
. T, * There 4s little esphasis on vocational’ gqvaxob-.ue. . 49 .51 %o ! 50 . 33732 .—32/ 32 12 111 '3 4 37 3 4 )
- There is no, time or place for studants and tuchou ” ’ :
3

* interact ‘outsids of the classroom. . - - 44 45 48. 46 "38 39 37 38 13 12° 1 ®

.
o
-

-os . < Not enough teachers are involved in helping ltudents . Lt N U S ’ Y , -
C " * . overcome problems. / 53 52 ° 85 ‘52 3937 35 35 s 9 8y 9. "2 27 2 -2
o _~ , Not enouglr teachers actively icipate in: extzacux:icul(z .. ot ’ . . T T @ .
Y+, T,  activities: i : . . 50 49{. 51, 37 .37 36 36 10 10. 10 10 ;T2 2 2
R ‘o i \ ‘ /'/ [N .‘" '\) ' . L, 4 ’: TN ’ , ) S )
TRELATE ('!‘oacher/student/!’uenb Relationships) - ' o . ’ . * S . L
., The students in thls school aren't really Lntexested “in / ‘ o M ) , < e . ' -7
s leaming. . n L g 40 Js, 38' 35 S50 55 -53 54 - B 8, 7 9 1,01 1 2. .
L Yoo many of -my studenu are indif!erent to lchool. . . 4w 0 a3 45 48 46 47 10, 11 10, 12 - 2~ 2.1 2 .
v e . Theie is not enough  parent<teacher interpadion, .~ 7' .39 38 43 39, 41 45 43 42 15. 13. 11 "4 4 3 3 5 o
. Too many parents take-little or no interes} in/théi: L -\ . et L . - o 4
i B childzen'l school Nb!‘k. " . 19 16 19 .18- .46 51 51 49 25 25 ‘23 23 9" £ 7 -9
. 2 2 ., 3

The quality of uache:-pazent interactior is not: good. L 44 a2’ 46 42, L 40°-45 4142 -7 21 9 8- T3
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. taachers have little input into the solution. .’ , !\ .29 29 30 29 41 43 43 42 21- 20 20 ‘19 8 7 5 7.

-4, " The paracts. éo not’ support what the school does. . - . -37 34 38 36 4 ‘49 48 45 M4 14 12 4 4. 3 .2 .4,
The.parents do.not placé a h:lgl‘)vnue on education. / v 531 4 3 42 47 47 46 - 17 17 14~ 26 5 4 4 . 6
Sttxhnts :ln t.his lchool have poor study habi\'.l. i 13 12 -4 12 49 54 .55 52 27 27 24, 26 9 7 ? 9.
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toge;hc: e 85 8% ,85 85 13 ‘9 13 12 1 1 1 2 o -0 0 1 .
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of my students,’ .55 517 83" '51+ 34 39 37 3B 9 8 8 9 2" 2, 2 -2. '
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I work with toc many students eich day. . . - 45 '51 49 S0 31 32 33 30 15 11 1 120 % 6 7 8
Lack of ¥reedom to teach the way I want to Deces mlesn ' ) . . .
effective with my students. , . e 73 13 716 720 19 20 19 19 5 4 3 s 273 2 .2
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/metuchmdun'tnutobonbhtonkautoqam: 12 12
T8 is Jittle ifiteraction’ among teachers !.u thh sdxool. - 8 - 55. 83.
L 1.0. ave:ypu is doinq)h/hox ovn thinq ' ’ -

I _«’ ' . N

nxscmm (Discipnm Proh\cuq
. Xoo much time is spent : di.acipum ptoblcn. .
The vtluu hea by tho atudonu u:¢ 1n conflict with tho«

. of the sthool.
%00 little suppott on discipuno ;s pmvided by ) Loe L o

" administrators, ) 47 52 48 - 30. 31 30 13 -14
Too little luppomnn ducipuna is given’ by puontl. ) 22 22 22 41 - 47 45 25 24
-Disruption of -y‘cluu(u) by studcnu u . cortinuiw . S — e
!mtutipn. R , g - .47 48 Q- N 37.36 12 10

..




~

: 3
. . In summary,. elementary teachers were most pegative on-the areas of: in-
sexrvice 'education, support on discipline by parents, parent” Interest in students

school work.and study habits. Elementary teachers s#ere most positive on the
responses for:\race and ethnic group relations;—epbprasis on athletics, competition
for grades, freedom to select teaching strategies, student absentegism, support

staff - cooperation and’faagyers working togeth ¥. As noted previously, the most
positive responses were from three areas: cldssroom management,/teacher influence
and staff interpersonal relationships. §ye most negative, responses were irom the
areas of:-teacher influence upon 1nstr3p ional decisions, discipline problems, and
teacher/student/parent relationships, “Teacher influence upon instructional deqisions
wags the only general area that had one itép on the most positive list and one item
on the most negative Iist. It was. tempting to make the statement that the most
‘negativé'responses were student and parent centered while the positive areas were

to some degree under the school's cgntrol and dealt with teachers'and school staff.

/
. iF ,

Intermediate Teacher Analysis . -

N

-

The analysis for internediate teachers was performed using the same .
format employed on the elementary teacher data. The intermediate teacher response$,
presented insTable 2, were rather stable over the years examined. This stability ,
was similar to that displayed by the elementary teachers. In general, precentagés
.changed only 1 to 4 percent over four years. There was not a trend of increasingly
positive ox ative responses on the part of Pennsylvgnia intermediate teachers in
this study¢- i ) s

A review of the -percentages between items revealed the most positive and
negative areasi—There was considerable similarity-between the elementary and - |
’Iﬁtetmedig;e teachers on-the items both groups selected as the positive ateas and
the items selected as regative areas. One important difference between elementary
.and intermediate teachers was found. A higher percentage of the intermediate teachers
responded using the “Serious" or "Critical Problem" optiong than did the elementary
teathers. In other words the elementary teachers were less negative, but both groups
of teachers selected many of the same problem areas. Similar findings were reported
by Earp (1975) with primary teachers being more positive than intermediate teachers.

Intermediate ‘teachers Were most positive on the following items with over
60 percent of the teachers indicating the atea was not a problem. "The different
races or ethnic 'groups don't get along well together.” "The competitior for grades
at thig schpol puts too much pressure on studefits." "Lack of freedom to teach the
way I want to makes me less effective with my students." '"Teachers have little

control oyer matters such as textbook selection, curriculum and instructional programs.’

"The support staff in this school is not, cooperative." “The teachers don't seem to
be able to work well together." A few differences were found between the elementary
and intermediate teacher perceptions. Intermediate teachers did not note emphasis
on athletics and chronic student absenteeism as 'not" being amoblem, but one
additional item was mentioned (teacher influence on textbook selection, curriculum
and instruct%gnal programs) that elementsry teachers did not include.

Several iteqp had a relatively high percentage of intermediate teachers
selecting the area as a problem. For example, more than 10 percent of the teachers
for each of the four years, indicated the following items were a “Critical Problem.’ .
"Too many parents take little or no interest in their children's school work."

" . -
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- / , STATEHIDE ITEH REPLIES rmu INTERMEDIATE TEACHERS FOR 1978 'I‘BROUG! 1981 . . - . . .
- . (By Percentages) . . . . . - ) .
. + L 1 & . ' : :
. . * Vety Somewhat Somewhat . Very
. . Satisfied ° -. Satisfied Dissatisfied Digsatisfied
18 75 8 81 78 795 80 81 78. 79 80- Bl 78 79 8 8L
TSATPAR (Teacher Satisfaction with Relationships with Parents)
"In your teaching .itution, how'satisfied are you with your X : . .
relatfonships witan parents and parent groups? , 21 20 .22 21 53 53 54 53 .20 22 19 20 4 5 4 5
. - - - - -~ o, - .
- 3 s : - . " / - e
! : L Not a Moderate Serious : critical .
o . . - groblem Problem . Problem Problem
- L4 l. _- _——l . = - . . ;
: 2 79 8 .8 78 79 s S 78 73 8 8 78 19 B B
EXTRACT (Activities External to the Classroom) .
- There aro too few activities which' recogaize the talent of . - .
‘|° - our students ‘ 42 39 42 41 38 41 38 38 i4 15 15 16 , 4 4 4 5
"There is little enphasis on vocational development. 45 51 48 47 3 34 35 , 36 13 11 12 11 5 4 4 5
. There is no time or place for students and teachers to - .
L interact outside ,of the claksrooa.- . 039 42 42 41 40 41 39 39 15 13 14 I4 . 5 4. 5 5 N
: Mot enough teachers are involved in Nelping students ,x ' ’ !
' overcomc problems, (—f 31 31 33 32 45 49 49 48 18 15 15 16 4 4 4 4
Yot enough teachers actively patticipate in extzacurricuw . . 4
activxties. 6 34 33 133 39 42 42 43 18 18 19 18 6 _\ 5 6 5
TRELATE (Teacher/Student/Pagint Relationships) ) ) \ ; ’ , . ¢ .
The students in this school aren't really 1nterest:ed in Q. i : . 4
- Jearaing, 11 8 11 11 ° 56 59 60 58 27 27 24 24 7 6 5. 6
. Too many of my atudonu axe indifferent to school. 13 9...13 12. 48 51 53 51 31 32 28 29 8, 8. 6 8 -
There is Tot enough parent-teacher interactione—— 37 16 ' 20 18 43 47 47 46 29 28 26 25 . 10 9 -7 .10
Too nany parents take little or no interest in their ; )
children's school work. 6 5 7 7 34 36 39 138 40 41 39 38 19 18 15 17
The quality of teacher-parent 1nt_ezaction is not good. 2 19 23 22 47 51 50 48 22 23 19 21 6 5 4 6
N . ) ," . [
,..
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Serious - Critical . : «
- Problem . « _Problem . «
. R « . .0 - - . N 4 . B
- . X 78 19 .80 8 -7 79 8 8 78 7 80 8 <78 13 8 & / )
When a problem prises hmlving a -community .group, the ~ ~ - vt . . . . . .
. 'teadurs have littlc input 1nto ths solution. 20 19 -20° 19 .38 41 . 42 42 .28 28 26 26 12 11 11 11 .
L . The parents do not s what the school doas, 20 17 20 20 ° 49 53 54 52 23 23 20 21 7 7 5 6 R
¢ . ‘The parants do not place a h valus on educations’ 17 13 17 17 42 47 49 46 29 29 25 27 11 10 8 9 ©
- . Stud.nts in this school have pooxr st\xay habits. 3 2 ‘ 3 .3 31 32 37 35 42 45 4 41 24 .21 18 - 20
. < * ) . £ s ‘
-~ . ke . . ! , ¥
. DISRUPT {Factors -Disruptive to Classroom Management) \\ , T ‘
The different or ethnic groupa don't gat, along well A . N k . . .
S m,w - 78" 88 79 8 17 13 18 .16 . 3 1 2 2 1 1 1 1
£ The achyl nt levels of my students are too heterogeneous, 27 27 .27 27 46 48 49 48 20 18 17 17 7" 5 5 & -
- Health and nutrition problems seem to affect the learning of = * ¢ v ) <.
L ny students. Qg 52 52 5) 3 39 39 3 8 7 7 8 2. 2 2 2
N The emchasis on athletics in this school disrupts classroom . ) ~ . . .
. o . learning. - 53 '54 54 .54 30 30 32 32 117 10.8 9* 6 5 5 5
N The coupetition for grades at this achool puts too much . . ! T .
: preuure on students. > I~ 65 68° 67 70 28 27 28 26 4 4 4 3 2 1 1 1
. My ‘students are chronically abseﬁt from school. - a5 34 ."3,‘44 ., 36 42 48 49 47 16 13 12 12 _ 7 6 4 5 %
Thersa are too many outside interruptions during class periods. 39 38 38 38 37 40 42 40’ 1Y 15 13 13 14 9 - 8 6 8
x I have to spend too much time on non-intructional duties. -~ 38 42 38 38 38 38 g 39. 16 13 15 15 8 6 .7 7
. mrLUENc (Teachet Influence | Opon Instmctional Decisiona) ) , < " s
,  Physicalf facilities of this school limit the kinds of : . : . Q - ¢
"’ L, programs provided for students. ‘ 37 38 39 138 30 33 34 3. 18 17 16 16 14 12 11 .13
- °" I work with too many students each day. ' : 36 42 43 . 44 34 a5 4 - 18 15 14 13 12 ' 9 8 9
‘ Lack of freedom to teach the way I want to makes me less R »a-)\#/ -
S W effective with‘my students. 4 15 7,75 8 18 18 18 i S S 2. 2 2 2 o
A Teachers have little control over matters/such as textbook . l R /’ .~ N ;
:\: B selection, curriculum and instructional programs, , 62 61 64 61 S 27 26 28 8 8 6 7 4 4 3 ™~ W
A My teaching is limited by the quality of, or lack of, . ,
. instructional equipment and materials. - 56 '55 56 %6 28 29 29 29 10 10 110 9 5 6 565
When new curriculum programs ure initiated,.X am not : ’ . \/
consulted or t.tained.) r 4 * 50 50 54 50 33 35 32 33 11 10 0 11 5 5 4 6 ~
?“ -
” [
. Y - ! 1_ 6)
- ¢
N r
- * 5 - [ )
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- - TABLE 2. (Continued) _ . ’ .
= L ~ * ‘_\ ) e
, < e Not a Moderate Serious Critical . %
- ) . - . Lt . ) . ProBlem’ ._Pglem Problem \ Problem ° e
cr - - . * ! ° . - N ) - —
L 18 13 so'sl 1 f s o8 18 80 Bl 787 8 @ -
v‘ o
*Having to uach specia) education itudcm:a 1n regular . . I
’ classes il a prcblem., - 50 49 45 ‘45 24 28 30 31 15 13 {4 14 * 10 94 9 9
Thege is “too little teacher input: in aolving adminll- - Lo . * : T .
trative problema. . < 23 13‘ 23 24 39 - 42 <43 42 23 21 20 20 14 12 12 »
In-serv.lcc education provided by the a:l.stxict doés not - F . \ ..
- " meet ny needs. ) . 17 19 18 28" 34 k7] 34 27 2§ 26 25 28 2 22 20
. R . " * . .. . . .. ° o
"TSTAFF (Staff Interpersonal Relationships) ‘ ,/ . , : ?
Re support staff in this school i{s not Tative, . 64" 68 69 . 67 26 24 23, 24 7 5 5 6 3 2 3 3
e teachers don't seem to be abl work well together., - 65°' 63 62, 61 27 30 30 231 6 5 6 . g 2 2 2 2
There 'is little interaction- ng teachers in this achool. 38 38> 37 37 41 .44 44 43 15 13 ;}3 1 5 5 5 6
i.e., evaxyone ig doing his/hex own thing. . ) Tt v > .
.. ,L ‘DISCPROB (Discipline Problems) . L b
H'® .- 7Too much time.s spent on discipline poblems. 34 36 38 36 34 38 39 36 19 17 15 17 13 8 7 -0
-The values held by the students are in conflict with. . -~ o
tﬁose of the school, 18 16 19 18 43 49 49 46, 28 26 23 25 10 . 8 .10
Too little support on discirline ia provided by . . ) < . . .
A B administntots. 35 39 46 41 32 33 32 31 18™ 16 13 16 14 12 8 12‘
- Too little support on discipline is given by the parents. 9 8 11 10 32 38 42 40 35 34 31 32 23 20 11 1
Disruption of my class(es) by students is a continuing PR . . '
« L frustratlon. 40 37- 357 40 39 39 .17 15§ 14 15 11 8 7 10

i . ’ . .
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.
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""When a problém arises involving a Egbau iy, group the teachers héve 1it£Je input
into the .solution." "Students in this sci®ol have poor study habits." "Physical

.. Tavilities of this school limit the kinds of programs provided for students."

N

-~
q

. most positive and most negative teacher rciponses derending on the topic of the itenm.

-

"“There is too little teacher input in solviog administrative problems." "In-service
.edpcption provided by the district does not meet my néeds.” "Too ligtle support om
discipline is given by the parents.” This ‘list included all of the items seleéted
by elementary teachers as problems, and added several more items.  Overall a higher
percentage of intermediate teachers selected the "Serious" or "Critical Problem"

-~ options when tney responded to itemg whére they had negative perceptions. .On several

items where intermediate teachers weMe positive they seleéted the "Not = Problem" N

option in percentages close to those of the ‘elementary teachers.
. L. . . ° .
?, To summarize, intermediate tedchars were most positive on the items: race

‘or ethnic relations, compstition for grades, freedom to select teaching strategies,
" teacher control over textbook zelection,curricul'm and instructional programs,

support staff cooperation and teachers working together. The most negative teacher

responses were on the items: parental interest in student's work, teacher input into

solving community problems, student stydy habits, facilities limiting programs,

teacher "input into solving administrative prBtema&K}n-serv{ce,education not meeting

"' _teacher needs and parental support on discipline. A.-was the case with elementary. -

teachers, negative responses were from the areasfof;_teacher/student/parent relation-
‘ship, teacher influence upon instructional decisions ang discipline problems, while
posigive résponses were under: factors disruptive to classroom management, teacher
influence upon instructional decisions and staff intcrpersonal ‘rclationships. The

* area*of teacher influence ubon instructional dez}sions weés found to have scma of the

-~

Secoﬁdary Teacher Anal&sis

¢ The same format was used in preparing Table '3, contzaining response
percentages, for secondary teachers as was used for Tables 1 and 2. The secondary
teacher responses were similar to the elementary and intermediate ;éachers’in the
stability of responses over the four years. Most of the percentages changed only
1 percent to 4 percent over the years studied. As was the case with the elementary
and intermediate teachers ngither a clear trend of more positive or negative responses
was evident. '

The most positive teacher respo: ses for secondary teachers were similar to

" those of intermediate teachers.. FPo:.itive items selected by secondary teachers were
as follows: race or ethnic group relations; freedom to select teaching strategies,
.teacher control over textbook selection, Gurriculum and instructionel programs and
support staff cooperation. All of those dtems were selected by intermediate;teachgrs

as positive areas. o
. ) s .

As might be suspected the negative teacher respdnses fc: secondary and
‘intermediate teachefs were similar. Some negative items selected by secondary teachers
included: parental interest in student's work, teuacher ‘input into solving administra-
tive problems, in-service education not meeting teacher needs and parental support
on discipline. The same criteria were used to-identify positive and negative areas
for secondary teachers as was e@ﬁioyed for intermediate teachers. The positive ifems
had 60 percent or higher of the teachers for each year indicating it was not a problem.
Negative items had 10 perceat or higher of the teachers indicating, for each year,
it'was a critical problem. -

.o ) -12- 2] : J b
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: . - .\ TABLE 3 A - >
) STATEWIDE ITEM REPLIFS FROM ARY ‘TEACHERS YOR 1978 THROUGH 1981 L .
. - Lo {By Percentagea) . ’ ) )
s - ® . , g - ) - ) - v N N > .
< * . ¢ . 7 " i .
~ h i /. ' Very Scmewhat soméwhat . "%&‘ﬁ * Very : _
PR y / Satisfied ¢ Satisfied . Dissatisfied - Dissatinfied
’ <y . ) T 8 Js 8 s 18 79 8 8 18’79 g0 81 78 79 g0, 81
(%] N o f — - — - — — | —— — — — — — — ——
. ’rs‘\'i?kn (Teacher Satisfaction with Relationships y'dq!: Parents)’ ’ - . T <o '. S . ‘ 1
* In your teaching sityation, ho satisfied axe you' with your . . . o
. relationships with parents and paront groups? ' . %y 20, 22 20 ° S0 51 53 SO 2 22 20 22 6 .55 7
T ' - N . .' T ' : B .~‘ . ’ !
‘_ - \ P .« . . ’ » ! . [ LA -
. . Not a g Moderate . . Serious © Critical . . ‘
. , . ) Problem Pxoblem Problem : _Problem
. . R ‘ . . . : . ’ - : N - . -
- S, . BB s om o1 o8 o8 28 19 ‘80 sL- 7801t
U / Tt Y . e ’ , % e :
EXTRACT ‘(Activities Extarnal to the Classroom) . - X i :
There are too few activities which recognize the talent of . . Lo - !
© our students, M - 46 43 45 5 38 ,39 37 36 13 13 14 14 4 kY 4 4 3}
’ _Thc'x'g is - little emphasis on’vocational, developmant. 53 58 56 6 33 31 32 ‘32 11 8 9 9., 3 3 2 3 ’
There is no time or plade for students and teachers to- . . .o .
t intoract outside of the classroom, . 36 38 38 ¢ 39 4 42 42 Q1 N\)ls 15 15 6 4 4 6
y . Not'enough teachers.are involved in helping students , ) . *
, Overcome problems. e . 25 26 26 27 49 52 52 -51 20 18 18 18 4 4 4 4
Not endugh teachers actively participate in extracurricular . ' *
-activities, ' . 31 28 .28 28 42 " 44 44 43 20 20 21 22 7- ..’L\ 6 7
'rgxu'i;'s (Teacher/étudént/ragcnt Relatiomhiz.m)
Tho students in this school aren't really interested in ; . . -
learning. e ' 8 6 1 8 57 6 57 20 .30 27 2 . 1F3 & 1
Too many of my students. are indifferent to school. 0, 8 9 10 48 48 52 48 3¢ 35 32 33 s 8 1 9
There is.not cnouql;:xpu'eng:—_teacho: interaction, . 13 1213 i 42 46 47 45 .32 30 30 29 13 10 9. -
Too many parents taKe little or no interest in their - o '&bp . ° '
: children's school.work. , H 4 H 5 32 35 37 37 43 42 42 39 20 19 116 18
The quality of teacher-parent anteraction is not good. -18 16 18 18 46 50 51 SO 25 25 23 23 8 6 ‘6 7
When a problem arises involving a comunity group, the ] '
teachers have little input into the solution, 16 17 17 16 3B 41 4 4 30 29 29 28 13 12 1 13.;
| ‘
| . ’ T
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' .- : TABLE 3 (Continued) ’ ..
. ~ A * - ..
L /- '
‘ .
e . - . vwot & NodsTate Serious’. Critical o
. . ‘ ‘ . Problem Problem Problen* Problem =3
. o4 . H * . B . . Z
B oL ‘ 8 13 %81 18 29 8 8 1p 19 ‘80 B 18 15 g0 8
- T . . N 5
» o Ihe-parents 4o not support ylat the school does. «16 15 17 18 50 S2 S5¢ 51 27 24 22 23 7 7 6: 7
The parents do not place a high value ¢n education.. 14 12 1%, 15 44 47 48 45 31 .30 .28 29 1 9 10,
Studontl in this school have pooz study hlb!tl. 2 2 2 '3 29 32 35 33 46 46 44 42 23 20, 18 22, ¢
s - . : - R " . ey .
: . DIsRoP? (l'mou Disruptive to, c:l.unoou Hanag«unt) ¢ - . . T
s - The du!mn& races or othnle groupl aon't “Jat along - © . B -
o ch - well Motint B 8 15 76 18 16 21 18 3 2 3 3 - 1\ 1 1
} ” The achievement levels of: my students are too htexoqonoom. 2 22 2 2 48 S1 52 51 22 22 19 .20 7 6 5 6
. - Bealth and nutrition problems seem to affect the learning . . R .
) I ".of =y ltudcnb; 58 5S4 853 82 34 37 38 37 6 6 7 8 1 1 1 2
§ ' -The esphasis 8y athletics in this lchool diu-upu classroon : . ‘. v
D leaxning. 39 40 41 40 36 38 39 39 15 Lli 13 13 -9 8 s 8
P The cospatition for-grades at this lchool puts too much . \ N
4 - _pressuré on students. - S7 62 53 62 4 32 33 3 7 5 6 5 2 1 1 2
ST My students are chronically absent from school. | ‘22 23 22 22 43 50 . 50 47 22 13 20 200 12 8 "8 11,
' < There are too many outside intarruptions duripg clul . , R
. : pe:lodl . , 30 30 30 3 41 45 Y45 43 18 17 16 185 11 8 ‘8 10
, T have' to spend too lluch time on mn-lmtxuctional dut-.iu. 34 36 32 23 33 40 49 4 19 16 18 -17 8 7 8 9
- - N [
INFLUENC (‘I‘nc."cz Innuencc Upon Instructional Dechlons)
. « Physical facilities of this school limit the kinds of - .
programs provided for students. 36 37 38 39 32 35, 36 34 18 18 16 16 13 11 o 10
1 work with too many students cach day, 42 47 41 47 34 34 33 33 15 13 12 12 8 ? 7 ?
\ Rack of freedom to teach the way I want tc makes me loss y
sffoctive with my students. 7 7 18 M 17 17 6 17 4 3 3 4 22 2 2
- Teachers have little control over matters luch as tsxtbook .
selection, curriculum and instructional progr 64 63 68 64 25 27 "24° 26 7 6 5 6 4 3 2, 4,
When new curriculum programs are initiated, I am not
consulted or trai 87 87 859 &7 28 29 28 28 9 9 8 9 ,5 5 4 5 &
My teaching ‘s nmiteq by the quality of, or lack of, ‘ . y g
instructional equipment and materials. 48 48 51 48 34 37 3 38 12 1 10 1 [ 4 4 51\
. -~
‘ : 29
) , i v
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. . . TABLE"3 ‘(Continued) . ) ) -
. P i =29 A
. .Not a . Moderate Serxious
’ Problea Problem Problem
4 ! -~ v . . .
78 79 80 8 78 73 80 8 18 73 80
k73 -' A
o o Bav.lng to teach special education stndonu in laxr - .
A classes is a problem. S 4 55 51 .47 23 26 29 131 14 12 12
e * There is toc little teacher inppt 1n solving adn.tni-tn- * . -
"% . * g, tive problems, , . 19 19 22 19 41 43 41 44 24 23 21
e : In-sexvice educationiprovided by tbo dhg.xict: does not - * .
’ peet wmy mda P 16 - 18 18 19 . 27 34 36 34 28 26 25
TSTAPP (Staff Interperional Relationships) 2 =
* The support staff in this school is not cooperative, »60 63 64 63 29 - 28 27 27 8 6 6 3
s The teachers don't seem to be able to.work ell together. 58 57 5 55 . 31 33 34 35 8 7 7 2
There -is little teraction amoig ‘teachers in this schoof, © 28 28 28 28 45 48 48 48 19 17 17 7
, i {.e. everyone is doing his/her own thing. .-
AN [T N . N , H -
P "{‘: . i Ca A 4 . . “ .
. bxscrnoa‘whcipum Problems) . ' .
) : Too much tima is spent on discipline probless.’ 36. 39 40 37 38 33 40 29 17 14 15
‘ The values-held by the studenu are in con!%ct with -
. ’ thosn of the school. * 14 13 13 14 44" 47 50 48 30 29 27
Too littlt support on dllcipllne is providCd by 33 36 44 38 34 35 -3¢ 34 19 17 14
- administrators. :
“Too little support on discipline is given by parents. 8 7 110 9 30 36 40 39 37 36 34
Disruption of my clau(cs) by atudents is a continuing . ‘ )
ftusttation. 42 41 43 4C 36 39 39 15 13 13
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. T xA revieu of all teacher data indicated high agreement' on the problem
areas dnd. those conditions perceived as going well in Pennsylvania. It appeared
little ‘change has taken place over the four years studied in teacher perceptions
of*positive or negative areas. It would seem there are_areas.that merit investi-

egation to- define-specific problems. This could lead _to interventions. that would be
- an attempt to resolve some of the statewide problems noted. Also, specific schoois

t

Introdnttion

* have data’ reflecting their teacher perceptions. Those data. could be used: to.

recognize strengths and weaknesses at the local school level. It was noted
intermediate and secondary teachers were more negative in their perceptions than
elementary teachers. 4 .

ALY

) ~ URRAN TEACHER RESULTS

’
[

q

LY

In’1981 Philadelphia and Pittsburgh city teachers were included in thé
EQA teacher survey on school conditions for the first time in several years.
Urban _teachers from areas -other than Philadelphia and Pittsburgh were dncluded in

the 1978 thirough 1981 surveys along with the teachers from suburban and rural areas.
Thus, the 1981 data provided an opportunity to investigate the questiGn‘ Do teachers
from the two largest Pennsylvania urban areas have perceptdons of school conditions
that differ from the remainder of the state?

v

Pata for 1981 were presented in Tables 4 ° (elementary teachers),
(intermediate teachers) and 6 (secondary teachers) to illustrate responses for the
following three groups: (1) all Pennsylvania teachers, (2) Pennsylvania teachers

‘excluding Philadelphia and Pittaburgh teachers and (3) only Philadelphia and

Pittsburgh teachers. The three response group percentages were included for a11
items on each response option.

Y

Urban ElementarzﬁTeacher Perceptions'

A review of the elementary teacher data in Table 4 revealed rather
substantial differences between the response percentages for Philadelphia and
Pittsburgh teachers and the response percentages for Pennsylvania teachers excluding
Philadelphia and Pittsburgh teachers. For example, on the item "My students are
chronically absent from school."™ found in the “factors disruptive to classroom
management’ area, the Philadelphia énd Pittsburgh teachers were mich more negative
in their perceptions. For most of the items this trend of more negative perceptions
was present for the teachers from the two Pennsylvania urban areas.

. On a few items the Philadelphia and Pittsburgh teachers ware more positive
than the other Penasylvania teachers. Being positive was definéd as a higher
percentage of urban teachers selecting the "Not a Problem" response‘than did the
teachegs across Pennsylvania. Those items with urban teachers being more positive
were the following: "The emphasie on athletics in this school disrupts classroom
learning.” "The competition for gradec at this school puts too much pressure on

students."” and "In-service education provided by the district does nat meet my, needs."

D36~
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RS " SUeRRY Or ResiGHSE DISTMISITIONS POR ELENENARY SEACHER PEACEPINON GF S3H00L connrrious o T
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. _ Critical -Serious Modexate ) Not A
o i Problem - Problem Problen ‘ Problem’
o - .Bxcl, Phil, i Excl. -Phil, Bxcl. Phil, Excl. Fhil,
o . . Phils & Phil. & ! Phil,, & . Phil, &
S . , T , . '!btll Pitt. Pitt.]| Total Ppitt. Pitt. Total Pitt.. Pitt, Total Pitt., Pitt, -
; ‘ — ———
; ' Thers is mot encugh parent-teacher interaction. - s 2 19 14 1 28 @2 43 36 39 4 17
< TCO many parents take little or no _interest m tw T . . . . :
. childun %, ldml work. 9 7. 25 23 22 k) § 49 .,52 33 18 19 11
The’ quality of teachexr-parent intoract£on 4s not good, 3 2 i0 1 8 24 42 - 44 41 42 46 25
When a problem ariges involving a cormmity group, the , - . ‘ , ]
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TABLZ 4 (Continued)
SUIORY OF FESFONSE DISTRUBITIONS YOR RLEMEWTARY SEAGHER PERCEPTION OF SCHOOL CONDITIONS
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Critical | serfous Moderate i Not A’
. Problen ‘Problem ‘Problem . Problem

Excl. ‘Phil, " “Excl. Phil. Excl. Phil, Excl. Phil.'

phil., & ~Phil. & Phil. & Phil., &
Total Ppitt., Pitt, Total " Pitt. Pitt. Total Pitt, Pitt, Total Pitt, Pitt,

-

- \ s
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INPLU!!‘C ('Keaclur"'!n!lnonJ Upon Instructional Decisions)

Physical facilities of this school limit the kinds of . p
~ programs provided for students, . - 12 .16
’ \:o:k with too many students epch day. R 14
Lack of JXreedom to teach the way I want to makes me less : )

K - effdftive with ny students. - - S
\'0 Teachexs have -little control over matters such as -

6

. textbook ulect.loh,-«g\g:icul\m and instructional programs. “we 14
When, fiew; curriculun programs are inftisgedo I am not
consulted or trained. Tl ’
My teaching is- limited by the quality of, or lack of, :

- ‘instructional equipment’ and materials. . . : 19
Having to teach special education students in reqular
classes is a problem, c e . . 18
There ig too little teacher input in solving : ) .
administrative problems, = 18
In-service education provided by the district does not
reet ry noedy. L

18

TSTAFF (Staff Interpersonal Relationships)

The support staff in this school is not cooperative.
The teachers don't seem to bs able to work well together.
There is little interaction among teachers in this school,
i.e.. évezyone is doing*his/her own thing, -
H
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" extracurricular activities.' were the same (51 percent) for the not a problem :

Teecher responses on.the item "Not enough teachers actively partic pate in

ghggtion by all three teacher groups.

" since the Philadelphie'ind Pittsburgh teachers were for the most items
more negative, their influence on the total of-all Pennaylvania teacher response
percentages was examined. The difference between the total Pennsylvania teacher:

response percentages and Pennsylvaniateacher response percentages with Philadelphia .;..—LJ

and -Pitteburgh teachers excluded was wsed to answer this question. For most items ’

_there was little or no difference in the response percentages for the two groups.

Even for the most extreme differences the change in percentage was only 3or4
percent. An éexample of such ah item was the following: "Not enough teachers are
involved in helping etudentt overcome problems." The not a problem response option
was. selected by 52 percent of the total teacher group and by 56 percent of the - .
teachers excluding Philadelphia and Pittsburgh teachere.

As noted previously, Philedelphia and Pittsburgh teachers were more

-negative on most items. For a total. of seven items) 20 percent or more of the - .

teachers indicated the item was a "critical problem." In general terms those items
were: parental interzst in student's school work, student-study habits, teaching
special education students in regular classes, spending too much time on discipline,
administrator and* parentel support on discipline and .lass dieruptions.

. In summary, the Philadelphia and Pitteubrgh teachers were overall -mwore
negative in their perceptions of. school conditions. Most of the negative responsés
were.in the general areas of "discipline problems", "teacher influence upon
instructional decisions" and "teac r/student/parent relationships". The .influence

of negative 'urban teacher perceptions was slight on the percentages for the
Pennsylvania teachers. It was evident.that teachers across the Commonwealth shared
some” common problem areas/with their urban teacher colleagues, but the urban teachers
perceived the problems as being more critical, .

~
ES ‘s . . ~
-~ . v .
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Urban.lntermediate Ieacher Perceptions \\ . T ,
&

~ Date on Philadelphia and Pittsburgh intermediate teacher perceptions of
school conditions were placed in ‘Table 5 algng with teacher perceptions on school *
conditions foi all Pennsylvania teachers and for Penns vania teachers, excluding
Philadelphia and Pittsburgh teachers. The.procedures utilized were the same as
those employed for elementery urban teachers when Table 4 was compiled. '’
~

A review of. "Critical Problem" reaponse percentpges tevealed\Philadelphia
and Pittsburgh teachers vere more negative than the othet teach;rs actoss Pennsylvania.
An extreme example of the negative responses was found for the item "Students in this
school havecpoor study habits." For the total Pennsylvania teacher group 20 percent
selected the "Critical Problem" responsé, while 41 percent of the Philadelphia and
Pittsburgh teachers selected the "Critical Problem" response.. This illustrated one
of several items with a negative urban teacher response pattern exceeding that of
Pennsylvania teachern in general.

An analysia ‘of data from Table 5 found several éems with negative
intermediate Philadelphia and Pittsburgh teacher, regpons¢s. The negative teacher

- . responses.with 20 percent or more of the responses/in tje 'Critical Problem' option

were for the fgllowing items: not enough parent/teacher interaction,,parental interest
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Mot enough cuébots uctivoly put.!cipau in extracurricular T B t ' o .
_activities. . 5 5 5 . 8 19 18 43 44 39 33 32 « 41
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s ‘ . ) Critical Serious. i Modexats Not A
P ' . . Problen .~  Problem - Problem Probles
: g _ Excl, pnil. . Exel. Phil, Excl, Phil. | . Excl. Phil,
SNEE . . . ) mit. & b Phit. & . Fhil., & © Phil, &
St . - Total -Pitt. Pitt.]| Total - Pltt. Pitt. | Total Pity., Pitt. |'Total Pitt. pite.
- . C K , ] * ¢ <
A v F . N 0 g
’ + There is not enough parent-teacher interaction, 10 7 29 25 25 31 46 < 149 '29 18 19 11
. Too sany parants take little or no interest in their ’ .
children's school work. . 17 13 32 38 39 34 38 . 40 28 7 7 €
: The quality of teacher-parent interaction is not good. 6 4 15 21 20 30 48 52 40 22 24 ]{5
< ,Whén a problem artses involving a comemnity group, the :
teachers have little fnput into the solution.... 11 16 -~ 17 26 26 30 42 44 35 19 20 1§
. . The paxents do not support whit the school does. 6 5 14 22 20 28 52 55« 37 20 20 21
., N The parents ‘do not place a high value on education 9 8 18 27 27 30 ° 46 48 36 17 17 16
by Students in this school have poor stully habits. . 200 17 4 41 - 42 34 3 38 2 3 3 3
. . =~ DISRUPT (Pactors Disruptive to Classroom Management) .
e The different races o‘f ethnic groups don't get along well ¢ * ) .
’ together, - . 0 1 1 4 2 1 7 16 13 37 80 85 52
The achievement lavels of my students are too R i ) .
' heterogenecus. Lo . . 6 5 13 17 16 26 48 50 4 27 29 20
Health and nutrition problems seem to affect the learning - .
. of my students. . . o . 2 1 9 8 7 17 39 39 39 51 53 35
The erphasis on athletics in this school disrupts classroom ~——
lsdrning, . ‘ 5 ] 1 9 1 S 2 313 22 54 52 7
The ccnpatition Jor grades at school puts oo much
Pressure on students, b 1l .3 3 3 3 26 27 17 70 69 77
' My students are chronically alfsent from school. N 5 4 10 * 12 11 17 47 48 43 -36 37 - 30
., There: are too many outsids i exruptions dl;:ing.cus: ‘ . ) ‘o
o periods: .- 8 6 18 14 13" 20 40 40 38 kT 4 24
; ' X have to spend too much, time on non-instructional duties. 7 7 12 15 15 16 39 39, 34 38 .39 38
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7 : ~” Pxoblem Probien Prodlom Problem -
T - Qp. Zxcl, . hil. il Excl. Mil, BExcl., ¥hil. Excl. Phil.
,‘;’; :;‘ « . . ’hu. ‘. .. m. & <. ’Mlo “‘ Phil. &
| " : ! Total Pitt. Pitt.] Total Pitt. Pitt. | Total Pitt. Pitt. | Total Pitt. 2ite;
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- _ ¢
nm.u:uc (mdnr»znnmu Upon Inlt:uctionn Decisions)
s ——
A ! Phrtical !acmtln ot this school limit chc kinds of . ' ¢ - -
N prograss ‘providsd for students. . 13 12 - 16 16 16 17 33 33 33 - 38 L3b 34
. T work with too many stndents each’ day. * ] 9 15 13 l{ 14 33 -3 30 44 44 41
. t Lack of freedom to teach the way I want to mku re less \ . ' 5
4 eitectivc with my students.. 2 2 4 4 4 6 18 18 22 - 75 76 (1N
+ Teachers have little control cver mattars guch as textbook N
] N selection, curriculum and instructional _programs. 4 3 10 ? 6 12 28 27 34 .61 64 44
‘,; My ‘teaching is limited by the quality of, ot lack of, .
) instructional equipment and materials, » 5 ! % 10, 21 0. 17 i3 29 34 56 58 39
_ When m curriculium Prograns are mimted, I am note, . ,
. consulted or‘trained. 6 5 17 9 w20 29 33 35 50 52 ° 28
Having to teach special_education studenta in reqular . ’
clasgses is a problen.. 9 g 17 "4 18- 20 ‘31 32 . 29 45 46" 34
“There is too little tuchex: input.in solving administrative . -
‘ problems, - 13 J12 .15 20 20 21 42 \ 44 40 124 - 24 24
- In-gervice education pzovided by the district does not
meet wy naeﬂ! 20 21 1:4 25 26 19 34 35 v 1 20 18 36
- TSTAFP (suu Interpersonal Relationships) ‘ \
; .. i , ‘
The suppo:t staff in this school is not cooperative. 3 2 7 6 5 12 24 23 29 67 70 52
The teachers don't seem to Ge able to work wall together. 2 2 [ 6 . 5 12 31 .30 . 386 61 63 46
v There is little interaction among teachers in this school, ‘ )
. i.e., evaryone is doing” h:ls/her own thing. 6 5 12 13 12 19 43 44 41 37 39 28
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ip student's school work, student study hsbits, time spent on discipline, and all.of °
.the other items for discipline:problems. This 1list included all but one iteif
on the elementary Philadelphia and Pittsburgh teacher list of negative areas plus
several additional items were noted. It was evident a higher pecentage of intermediate
urban teachers'were responding with the "Critical Problem" option than did urban’ -
elementary teachers. .

./ On a more positive note there were items where urban intermediate teachers <
were more positive than teachers across’ Pennsylvania. ' For the following items a -
higher percentage of urban intermediate teachers selected "Not a Problem".than did
all Pennsylvanie teachers:'"Not enough teachers actively participate in extracurricular
activities." "The parents do not support what the school does." "The emphasis on
' athletiés in this school disrupts classroom .learning." ."The competition for grades

at this school puts too much pressure.on students.' and "In-service education provided

‘by the district does not meet my needs."

As was the case with urban elementary teachers, the urban secondary ‘

teachers responses did not alter the state data by more .than 3 or 4 percent. This
was mainly ‘due to the number of Philadelphia and Pittsburgh teachers cowpared to the
number of Pennsylvania teachers in total. Hence, the urban teacher influénce was -
limited when the state percentages were calculated.

-
o

Overall the intermediate teachers were for Philadelphia and Pittsburgh
more negative than their Pennsylvania teacher colleagues. Also, the urban intermediate
teachers were more negative than the urban elementary teachers. An examination of
the most severe problems revéaled a great amount of similarity between urban teachers

and all Pennsyfvania teachers, and between urban elementax" and urban intermediate —
) teachers.-- . - L {

-

Urban Secondary Teacher Perceptions
: - .

KR Secondary urban teacher data were placed in Table 6 along with Penns;lvania_
teacher perceptions and Pennsylvania teachers excluding Philadelphia and Pittsburgh
teachers. ) T“’

- Secondary aad intermediate teachers from Philadelphia andaPittsburgh ,
shared many of the same perceptiMsuol conditions. ~ The‘'most positive
secondary teacher responses, based on‘EEE'percentage of teachers selecting '"Not a
Froblem" were for items on: competition for grades putting pressure on students, .
lack of freedom in selecting imstructional strategies, support staff cooperation,
and teachers working well together. These items were often selected.by urban teachers
and by teachers across Pennsylvsnia. - | .

The most negative secondary teacher responses were on: stndent indifferenc
to school, parental interest in student's school work, parent/teacher intezaction,
teacher input into resolving community problems, .student study habits, student
absenteeism, time on discipline problems, student values conflicting with thos of
the achool, parental support on discipline and class disruptions. These items were
under the general school condition areas of "teacher/student/pirent relationships",

"factors disruptive to classroom management' -and "discipline problems. "

Due to the number of teachers included from Philadelphia and Pittsburgh
they were of little Thfluence on the percentages recorded for the total {Pennsylvania
teacher responses. This finding was congruent with the findings for intermediate
and elementary teachers. &

.
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, ‘ TABLE 6 o
 SUMARY 0P “RESPORSE DISTHIBITIONS FOR SECONDARY TEACHER PERCEPTION OF SCHOOL CONDYTIONS ~
PR . 980, ‘

R -

. ¢ ° .& )
Critical Serious Muderate Not A
Problem - Problem ' Problem Problem

Excl, Pnil, Excl, Phil.. T Excl, PhiL Excl. Phil.
', Phil, Phil. & Phil, ¢ Phil, =

. &
- ' ' motad! pitt? Pitel| totp) Pite. Pite. | Total pite, Pite. | motal Pitt. Pite.

.

. o . 4 ‘

EXTRACT (Activities nlm.x to the Classroom).
There ‘are too few activities vhich recognize the falent
of our students - _ Sy ¢ i o
There is little emphasis on vocational development,
There is no time or place for s:udents and teachers to
interact outside of the classroom. SN
Not enough' teachers are involved in helping students
ovexcome problems. o ‘. .
Not enolgh teachers actively parti _ipate in extracurricular .
activities. - ’

. 4
[

‘murg {Tezcher/Student/Parent Ralationships)
. , ,
The students in this school aren't really interested in-.
learning. . T - 5
Too many of my students are indifferent to school. 7
There is not endbugh paront-teacher interactien, - 9
Too many pazents take littie or no interest in their
children‘s. school work, - 16
The -qualicy of teacher-parent interaction is not” good, - , 6
b ., , .

i

1%}.\%0::11- column,presents Pennsylvania teacher responses in po:centag%:nr all teachers. n=9,026

)

24!19 "Excl. Phil,., Pitt." columm presents Pennsylvania tsacher responses in ‘pexcentages excluding Philadelphia and Pittsburgh teachers. n=?,925

'3'1110 "Phil, /& Pitt* column prasents Fhiladelphia and Pittsburgh teacher respongén in percentages, n=i ,'101
~ ’ - * «
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5 < - Critical Seriocus . ' Miderate - Not A
Lan S L . Probles , Probléem Problem Problem
P N Ve . P Excl. m’.lo Excl, Phil, -Excle Phil, - Excl. Phil,
T ‘ : B, s L - phid, 6 PR, & Phil. &
. , {" Lo Total Pitt, Pitt.| Total Pite, Pite. | Total Pive, Pitt. | Total Pitt. pite,
[, . 4 ¢ . *
> - - — — . . N
v lllml a, problu ltim involving & co-unity group, the .y
NI ‘tedchers bave little input into the solution.: . 13 122 2 28 28 - 32 a4 43 33| 16 17
e . THe p ts 45 not support \'hat:,tbe ldwol does. 7 6 15 23 23 30 51, 53 . 38 18 . - 18 17
W " ‘Tho parents do not place a high volue on' education, 10 ‘e . 18 .29 28 35 45 47- 36 . 15 15 1
o Studeats in this lchcpl have ve poor study habits.. . 22 y 45 L 42 43 38 + 33 35 16 3 3 1
S n}m (ncton Duruptivc to akdm Hanagumnt) . Ve
’ T 41:. different races or athnic gmup- don't get a].onq . i : .
. . wall together. ) 1 1 -5 3 2 10 1B 16 -4 76 8L 44
RS «.'nulchhn.utl'mholnyltmntlmtoo v . w
s ’ 6 . 5 13 20 19 32 51 53 41 - 21 23 4
- Baal nmition prohh-n seem to ntfect thu e .
.+ leaming’ 2 1 9 -8 6 18 37 37 4 52 56 32
& ’ Buqhuuonl huézi.néhuachooldistupts . . et
S .classroom Yeaming, 8 8 9 13 13 15 T3 3%, 39- 40 40° 37
T "The cowpetiiton for gndes at thix school puts too much : . v . . -
. pressury on students, 2 1 3 - 5 . & 4 3l 33 19 62 61 74
. * My students axe chronically nbnne !m school. 1n 8 a 20 18 29 47 50 34 22 24 6
There are too many outiide interiuptions during cllu - L ‘ . .
. perio’s. .| 10 Y u 13 B 17 4 «u a4 L xn 32
a2~ * "X have to spend £00 much time on non-inatmct.onal duties, 9 8 16 - 17, 17 ° 19 41 42 ‘33 33 33 32
P INFLUERS (‘hacbot Influence Dpon Insttucuonal Dechion-) ) ! .
o o Phys..cd. facilitisx of this school limit. the' »inds of . . i e -~
. Progress provided for students. 10 10 1n 16 16 17 .3 34 36 39 40 36
’ I work with too many students each duy. h .7 7 11 12 1z 11 33 34 30 47 47 .48
Lack of freedom to teach the way I wantsto makes me ? - .7
" less effective with my students, . 2 2 4 4 3, 6 17 17 20 77 7 70
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, ” - cuucn o ud.o‘_u}\ ° Moderate - ¥ot A
- * SN . . - Prohlem Problem *“ Problem: N Problem
. : . ' . » - N b mlo-. an. Exol. m. mlo ’Mlo I’ Bxcl. Phil.
. - 7, -1 il & Phil. & Phily; ‘& mil, &
. . Total Pitt, Pitt.|. Total Pitt. Pite. | Total OfEE, Pite. | Total Pite. pitt.
. _ - ) #
. ve. " 'reachers have little control over matters such as . ‘
* textbook selection, curriculum and-instructional * \
N progrees. 4 3, 9 6 s 13 26 25 33 .54 67 45
= When new curriculum programé ‘are S.nithud, 1 am not Lt )
v . consulted or trained. . 5 4 1c 9 ¢ 8 18 /23/ 28 . 32 57 &0 R 40 .
L0 r'c My teaching is limited by the quality of, or 1lck of, . T L 1 .
T, instructional equipment and materials. .S 5 10 ‘h\ao ' y 3 3s 38 .| 48 %0 ':35.
| Having to teach special education studesrits in uqnh: ’ U N .o - »
* classes is a problem. ’ ; 8 6 17 13 13 21 31 3. 3 47 50 31
i} There is too.little teachpr input in solving ldulnhtn- : )
' tive probless. . 14 -i3 18 2 "23 22 4 45 a9 19+ 19 20
7 In-sarvice education provided by m aistrict doas not - , . .
- meet -y needs, - L 2. 17 25~ 26 19 i ) kL2 . 39_,. 19 17 34
TSTAYF (Staff Int.xpemnal muuomup-) . E ‘ . i
. The suppo:t staff ln thil school in pot coopouu.vo. 3. F 7.6 1 27 27 A2 63 65 S0 -
The teachexs, don't gseem ti> be able t0 work well together. 3 3. 5 7 7 8 . 3 357 34 55 55 . 53
These is 1ittle intexavtion mwong teschers in this - : ) . .
A | school, {,e., mm«. 4e Going m/hu o thing, - 7 7 1 17 16 20 48 49 42 28 28 26
R N nxscpma (Dhcipline onbuu) . ) . ’
H - N
- Too much time 1s spent on discipline pribless. 8 6 a gt 4 23 29 0 . 3 377 40 23
g The values held by the students are in cmmcc with ‘ . . o .
those of the school. 11- 9 23 26 26 33, 48 50, 36 14 15 8
e Too 1little support on discipuae is pmvided by . N , .
. administrators, - ,o-fbu 10 - 16 178 17 20 34" 35 34 38 38 30
L _Too little support on discipline is “given by pa:ents. 18 17 9 33 . 33 33 -39 40 k) § 9 10 7
o " pisruption of my clus(ea) by studénts is a-continuing . .
: . “frustration. 8 7 20 . 13 12 19, 39 39 37 40 42 24
’ji : , 7 *
\ ]
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- For secondary urban teachers the responses were rather negative when .
-1, compared to urban elementary teachers or tc most Pennsylvania teachers. Based on : ‘N
these data_ it would appear that teachers from Philadelphia and Pittsburgh perceive
the school conditions in more negative terms. It was noted secondary urban teachers
did for a fel itéms have more positive perceptions.-

D]
a3 * - -

Y [

Sumnary ) .

. As stated previously Philadelphia and;?ittsburgh teachers perceived the .
school problems as being more .critical than did their teacher colleagues from other 3,
Penngylvania school districts. _Some of the perceived urban school problems were: ‘ :

teacher/student/parent relationships, factors disxuptive .to classroom management =
and digcipline problems. Urban teachers noted some of the most severe-problems in toee
e relationships with parents and students but not with teacher -colleagues. In fact, .
teachers from the urban areas were rather positive’concerning teacher in-service . .
"t ©  programs and the competition for grades pressuring, s*udents. . . ‘.
AN _ y . )
\\ . RESULTS USING CONTROL VARIABLES :
~ \\ ) ~ N - -
. N\ . ) . " K
Introduction . , ) . SN .

k4 i

-

Analyais of varience was used to analyze teacher- perceptions of séﬁool 3
conditions based on selected control variables. The control variables wer¥® tie, - .
following: socio-edonomic status, student preception of parental interest, population
density, years of teaching experience, teacher education level, ¢lass size and
hiring practices. All of the analysis of vatiance calculatipns were made separately
for the three teacher, groups: elementary, intermediate and secondary. Where
significant differences were found using th% analysis of variance technique, the

e

Duncan multiple range test was utilized to determine significhnt grbup contrasts. -

Analysis for Hiring;?ractices ’ ‘ ‘™

.

\ Results of the analysis of variau e using hiring practice groups vere
placed in Table 7 for <lepentary teachers, ble 8 for interwediate teachers and .
Table 9 for secondary teachers. Hiring practice groups were indicators of the
administrative tendency to employ individuals that were from the local area or °
individuals from cutside the local area. Insiders were defined in this study as
individuais graduating from high school in or within thirty'miles of the employer
school district boundaries. Outsiders were considered to be imdividuals who
graduated from high school more than thirty miles but less than 100 mileg from the
employer school district boundarieg. Distant outsiderg were individuals graduating
from high school more than 100 miles from the ewr” “yer school distriét boundaries,

. Elementary teacher results were stati yily significant for several
school condition'areas including: teacher "satistaction with relationships with
parents,. teachurfatudent/parent relationships, factors disruptive’ to classrcom <
management, teacher influence upon instructional decisions and discipli-e problems. .
The outsider group means were the highest reflecting more positive perceptions of
school conditions. However, the difference between group means mas rather small for
./ elementary teachers, s .

g
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. © TABLE 7
. ) . ’ ”’ ’
< . MEAN SCORES AND ANALYSIS OF VARYANCE POR ELEMPNTAKY TEACKER PERCEPTIONS OF SCHOOL CONDITIONS .
’ - BY BIRING PRACTICE GROUPS LURING 1981 :
. HIRING PRACTICE GROUPS , , C
. DISTANT .
- scaoo, ™ ~ | oursiper OUTSIDER INSIDER . SIGNIFICANT
7 CONDITIONS HEAN MEAN - MEAN F-RATIO! CONTRASTS®~
Teacher satisfaction with : N ,
.- relationships with parents 2,19 223 ©2.17 5.16
N e T I . -
Activities externsl to the
classroom . ‘ 11.55 11,72 11.56 2,46
Teacher/stusent/parent : . .
relationships K . 18.70 19.03 18.25 18,28 23; 1,23
¥actors disruptive to ) . -
clacsroon management 19,82 19.92 19.65 6.88 1,2>
" Teactier influence upon ' ‘ . S
instructionsl decisions 20.22 20.46 20.03 . 5,84
Staff interpersonal . N
relationships . 71.72 . 7.80 1.72 T 1.76 ) . *
Discipline problems 10.8 - —-—Y0.80  10.21 23.50 > 135 233 1,253
P n e 2100 1780 7022 '

-

ll’-rst&oa that were greater than or equal to 4.70 were statisticslly significant at the .01l level of probability,

~

2Group contrasts identified were thise statistically significant at the ;01 level of probabilicy. ‘
‘Group one was the "distant outsiders", group two was the "outsiders" and group three was the "insiders".
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-“Contrasts between groups vere not examined, since none of the Y-ratios was statistically significant.
- ‘Croup ope was the "distant outsiders”, group two was the “outsiders” and group three vas the "insiders".
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ST T " TABLE 8- . .
T o . ~% T . .
s . 5 . . - . .
Ta e i ,quommamtsuor.vmmmmnnmmorsm”mnm ’
o SR - : : BY HIRING PRACTICE GROUPS DURTNC 1981 N :
— RS Py " <
LA - DISTANT : - ) ¢
SQI00L - i OUTSIDER *  OUISIDER INSIDER 1 . SIGN’IYICA!I’I‘Z ’
< CONDLTIONS . MRAN HEAX MEAN - P-RATIO - conTRASTS® ~
- Feacher satisfaction with . - . g
relatiousiipe with parents R ¥ 5 1.88 . 1.89 4.40
- - B -f»f’. N
Activities external to the . . - K
- classroom e 10.76 10.75 , , 10.69 0.44
B K i § . . N ,S’
Teacher/student/parent . . \
_r?httmhiy. ‘o, 14.76 15.19 - 14.85 3.22
" Pactors disruptive tu '
-classroom mansgement 18.34 18.43 18.42 < 0.44
Tescher influence upon. - ~ / ' ]
- instructionsl dectsions - ° 19.41 . . 19.48 . 19,22 2,32
Stnfi int'etpenml . »
" relsticnships 7.25 7.21 ° ~ 7.15 . "L.90
. Bisciplins’ problems : : 9.15 . 9.44 9.14 4.32 T
Y e " 1932 1630 4840 T )
,_.ll-nthﬁ that vere greater than or equal to 4,70 wers lutinticau_.y'aigaincmt‘ at the ,01 level of 'ptobabuity. ‘
- .
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S e .. . ) TABLE 9 : 3
- MEAN SCORES AND ANALYSIS OF VARYANCE FOR SECONDAXY TRACHER PERCEPTIONS OF SCHOOL CONDITIONS .-
: : : : BY RIRING PRACTICE GROUPS DURYMG 1981
- - T 1. . . HIRING PRACTICE GROUFS > 4 )
£ . . . - DISTANT - L N r . - %
.~ SCHOOL _ * " | oursiper OUTSIDER INSIDER _ SIGNIFICANT, -
CONDITIONS , . MEAN MEAN . MEAN. F-RATIOL CONTRASTS
Teacher satisfaction with .. - ‘ H
relationships with pavents” . = 1.8 ° 1.86 1.8 1.64 !
’ ..l - * 4 : Bl . - M
Actiyities external to the i . '~ : L B . . =
classroom - 7 10.75 10.66 10.66 . ° " 1.08 -
. = . . . > .
Teacher/student/parent . . . _ .-
_tehtionship:. . 16.23 14.45 * 14.08 3,58 . .
Tactors dl‘sz;t‘:ptj.ve to ) ) . . -
classroom management 17.47 17.64 . 1139 3.50
Teacher influence upon ‘ : -
.mtmctionfl decisions ..19.81 19.58 ) 19.35 7.18 - 13,
‘Rtaff interpersonal - ) . i . -
relationshipd 6,93 6 .86 . 6.88 T0.76 =
Discipline problems 9.46 & 9.3 9.1 8.40 131,23
n . 1936 1836 g S L .

. . N
1!-:;:10: that vere greater than or 'eq\ul to 4,70 were statistically significsat at the .01 level of prebability,

2Contrasts ‘betveen §TOUPS were not exud.ned, since none of the F-ratios was a;htisticatly significant,
Group one was the "@mt outeiders”, group two was the "outsiders™ and group three wgs the "insiders”. .
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None of the analyses fot igtermediate teacher- groups displayed sigunificant
diffetences‘fot the'school conditions, These data.were summarizgd in Table ?. >

. Secondary teacher results were significant for two school condition areas:
teacher influerce upon Instructional- decisions and discipline problems. For. secondary
teachers thé distant outsider teacher means were highest for the significant areas.

_Thus, distant outsiders had significantly more positive perceptions..
. o . - o ;o L]
Overall the analysis of hiring practice groups was not conclusive.
There was a slight trend for outsiders at the elementary level and distant outsfders

for some secondary teacher perceptions to be more positive. The differences between
the group means were small in every case. - N ’ - ; g :

I

¥

Analysié.of Class Size

. - Analysis of mean class size as a ¢ontrol -variable was placed in Tables
10, 11 and 12 for elementary, intermediate and secondary teachers. Class.size was
measured by an item poseéd to teachers asking. their mean class size excluding

- supervisory duties such as study.hLalls. Analysis: of variance was employed to
détefffgg_gtatistically significant differences. ) o . \

¢

) C s Results. for elemenéaty,:intetmediatg énd secondﬁry-téabhers were
significant for every scho®l condition_ area. Hencei mean class size was statistically
linked to the teacher perceptions of gchool conditions. “Group means and group

contrasts revealed much more positj%e,attitudes by teachers with smaller classes..

- = 7" The elementary teacher analysis had P~ratios which were greater than the
intermediate or secondary teacher analysis. Overall, elementary-teachers in the
"twenty-one to tweaty-five" class size group perceived school conditions in a-more

- positivé manner, for all but -two areas, than the teachers in. any 6f the-other three
class size groups including the "twenty or fewer" group.” The teachers ‘in the twenty,
or fewer group ‘had the most positive attitude Gn two areas which inciuded diseipline

-problems. . As might be exppeted the teachers in'the over thirty class size group had
the most negative perceptions, especilally in the areas of dihciplinb_problems.

: ¢
Intermediate teachers were most , s3itive in “the twenty or fewer and
twenty-one to twenty-five class size groups. The twenty or fewer class size group

-had the highest mean score only an perceptions of teacher influence upon instructional
decisions. The intermediate.teachers in the twenty~one to twenty-five class size
group had’ the mdst positive mean scores on all other school conditions.

s Secondary tedcher means foér thé-twentytor fewer group were the most

positive for seversl geneyal aress including: teacher satisfaction with relationships’
with parents, teacher/student/parent relationships, factors disruptive to classroom
management, teacher influence upon instructional decisions and discipline problems,
Thus, -for the secondary teachers the twenty or fewer class size group reflected more
positive perceptions. Differences betwegn group meins were not as large as those
found for the elementary teachers. ’

In total, it was evident that mean class size had a significant relationship
with teacher perceptions of school conditions. Those teachers with small classes

o7
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. TABLE 10

soom AND Am.u.‘xs or vnulc: OR ELEMOITARY numn Ancnrnoas OF SCHOOL cmmnxous
2 4 cuss SIZ® GROUPS DURING 1981 -

¥

I S CLASS SIZE GROUPS . : ] - - ~ ;
- S : 20 ! - 2 - L
sqooL - - ! oor” - T - I OVER. , SIGNIFI
ooumnons FEWER . 25 ’ 30 N 30 r-raTIOL CONTRASTS
Teacher uthtaction with _ o . )
relaticnahips with parents 2,20 2.28 2.17 .- 1.89 87.74 - 12; 1>4; 253;. 2243 3045 1,2,3%4; 1,2°3,4
Actfvities external to the e L g Lo . ‘ , S
classroon x, ' 13,66 . . - 11,9, v 11,60 10.18 * 128.66 1<2; 1>4; 2>3; 2245 3543 1,2,3>4{ 1,2>3.4
Teacher / student / parent ‘ . o . L ® .
telltionship s 18,78 12.39 18,27 15:53 175.88 1<2; 1>4; 2>3; 2>4; 3>43 1,2,3>4; 1,2>3,4
!-‘actors dismptiu te - v . . . ' N
Cclassroon | mugmt . 20,09 _ 20.15 19.55 18,28 147.86 1»3; 1>4; 2>3; 2243 3>43571,2,3>4; 1,2>3,4
Teachet JAnfluence upon i ' . ! . o
Jostructional decisions 21,29 20,76 19.55 17,45 219,84 1>2; 1>3; 145 2>3; 2>4; 4; 1,2,34;
. - . . -~ : 1,2>3,4
Staff interpersonal Y ' . e " N .
relationships 7.82. T1.92 7.75 6.95 112,84 1>43 2>3; 2>4; 3>4; 1,2,3>4; 1,23,4
Distipline problenms | 11,02 10.91 10.09 8.18 "218.90 1>3; 1>4; 23; 24; 34; 1,2,3%%4; 1,223,4
- . . R , - A ' v e
o, . : ) 2220 4052 - 33110 1192 B : ‘

-

—

lF—tatiol that were 3:«:&: than or equal to 3, 90 vere -u:uuuuy aiguiﬂcant at the ,

2Gzoup contrastl 1dentif1ed vere. those statistically significant at the ,01 Icvcl of probability.
Gtoup onu was "20 or fewer", group’ two wvas 21 to 25", ggoup three was "25 to 30" and group four was "over J30". -

. - *n . ~

level of- prob 11l4ity.

-




Co L ‘ LT TABEIL ¢ e : \
. L G e o T S ’ v
v« !EM SCORES AID IIALYSIS 0? VARTARCE IOR nmmnrz mam mcmxms 0!' SCHOOL, CONDITIONS !
”« - B 5 BY. CLASS SIZE- ‘GROUFS DURING 1981 = . < . .
S o o caass stzE crowes' o . .
N R NI B N 6, . . ' R
o SCH0OL, L L~ . ‘oY | to ..to . OVER " b . SIGNIFICAN
ACONDITIONS -, o - - " | FEWER .25 20 30 F-RaTT0} —CONTFASTS
" Teacher satipfaction wfth = - s, o < . L
N tehtimbipl vith parents 1.88 . 51.93 1,90 > 1.72 ¢ © 18,86, . 1>4; 2>4;‘.'§‘>‘; 1,2,3>4; 1,2>3,4
Activitses uteml to the - i I . - - ) ) o : S
claseroom . . 10,68  21.05——-"10.85 . 9.78 T 52,08 1<2; 1>4; 2>4; 43 1,2,345 1,253,4
. N — . . R . . . L, .. = \ .
'reacherl student/ parent - : ‘N\ . . -~ .
‘reht!.mhip .- ., 15.01 . 15.30 15.04 13,54 -29.60 1>%; 2545 3>4;3 1,2,3%45 1,2>3,4
Yactori distuptive to C - o . .. . ) :
‘chutoo- mauent . 1856 18.61 18.43 17..57 26.96 1>4; 2243 343 1,2,3>4; 1,2>3,4
. s ! . 5 i 4 . . .
V‘l'udxer mflueuce upon N .. - ] . A : N . . . i
fageruceionsl dectstons® |\ .| 2027 . 19:88 19,01 | AT.02 131,84 1>3; 1>4; 253; 24; B 1,2,34;
o Stnff lntcrpex;soul T L ! ; e ) - v
. 'u?,stion'chips s , 7.18. - . 1.32: 7.25 74 -, + 26,50 14y 2243 345 1,2,354; 1,2>3,4
Discipline problems - 948 R % S 9.20 - £ B.06 "  47.86 ~ oh; 2543 3vhs é1.2,3>4; 1,23,4
, T Lt , : . -3 ,
v 2110 2276 - 2632 - om2 . .
) .- . 3 I N n >
L R
l’"‘i..i that vere grutet than or: equal to 3,90 vere antictlchlly significant atithe .01 lavel of p'{babﬂity. {
x ™
26!‘001! contrasts 1dent1£1ed weu those statistically significant /nc'the +01 level of bropability, . 4
* Group one-was "20 or. fewer", group two vas "21 to 25", group three vas "25 to” 30" oup fuur wa, "over 307, ’
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” ‘ mx SCORES AND. ANALYSIS OF me FOR SECONDARY . TEACHER MC!PTIONS OF SCHOOL CONDITIONS ] ,
- BY CLASS SIZE GROUPS DURING 1981 )
CLASS SIZE ,GﬂODPS coe -
;o 20 3 SR 2 . ' N .
5@01’. N or * to ’ to OVER . SIGNIFICANT
oonmmoxs FEWER | 25, 30 30" P-raTTO! CONTRASTS? ¢
. ‘rur.lm: u"tuhctm wvith - G o T “ : . ' -
telationships uith parents 1.87 1.87. 1.79 1,73 10.72 1>4; 2>4;2,2, 3>4; 1,2>3,4 .
: v ‘ ) " ‘ . ) .
Activities extcml to the ﬁ . : ST - '
classroon A " 10,69 10.79 10,70 10.19, 11.36 i1>4; 2>4; 3>4; 1,2,3>4; 1,2>3,4
£ ' ot * N ’ »
sl .
‘rclchefrl student / parent . . L«
relationship ' _14.48 ~ 14,44 13.94 13.19 18.36 1>3; 1>4; 2243 3>4; 1,2,3>4; 1,203,4
Factors disruptive to . .
classroom hanagement - 17.82 17.59 17.22 16.65 30.96 . 1>3; 1>4; 235 2>4; 3245 1,2,3%4; 1,2>3,4
Teacher nfluence upon . ' - » . ST w ' -
instruttional decisions _ ~ 20,60 19.88 18.66 17.64. S~ 136,20 1>2; 1>3; 1343 2>3; 2>4; 3245 1,2,3,54;
¢ - T - ! 1,2>3,4 . .
’ , \:, ’ % ) . ° ) * ’ . *
Staff interpersonal : 3 ’ .
Telationships , 6.96. 6.98 6.86 6.49 18.06 - / 2>4; 343 1,2,3>4; 1,2>3,4
. - . Y * LA w . 'S »
Discipline probless 9.46 - 9.44 < 8.97 8.62 22,40 // 1>3; 1>4; 2>3; 2545 1,2,3%4; 1,2°3,4
P e 2466 2948 - 2546 938 e )
B I ; I —— *
. 1E-ratibs.that-were-greater "than or equal to 3.90 were atntnttcnlly umiﬁmc at the .01 lcvel of probabi 1ty. .
~, r
2Gtoup contrasts identified were: thoso ntatfstically significant at the .01 Tevel of probability. / A .
‘Group one f "20 or feuer ’ group fwo was "21 to 25", group three was “25 to 30", -and- group £out was "ove;' 30."
X . 7 N .
) ' ! . / ,/ S
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- ) . '
_were nore poeitive in their pefcep fons of school conditions. The greatest b .
.. differences were found between el tary teachers on the class size groups. The .
findings in the present study were|congruent with-the results of Smith and Glass
(1979) . revealing small class size was associated with greater teacher satisfaction.
Other studies reported similar findings including McCaskill's (1979) work indicating
a8 class size and total student lo d increased teacher work satisfaction decreased.
These studies along with others (Holdaway 1978) support the negative statistical
relationship between higher class ize and teacher perceptions. s

v

| Analysis of Teacher Education Level -

teacher education level groups we placed in Tables 13, 14 and 15. Three t )
groups\were formed: those with a Bachelor's or less were one group, yith a Mz 5.
or Msster s~equivalency were a se.ond group and with & Master's plus .one year or

" more of graduate\york were the thi jrd group. The faformation on teacher education
1evel vas gathered frog\teac:ers s a part of the EQA teacher questionnaire.

Anslysis of variance r é‘ ts for elementary, intermediateand secondary{
e

‘F-ratios were statistic 1 significant for elementary teacher groups on
all of the school condition areas ‘but most of the F~ratios were rather low. The
teachersvin the Bachelor's or les group“were the most positive on six of the seven
‘areas. - Although the group means, each of th °school condition areas’varied only

. ‘slightly. T~ .
~ Most of the results were not statistically significant\for intermediate and

secondary teachers. Thoge results that were significant indicated teachers with the
lowest education level wexe the st positive.

. i1t appeared the teach education level did not make much of a difference
in the teacher perceptions of school conditions.. For the significant areas lower
education level teachers had slightly. more positive perceptions. . . -

h -

Analysis of Teacher Egperience

N

R Teachers reported qaf the EQA survey the number of years they had worked
-as a teacher. Using the teach.. years of -experience data, groups were formed of
two or less, three to eight, #ine to fifteen and sixteen or morg years of teacher
experience. i .

e i -

T . The analysis of va &ance results for eleméntary teachers, found in

.- Table 16, were significint f;r all school donditicn areas. The least experienced

” and most experienced teacher had the most positive perceptions. FP-ratios were
high for several areas, and’ /the difference Jbetween group means was considerable .
on thos¢ areas. It appeared the positive attitude of youth was evident in the B
results. Also, one could hypothesize that'those teachers remaining in the education
profession were the ones with more positive perceptions, or ’that teachers became
positive in their perceptions with more’ years of experience. Thus, the teachers
with more years of experi ce percetved the school conditions in posit//g terms.

Intermediate t acher results, found in Table, 17, were not as drsmaoic as
those of the elementary teachers. The F-ratios were lower for intermediate than .
those of the elementary/teachers. Where significant differences were found the less

’/.,""m S




- T TARLE 13 . , S e
o . . ) i ; /
L. - . . A T - ’ . /
T c o + * MEAM-SC0-78 AND AMALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR ELDMENTARY TEACHER PERCEPTIONS OF SCHOOL oobrrions .
S ' o - 3Y TRACHFR EDUCATION LEVEL GROUPS DURING 1981 ™ -
» R N .+ TEACHER EDUCATTON LEVEL - L. 0
$CHOOL, "« BACHELOR'S MASTER'S OR MASTER'S PLUS - i - ;S,IG!TIHCA!? 5 -
-~ . COMDITIONS - OR LRSS ° EQUIVALENCY - 1 YRAR OR GREATER F-RATIO ~__CONTRASTS
. Lo £ . - - - " ’ v 1D
", “feachsr satisfaction with o - " L i
. relatfonships with parents. ° 2,20 - 2,158~ .2, 7.2
hAc-ti;niu ‘extsrnal to the . %6 L ’ '
classroom . o 11, ¥ 11,54 ‘ 11.42 5.44
N . B . , M . N R
+ _ Teacher/ student/ paremt. . # ) ) . o
* {urelationship vy . 18,65 v 182 To18.41 6.56 .
R > . »
; ? Factors disruptive to , . R ‘ : X .
4 ‘classroom sansgesent 19.93 19.56 19.54 - " 20.86 - 1>2; 1>3; 2,3 .
. e ) . . ‘0 N {' ‘ ! ) . e~ et .
" ““Teacher inflyeacs upon . - ¢ . - K ‘
" instructionsl decisfons 20,42 ~ 0 19.87 19.90 ‘16 .86 1>2; 1>3; 1>2,3 B
Staff interpersonal ' : : . T T~
.. zelationstips . 7.84 o 7.66 - 7.58 d .21.84 1>2; 1>3; 1>2,3; 1,23
& .. . . " s— -
‘. Discipline problems 10,52 10.25 - ,10.22 8.32 2,3 . '
L soss 3992 1752 o “ ‘ A \
) 8 : . - = . ; = ?
p-vatice that vere greater than or equal to 4.70 vere statistically significant st the ,01 level of probuhilit\y, .
- . » L ' ° o IS B K * - .
2ctoup‘ contrasts identified wers those statistically significant at the 0% level of probability, ) 1 .
Group one was ‘”Bach‘elot'l or less", group two wes “Master's or.equivalency”, group three was "Makter's plus qfie year or grester". . 0
: . o o ’ Y S '
:\) e ‘ - °
: ' ! . 66 ’
¢ - &- ) - ’ M }‘
. ’ é ot
3 ’ B b e - »° ‘ B P
. . LI XA - = N -, .
o ) Cta *, o -7 N P ;
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] A MEAK SCORES AND ARALTSIS OF VARIANCE FOR INTERMEDIAYE TEACHXR PEECEPTIONS OF SCHOOL * CONDITIONS

e o A N _5Y TRACTER KDUCATION LRVEL GROUPS DURING 1981

C . . TRACRER ZDUCATION LRVEL - . ‘ N -,
- scEooL EACHELOR'S .. , MASTER'S on MASTEX'S ¥LUS srcmnc.nq'
ooudbITIONS L R OR IESS EQUIVALENCY 1 YEAR CR GRRATER r-patIO! * CONTRASTSS <
e ; ot v . - ",
‘huh\er sitisfaction with . . ’
relationships with parents , 1.87 1.88 . 1.0 - 0.62

. é -
Metiviries externsl to the -, .
cluggﬁf, . 20.72 ,"10.80 * - 10.61 2.38
Teacher/ aénd-atfpur‘cnt ’ i ‘ ot . -
‘ relattonship 14.90 . © 1491 14.89 0.00 ) J
Tactors disruptive to ’ . .
elassroon management 18.45 18.45 18.23 2.98 ¢ e A
Teacher influence upon * C )
-instructional decisions ° 19,45 19.35 ’18.98 © . 5.88 *
St;!f lnterpnuoul . e *7 .
Telet{onships’ 7.2% 7.24 N 6.97 . 14.60 1>3; 2>3; 1,2>3
. } . n #

Discipline probleu' . 9.20 9.28 ) 9.10 1.42 .

PO L. 358 . 2808 1770 '
’rmuo. that vers greater than or equal to 4.70 vere -uu;ucany significant at the .01 level of probabildty, '
26roup contrns't'q identified vere those statistically significant at the .01 level of probability, = - ' 4

Group ane was "Bachelor's or less", group tvo was "Master's or equivalency",. group three was 'Master's plus one year or greater", s
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HRAX SCOXES ARD ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR szconm TEACHER PERCEPTIONS OF SCEOOL CONDITIONS
BY TEACHER EDUCATION LEVEL GROUPS DURING ‘1981

TEACHER EDUCATION LEVEL

<t

~

SCHOOL, BACHEIOR'S MASTER'S OR MASTER'S PLUS . SIGNIFICANT
CONDITIONS OR LESS EQUIVALEXCY 1 YEAR OR GREATER F-RaATIO! CONTRASTS2
Teacher satisfaction with -
relationships with parents s 1.84 1.82 1.84 0.54

> [

Activities external to the
* classroom 10.75 . 10.59 10.66 2.98

Teacher/ student/ parent

relationship 14.32 13.99 14,26 -- 3.52

Factors disruptive to

classroomsmanagesent 17.77 17.40 17.06 29.56 1>2; 1>3; 1>2,3; 1,2>3
Téacher influence upon ¢

instructional decivious 19.72 19,38 19.35 6.04

. ~ "

Staff interpersonal g <

relationships 7.05 6.75 ¥ 6,77 21.38 1>2; 1>3; 1>2,3
Discipline problems 9,17 9.30 9.26 1.20

n 3544 3048 2336

‘!’-ration that wen greater than or equel. to- -4,70 nrc statistically significant at the .01 level of probabilicy,

thoup contrasts identified wvere those statistically eignificant at the .01 leval of probabilicy,
Group one was "Bachelor's or less”, group two was ™Master's or equivalency”, group three vas "Master's plus one year or greater”,

.
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v

experienced (two years or less) Qnd the most experienced ‘teachers were the most
positive. : :

€ : - .
Analysis of variance results for secondary teachers were statistically |

significant -for all school condition areas. An examination of the results revealed

- the least experienced and most experienced teachers as having the most positive

perceptions. The secondary teacher results were placed in Table 18.
For all teachers (elementary, secondary and 1néermediate) it was egvident.
that the least experienced and most experienced teachers had the most positive
pgxcgptions. Differences between group means were most dramatic'fgr clementary
teachers and on the teacher satisfaction with relationships with parents area.

Research wab reviewed that dealt with the issue of teacher years of
experience and tecacher perceptions. A study by Newman (1979) indicated:teachers,
as they natured, achieved a more positive rapport with students, and that teachers
became more flexible in dealing with students.. Newman -gathered data by interviewing
teachers with twenty to thirty years of experience. A study by Crisp (1968) revealed
English teachers with more years of teaching experience perceived they had a better
knowledge of their subject ares. It was evident that a considerable amount of
research on teacher experience nas been conducted, but not as much information was
found or? the relationship with perceptions of school conditiénms.

i)

-
- . . g -

Analysis of Population Density ’ . L

Population density data were gathered for the schooléfparticipating in
the state assessment. program. ' These data were used to form rural, suburban and
urban teacher groups. The analysis of varlance results on population density groups
were placed in Table 19 for elementary teachers, Table 20 for intermediate teachers
and Table 21 for secondary teachess. )

The results were consistent for all three teacher groups (elementary, - . -
intermediate and secondary). -Suburban teachers were significantly more positive
for all elementary and intermediate teachers perceptions, and in iive of the seven
school condition areas for secondary teachers. Secondary rural teachers were most
positive only on factors disruptive to classroom managgment and staff interpersonal
relationships. It was noted urban elementary, intermfdiate and secondary teachers
had the lowest mean scores for every school conditiod area. Many of the group
contrasts. were found to be statistically significant supporting the previous -
atatement on which teacher groups were most positive

- In total, the suburban teachers had the mos positive perceptions of school
conditions. Urban teachers had -negative perceptions pf school conditions. The
analysis of variance results were highly significant fwith eleméntary teachers having
scme of the greatest differences between means.

A study of rural te@chers in California (Muse, 1979) found they perceived
the school as offering more individual attention, better discipline and closer
tedcher-student relationships. The same group of teachers felt some of the problems
were lack of parental_ support, educational goals, motivation and in-service programs,

- ¢
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- 4 . . ] " . TABIR 16 -
SRR . ' MEAN SCORES AND ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE POR ELEMENTARY TEACHER PERCEPTIONS OF SCROOL COMDITIONS . . - -
" ) : BY TEACHEZ YEARS OF RXPFRYENCE GROUPS DURING 1981 '~
- YEARS OF EXPYRIENCE . ) ' T : -
2 3 9 16 ' N ’
ScrooL . or o to or SICNIFICART
. ZONDITIONS LESS 8 15 MORE ° F-raTIO! CONTRASTS2
Teacher satisfectfon with ' ‘
_relationships with parents 2.18 2.09 2.13 2.38 91.48 1<45 2<h3 3<4; 2,3<h; 1,452,3
L4
Activitles- external to the ~ .
classroon y 11.62 11.43 11.55 11.78 8.44 2<¢4; 2,3¢<4
Teacher/ studfnt/ pareat ’ .
relationship 29,28 17,81 18.12 19.59 70.72 1>2; 1>3; 2<4; 3<4; 1>2,3; 2,3<%;
t 1,4>2,3
b -
¥ reptive to .
management 20.33 9.47 19.60 20.13 33.48 1>2; 1>3; 2<4; 3<k; 1>2,3;°2,3<4;
1,4>2,3 .
cher influence upon
ructionsl decisions 21.26 19.72 19.72 21.06 65.10 1>2; 1>3; 2<4; 3<4; 1>2;3; 2,3<4;
1,4>2,3
Staff interpersonal . -
relationshipa 7.90 ] 7.63 7.65 7.9 24,76 2<4; 3<4; 2,3<4; 1,4>2,3
. Discipline problems 10.84 -~ 10.02 10.17 11.01 47.46 1>2; 1>3; 2<h; 3<4; 1>2,3; 2,3<4;
) 1,4>2,3
a 486 3274 4244 2860 . :

g

lr’-mtios thit ware greater than or equal to 3.90 \;’ere Beatistically significant .t"iba .01 level of probabilit\y.

. 2croup contragts identified were those statistically significant at the .01 level of probability. i

Group one was "2 or less”, group two was "3 to 8", group three vas "9 to 15" and group four vas "16 or wore".
-}
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: ' !!Al scons AND MYSIS 9! VA‘IAIG m mxmmx tumn ,AC!PIIOHS OF SCHOOL CONDITIONS .
BY TEACHER YEARS 0!‘ mw 1981
B} "YEARS OF mnmcx
) . s ) 2 ? N 9 . - 16
: ScHoOL, . N : or to to or . SIGNIFI .
- counmons : LESS 8 15 MORE : l’-—l!AIIOl CONTRASTS:
' Yeacher satisfaction with \ .

reluiouhipi vith m‘nu - 1.90 1.79 1.84 - ~2.00 29.78 2<4;3<4; 2,3<4; 1,4>2,3

Activluu external to the

classroom - - 10,94 10.73 10.70 10.68 1.08
; Teacher /student /parent .
: relatfonships . 15.60 14.44 14.70 15.43 17.54 2; 2<4; 3<4; 1>2,3; 2,3¢<4; 1,4>2,3
! Pactors disruptive to . .

classxoom management 18.82 18.32 18.40

Teacher influence up;/m .

1nstructionsl decisions 20.02 18,97 18.97 1>2; 1>3; 2<4; 3<4; 1>2,3; 2,3<4;

o 1,4>2,3 ’
Staff ..ntc:pertoul ~ . ] co )
relationships 7.50 7.04 7.15 1>2; 1>3; 2<4; 152,3; 2,3¢; 1,4>2,3
_ Discipline probleme . 8.97 8.78 9.26 2¢3; 2<4; 2,3¢<4 ’
» 454 2234 2956 i

- .- . ‘ \
lr-tctioc that were greater than or equal to 3.90 were statistizally significant st the .01 level of probabilicy,

2Gtoup contrasts identified were those at
Groyp-one was "2 or less", group two was

"3 to 8", group three was

atiatically eignificant at the .01 level of orobability, ’
"9 to 15" and group four was "15 or mo:e"

’q




TABLE 18

i : " -
MEAN SCORES AND ANALYSIS OX VARYANCY YOR SECONDARY TEACHER PERCEFTIONS OF SCHOOL CONDITIONS
: ‘ B, ER YZARS OF EXPERIENCE GROUPS DURING 1981 :
YRAZS OF PXPERIENCE
] . -
e ’ L 3 9 16
SCE0oL, . to to or SYGNIFICANT
CONDITIONS 3 8 15 MORE CONTRASTSZ

<
Teacher ‘satisfaction with. .
relstionships with parents . 1.71 ) 1,98 1<h; 2<4; 3<hs 2,3<4; 1,4>2,3

-~

Activitizs external to the . . .
«lagsroom 10.68 10.66 10.60 . 1>2; 1>3; 1>4; 1>2,3

Teacher / student / parent - "
;" relstionshing 13.78 13.73 ‘110.75 1>2; 1>3; 2<4; 3<4; 1,4>2,3;
. ; ‘ ,

» 1>2,3; 2,3<%

Factors disrhptive to p . ‘
classzoor managemeat 18.02 17.52 17.31 17.48 ° 5.36 1>3

.« Teacher influence upon’ v
*  instructional decisions 19,91 19.47 18.97 19.91 23.58 1>3; 2>3; 3<4; 2,3<4; 1,4>2,3

Staff ﬁtet}:etsonal . ' ! .
rélationships . - 7.38 6.88 - 6.79 6.92 12.04 1>2; 1>3; 1»4; 1>2,3; 1,4>2,3

Diseipiine problems 8.90 8.99 9.06 9,56 17.50 2<4; 3<h; 2,3<4
n ’ 386 . 1962 3180 3400

lp-ratios that were greater than or equal to 3.90 were-statistically significant at the .01 level of probability,

2Gx:oup contrasts identified weke thoee statistically significant at the .01 level of probability,
CGroup one was “2 or less”, group two was™"3 to 8", group three w 9 to 15" and group four was "16 or more'.
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MEAS SCORES AND ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE YOR

TABLE 19 .

o

ELEMENTANY TRACHER PERCEPTIONS OF SCHOOL CONDITIONS

L

H

< '~ BY POPULATION DENSITY CATEGORIES IN 1981

robuLATION 'DENSITY

.‘) - . 3 N
% ScobL _ _ , SIGNIFICARp ~!
CONDITIONS RURAL SUBURBAR URBAN™ 7-RATIO CONTRASTS

:"riachex satisfaction with o

“‘relationships with parents 2.22 2.35 1.87 X 311.69 1<2; 2>3; 13 -

_ Activities external to - o : ¢

- the clan;oo. 11.68 12.28 10.51 . 290.93 1e2; 2>3; 1>3 .
“Tescher/ student/ parent. - - . -
tc'llt!.onsbj.pt ‘ 18.65 e 20.66 15.25% . 811,68 1<2; 2>3; 1>3

- Pactors Wisruptive to - ) . . ’

- classrock management - 19.95 20.44 18.43 334.63 1<2; 2>3; 1>3

" Teacher infitence upon h : ' - .

‘ astrictional decisions 20,27 21.19 18.58 211.36 1<2; 2>3;- 1>3
_Staff interpersonal - .

-rélationships - N 7.81 8.01 7.15 203.63 1<2; 2>3; 1>3
Discipline problems 20.78 11.31 8.19 653.27 1<2;°2>3; 1>3

PRl a ‘- 5563 2913 .. 2463 '

‘

* \)4

ly-ratios that were gteater then or equal to 4.70 were statistically significant at the .01 level of probability,

% xzcroup contrasts identified wera those statistically significant at the .01 level of probability,
; 'Group one was "rural", group two was "suburban" and group three. was "urban".

o




. ', SCROOL ' : SIGNIFICANT

- CONDITIONS RURAL SUBURBAN URBAN - P-RATYO! CONTRASTSZ

" Teacher satisfaction with
relationships with parents 1.91 2.04 °7 1.61 3 148.05 le2; 2>3; 1>3
Activities, externsl to , . .
the classroom 10.63 11.37 9.92 127.12 1<2; 2>3; 1>3
Teacher/ stndent/ parent
relationships 14.70 16.41 12,95 - 215.24 1<2; 2>3; 1>3
Factors disruptive to . L

clulroon Mansgeaent 18.56 18.88 17.45 90.63 1<2; 2»3; 153
* Teacher influence upon . ) o
- “instructional decisions 19,29 20,14 18.90 87.03 11425 2>3; 1>3°
Staff interpersonal . ) ('
relationships 7.20 7.43 6.71 70.77 le2; 2>3; 1»3.
Discipline problems 9.42 T 9.79 ' 7.56° 209.17 1¢2; 23; 153

n © 4210 2498 1515 -

RAN SCORES AND ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR INTERMEDIATE TEA
BY POPULATION DENSITY CATEGO!

.?\.

TARLE 20

CHER ?BRC!?TIONS 0}? SCHOOL &NDITIONS
RIES IN 1981 .

POPULATION DINSITY

-—

AR

l!—:ationa tha: Wers grester than or equal to 4.70 were statistically significant at the

zcroup contrasts 1dent1£1ed were
Group one was “rursl”

Q
ERIC
- .

those atltistically significant at the .01 lev
s group two vas "suburban” and group three was "urban".
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+01 level of piobability.
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. . . ,ITABLI 21 -
* YEAN SCORES AND YSIS 0? VAIIMC! FOR SECONDAXY ma!n WIONS OF SCROOL commons
’:r - y » PO!U!ATIOII DENSTITY CATEGORIES IN -
L POPULATION DEXSTTY R :
- SCHooL, . Y SIGNIFT
MI‘HOB RURAL SVBURBAN URBAN F-rATiO! CONTRASTS
tudur satisfaction with .
nlationuhipl wvith p.runu 1,97 1.94 1.52 143.97 1<2; 2>3; 1>3
t - . x -
Activities external to ¢ . T
- the clasaroos 10.58 11,10 ° 10,21 61.11 1<2; 2>3; 1>3
er lltudcntl pareat .
\‘rqhtion‘hipl “16,12 - 15.26 - 12.14 186.21 1<2; 2>3; 1>3
Yactors disrurtive to . . -
cluoroo- management 17.74 ‘17.62 15.90 163.22 2>3; 123
" Teachar ‘influence upon . . ' .
llutructioul d-cilioul 19.44 20.01 18.48 54.59 1<2; 2>3; 1>3 _
Sut! hurpcnoml . . ‘ ’ U
nhtimhipl 7.02 6.87 - 6.63 24,55 Is2; 2>3; 1>3
‘Discipline problems 9,44 9,60 7.80 159,77 1<2; 2>3; 1>3
" n 4314 323 1443

v

‘l—utlu that were greater than or equal to 4.70 wers lt.tiltﬂ.uny significant at the .01 level of probability,

26toup contuhtl identified were those statistically lignifiunt at the
. Croup ons was ":utal" group two was "

#

1

+01 level of probabilicy.
suburban” and. group three was "urban".




Analysis of Parental Interest in School ' ' .

» A series of three items were included on the student portion of the EQA ]
survey to determine student pergeptions of parental interest in school. This ’
information was used to categorize 8chools into thrce groups. Th- groups were
formed for schools where students perceived their parents as having "high interest,

"some interest' or "little interest." Results were placed in Tables 22, 23 and 24.
All of the analysis of variance results were statistically significant
for elementary, intermediate and secondary teachers. In every case the teachers were
most positive in schools where the students perceived their parents as highly
interested in school. Teachers were the most-n&gative in.schools where the students -
perceived their parents as only-having little interest in school. 'Most of the
differences between group means were large and significant group contrasts were
found. .

It appeared students with the perception that their parents were interested
in school were located in schools where teachers were more positive in their
perceptions of school conditions. It could be suggested that having high parental
interest if ‘schopl could provide more positive school conditions for teachers.

Analysis of TeacHer Expectations

. , Students responded to an item on their perception of the teacher
expectations. The responses presented to students were: one of the best students
"in the class, above average in the ¢lass, at least an average student, or a below
average student. The most positive response was assigned the highest score of
"three." The responses were assigned lower scores as response options became .
negative. Data were collected from students at grades eight and eleven only. ' Thus,
the results were available for intermediats and secondary teachers only. Teacher
groups were formed for those schools with "high expectations”, "average erpectations”
and "low expectations“ as perceilved by students.

All of the secondary teacher analysis of variance results “ere statisticalty
significant, and six of the seven F-ratios were significant for intermediate teachers.
It was observed that gseveral of the P-ratios were rather low and that ‘he differences
between group means were small. A review of Tables 25 and 26 found the teacher )

"average expectations' group was most often’positive.

Possibly those teachers with very high or low expectations were in *
conflict with the school and s:udents. This may have decreased slightly the positive
teacher perceptions of the school conditions. In any event the group means were
» significantly different but in most instances the differences between means were not
large.

-

Analysis of Socio-Economic Status

Socio-economic indicators were incorporated into the state assessment
program by having students report their parental education and occupation 1evels;
The socio-economic results were utilized to produce high, middle and low socio-economic
groups. Analysis of variance results for elementary, intermediate and secondary
xteachers were placed in Tables 27, 28 and 29.

-4~ 80
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MEAN.SCORES AND AYALYSIS OF VARIANCE POR ELEMENTAXY TPACHER PERCEPTIONS ‘OF SCHOOL CONDITIONS °
- -, *_BY -PARFNTAL INTEREST IN SCWOOL CROUPS IN 1981 ) s
Y Py N
o ., PARENTAL INTERMSY IN SCROOL_ - ‘ .
somoor - . HIGH e so . rme SIGNIFICANT
, CONDITIONS . INTERRST” INTEREST N INTRREST . F-RaTIO! " _'CONTRASTS?
Tedcher satisfaction with . - ; .
xelat! ships with parents 2,22 1.90 1.86 124.83 1>3; 1>3
Activities external to the . ’ .
classrouy 1.7 10.55, 10.12 . 138.45 , % 23 13
. . » ! 4
- Teacher/ student/ pawent ) . .
relationships * 18.90 ’ 15.55 . 16{39 309.76 AN 22; 253; 12
s 1 : coe ‘
Factors disruptiw; to . . N : .
classcoon managemert J 19.91 - 18,92 | 18.23 117.26 1>2; 23; 1>3°
Teacher {nfluence upon ’ .’
fzstructional decisions 20.41 18.61 17.28 129.12 . 123 35 153
1
Staff interpersonal * ' A - y
relationships . + 7.81 ©'7.13 i 6.95 120.12 . 1>3; 1>3
’ ‘ Y : . . } <
Dlwc.‘gpli;u probloms 19,68 8.48 7.26 314.15, 1>2; 2>3; 1>3
EEE S T 1168 288 , :
;!l‘vratiﬂ that ware greater than or equal to 4.70 w¢ - seatistically significant at the .01 level of yvobabl:li_ty.
- . ‘“ ‘:
2roup contrasts 1dentified vere thost statistically significant at the .01 level of probability. .
.. Group cne was "Bigh Interest", gr:gp two was "Come Interest” and 8rqup three was "Little Interest". oo
‘ ! “ . .
J .
- ' 8 1 &
. - ’ N T '
” ¢ . '
) ’ A K T ‘e ’ ’ ’
o T . , .
’ . . ‘
]
Q . ) ) 0 - . -
, ° - ) e o } -
L e e —




" TABLE 23 .
y

MEAN SCORES AND MLYSiS OF VARIANCE FOR INTERMEDIATE TEACHER PEXCYPTIONS OF SCHOOL CONDITIONS.

BY. PARERTAL INTEREST IN SCHOOL GROUPS IN 1981

. ~

' PARENTAL INTEREST IN SCHOOL "’
SCROCL - . ‘. HICE ’ soME ‘. Lime’ SIGNIFICANT
CONDITLONS INTEBRIST INTEREST INTEREST y-paTIOl CONTRASTSZ
H - «
Teacher attisfaction with o . fe
re_I'al:ionchn with parents 2.10 ° 1,89 1.71 157.57 1>2; 2>3; 1>3
Activities external to the ' - .
clu'ctoom 11,55 10.71 9.96 201,75 1>2;5 253;-1>3
_> Zeacher/ student /parent f Ty
Telationships 17.29 | 14,63 12.89 . 518,46 1>2; 2>3; 1>3
Factors disruptive to ’ . .
¢lassroon managenent 19.39 18.38 o 17.67 172.99 v 1>2; 223; 1>3
. ;./7 k4 . - " _\‘
,Teachier inlluence upon
instructional decisions 20.72 19.18 18,22 182.43 1>2; 2>3; 1»3
Staff interpersopai 7 -0 * 3
relationships . 7.56 7.23 6.77 116.85 1>2; 253; 1>2,
Discipline problens 10.64 9.03 8.02 “ 376.02 132; 2>3; 153
I 2443 3148 2632

|

.

ERIC 5 .

RO A .1 7o provided by exic [

-

2Cmup.conttaata identified were those statisticslly significant at the .01 level of probability,
Croup one was “"High Interest", group two was “Some Interest', ard

group thres was "Little Interest", "

.

"!—ucioc that were greater thau or equal ;o 4,70 vere ataf\iuically significant at the .01 level of pyobability.




TABLE 24

o

MEAN SCORES AND ANALYSIS OP VARIANCE FOR SECOMDAKY mumn PERCEPTIONS OF SCHOOL counzuous w

- _BY PARENT)L INTEREST IN SCHOOL OROUPS IN 1981
9 ,. PARENTAL INTEREST IN SCHOOL // 4
SenocL BIGH Adome LITTLE SIGNIFI .
CUWITIUNS . - INTEREST INTRPEST INTEREST F-pATIOL CONTRASTS
H R - * . N N e
: Teacher satisfsction with
relacionships vith parents 2.09 1.90 1.69 161.48 1>2; 2>3; 1>3
. Activities external to the . ' ’ : - T 2|
.glnlmou ; «1.68 10.88 . 10.18 185.33 25 2>3; 1>3
A\Tu.chetl student. /parent
relationships 17.20 14.74 12.60 518.49 1>23 2>3; 1»3
Yactors disxuptive to K '
clustm unagnant ° 18.22 17.59 16.92 87.16 1>2; 2>3; 1>3
Teacher {nfluence upon’ ]
inatruccional decisions 20.98 19.84 18.61 168.79 1>2; 23; 13
"Staff interpersonal . -
zelationshipa 7.29 7.06 6.61 . 97.28 1>2; 2>3; 1>3
Dlacipline problens ., 10.65 9.59 8.38 301.6? 1>2; 2>3% 1>3 7
.8 . 1580 3388 4020 :

*r

Lp-ratios that vers greatar than or equal to 4,70 were seatisticelly significant at the ,01 level of probability.

26 ntrasts identified were those stotistically significant at the .01 level of probability.-

Group one was "High Interest", group two.was “Some Interest”, and group three was "“Little Interest.
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- o MEAN SCORES AND AI!ALYSiS OF VARIANCE FOR INTERMEDIATE TEACHER PBRCBP.IIONS OF SCHOOL CONDITIONS
g BY STUDENT PERCEPTION OF TRACHER EXPELTAION GXOLPS IN 1981

“f

. K __!K_ACEZR EXPECTATIONS .
T g SCHOOL "mIGH *. " AVERAGE LoW SIGNIFICANT
" SCONDITIONS EXPECTATIONS EXPECTATIONS . EXPECTATIONS F-RATIO! CONTRASTS2
Ad . Q . - .
_Teacher satisfaction with ) ’ . :
* relationships with parents 1.8 1.95 1.90 19.77 1<2; 2>3; 1¢3
Activities external to the R ’ -
classroon ] 10.41 10.85 10.83 18.59 1<3; 12
*. Teachex/ student /parent . ‘ ' .
relationships Foodsse o 15.27 14.72 14.36 1<2; 3<2
. P N .
\&l Factors disruptive to- .o~
"'f"\ classrooz ranagement ‘ 17.99 18.%4 18.62 30,29 1<2; 1<3
.~ , Teacher influence upon ‘
inatructional decisions 19.10 19.43 19.41 3.56
Staff interpersonal
rzlationships 6.99 . 7.27 7.23 16.30 1e2; 1<3
o - ,
%’i Dilcipling problems ’ 8.59 9.39 9.46 46.06 1<2; 1<3
n 2312 3281 263¢
l!7-;'au:1cua that vere greater than er ejual to 4.70 vers statistically sign{ficant st the .01 level of probabilicy,
s .
i zcroup contrants identified were those statistically significant at the .01 level of probabilicy, .
Group one wvas "High Expectations"”, group two was YAverage Expectatiuns', group three was “Low Expectations”,
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. MEAR SCORES AND ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE YOR SECONDARY nm“mcz'nmus OF SCHCOL COMDITIONS
’ . BY STUDENT PERCEPTION OF TEACHER EXPECTATION GROUPS IN 1981
_— : | TRACHER EXPECTATIONS * . )
3owooL ' BIGH " AVERAGE LOW ) SIGNIFL

“OYNDITIONS - _EXPECTATIONS EXPECTATIONS RBXPECTATIONS F~RATIOL CONTRASTS
g S—
" Yeacher satisfaction with - , - :

. relationships with parerts - 1,74 1.92° - 1.79 37.64 1<2; 1<3; 23 ]
 Activicies externat to the . co ' : ) .
-elsssroon  ° 10.48 10.76 10.83 11.03 1<2; 1<3° y
' Teacher/ student /parent ] .
“relationships 13.78 . 1456, . . 14.03 17.81 1<2;°3<2

!’uct;:n disxuptive to ) . ’

classroom sanagement 16.55 17.66 17.71 87.20 1<2; 1<3
Teacher tnfluence upen ’ ’

instruttional decisions 18.88 _ 19.76 19.57 26.06 1<2; 1<3

‘Staff interpersonal B

ralationships i 6.58 - - 7.08 6.90 51.51 1<2; 1>3; 23

7

b Disclipline problems . 8.63: 9.56 ~- 9,22 54,32 1<2; 2>3; 1<3
" n 2180 4130 2678 .

?i‘-ntios that vere greater than or equal to 4.70 were statisticaily significant at the .01 Zevel of probability.

“zcroup contraste identified were thoge statistically significe t at the .01 Leével of probabilfty.

r

l Group one was "Bigh Expectations', group two wag "Average Lxpectations", group three was "Low Expectations™.
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All of the analysis of variance results were statistically significant
for elementary, intermediate and secondary teachers. A trend was clearly identified
with those teachers in the "high" socio-economic group having the most positive
attitudes. It was noted that many of the F~ratios were high values especially for /(’A\
the area of teacher/student/parent relationmships. All of the group contrasts were -
statistically significant emphasizing the magnitude of the difference between the /
means. ' The low socio-ecopomic group had the least pozitive perception of school
conditions.

) Overall, it was evident teachers were more positive in high socio-economic

- settings. Elementary teachers emphesized the influence of the socio-economic status
in a greater difference between group means for most school condition areas. Based
on these findings, the importance of the socio-economic status was_rather high for

Pennsylvania teachers.: . . . . L3

P " . SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

N p
+

Sumpary

The analysis of the teacher data for 1978 through 1981 revealed several
positive teacher perceptions and a fiw negative teacher perceptions. Some of.the
most positive Pennsylvania cher perceptions were for the following items: race
or ethnie group relations, freedom to select teaciing .strategies, teacher control i
over textbook selection, curriculum and instructional programs and support staff T
cooperatf‘n - Pennsylvania teachers perceived parental interest in student's work,
teucher fnput into solving administrative problems, in-service education not meeting
teacher needs and parental support on discipline as the most negative items. it
appeared elementary, intermediate and secondary teachers were in general agreement
when-selecting both positive and negative areas. Although, the elementary teachers
,were not as negative, as the intermediate and secondary teachers.

It appeared little change has taken place over the four years examined in
the teacher perceptions of Pennsylvania school conditions. None of the items was
found to have more than a 4 percent change in the teachers selecting a response
optiar. Therefore, teachers were emphasizing the sam¢: items and were consistent in
their responses over the years studied. .

An analysis of Philadelphia and Pittsburgh teacher: perreptions revealed
this group of teachers was more critical than their Pennsylvania colleagues. Urban
teacher peccep .ions were not negative on ‘all items. In fact several positive
responses were noted including: the emphasis on athletics disrupting classroom
learning, the competition for grades putting pressure on students and%teacher in-
service meeting their necis. The negative influence of Philadelphia and Pittsburgh
teacher perceptions on the total percentages for all Pennsylvania teachers was slight.
Thus, the state data were not sutstantively altered by having the Philadelphia and
Pittsburz: teachers included or excluded when the state sample was selected.

The analysis of variance resulls for selected variagtzzgp;;:ided insight - L
size had an inverse relationship with positive teacher perceptions t was rather
strong. Population density had a strong relationship with teacher perceptions, .ﬁ‘

) into the tezcher demographic and school influences on teacher eptions. (Class
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R AN SOORES m AHALYSIS or vumvc: IOR ELEMENTARY TBA(I!R PERCEPTIONS OF SCHOOL ommmons
BY. SOCIO-ECONOMIC CATEGORIES IN 1981

. - , - * SOCIO-ZOONOMIC GROUPS .
" S(HooL : SIGNIFI s
CORDIIIOPS BICH MIDDLE LoW !’-RATIO1 - CONTRASTS “
Teacher utisfaction with
teht!mhipc with parcntl 2,38 . 2,21 1.94 . 336.82 1>2_; 2>3; 1>3
Activities externul to t.hc .
classroor - . 12,26 3 11.65 10.78 275.54 12; 2>3; 1>3
Teacter/student/parent ) '
relationships 20,77 18.40 15.92 922,13 - 1>2; 2>3; 1»3
Factors disruptive to . X
£lassrcom management 20.47 19.87 18.83 290,24 1>2; 2>3; 1>3 -
-Téachet influence upon . .
instructional decisions 20.88 20,38 19.10 141.04 1>2; 2>3; 1>3
Staff interpersonal ’
relationships ) . 7.95 7.75 7.44 \\' 89.94 ] 1>2; 2>3; 1>3
Discipline problems 11.47 10.44 9.04 460,25 1>2; 2>3; 1>3 -

n 3886 3435 3618

lr-uu{;s that were greater than or equal to 4.70 were statistically significant at the .01 level of probability, .

2Gtoup contrasts identified were those statistically significant at the .0l level of probability,
Group cne was the "High"', group two was the "Middle", and group three was the “Low" socio-economic tatus category.
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TABLE 28

»

MEAN SCORES AXD AMALYSIS OF VARTANCE POR INTERMEDIATE TEAGHER PERCEPTIONS OF SCHOOL CONDITIONS .
/ BY SOCIO-~ECONOMIC CATEGORIES IN 1981 - C

e SOCIO-ECONOMIC GROUPS
-<. - SCHOOL g ) . . SIGNIFICANT
" . CONDITIONS - BIcH MIDDLE 10W F-RATION CONTRASTS2

Teacher satisfaction with ' - {
relstiouships with parents 2.12 1.90 1.70 192.36 1>2; 2>3; L3

£ : Activttiea ‘externsl -to the
- ¢lassroom .61 10.54 10.15 - 189.25 I>2; 2>3; 1>3

- "Tmhcglgtudent/parent ]
- relationships 17.41 14.62 13.05 513.86 1>2; 2>3; 1>3

" - Pactors dlnt;];ttn to
¢lsssroon msnagement 19.25 18.40 17.83 122,74 1>2; 2>3; 153

Teacher influence upon - .
1nsttuc;1ml decisions 20.55 19.01 18.61 121.67 1>2; 2>3; 1>3

Staff mterpqgﬂoan ' '
relationships 7.56 7.06 6.98 75.02 1>2; 1>3

por

- Discipline problems 10,22 8.96 8.53 163.79% 1>2; 1>3
"o : 8 2793 2952

xrfrauoo that vere graater than or equal to 4.70 vere statistically significant at the .01 level of probabilicy.

2czoup contrasts identified were those statistically signiffcant at the .01 level of pr&babuity.
Group one was the "High", group Two was the "Mfddle", and group three vas the "Loy" socio~economic stacus category,
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TABLE 29

‘ MEAN SCORES AND ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR S‘-‘CORDAR! TEACHER PERCEPTIONS OF SCHOOL CONDITIONS i

. BY _SOCIO-ECONOMIC CATEGORIES IN 1981
T ‘ . SOCTO-PCONOMIC CROUPS ' . i "‘;j
" SCHOOL . . . . SIGNIFICANT AR
. CONDYITIONS HIGH MIDDLE LW F-RATIO CONTRASTS2 N
+ ZTeacher satisfaction with e
: relationships with parents - 2,00 1.82 1.64 153.38 1>2; 2>3; 153
T Aetdvities sxternal to the . . oo
= elassroon 11,21 10.56+ 10.18 113,27 1>2; 2>3; 1>3 { “,
. . © N ' o :
- Teacher/srud~nt/parent . P
- xelationshipe 15.86 13.79 12.42 368.41 1>2; 2>3; 153 oL
# - £ « ¢
.. Pactors disruptive to L
K classroom mzusgement 17.74 17.41 16.93 R 1>2; 2>3; 153 oo
b - .
- Teacher influence upox . . 7
x iu-r.mctlonal deciuoru 20,04 19,36 18.86 . 51.26 1>2;3 2>3; 1>3 'L ;‘i’i; .
" 5taff interpecsonsl R 0
[nl‘ntlonihips . ’ 7.01 6.76 ¢ 6.91 13.59 1>2; 2<3; 13 ’
- Discipline’ problems ~ 9.91 9.06 8.49 140,78 SRR TSI
N } i e
n . 3585 2791 2612

g
'xl'-uzioa that were gruc-: than or aqual to 470 vare statistically significant at the .01 level of probability.

Azcroup contzasta 1denc£fhd wers those statiptically significant at the .01 level of probability,
Croup one was the “Qigh", group two was the] "Hiddle" and group three vwas the "Low" socio-economic status categor
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The suburban teachers were much more positive than the urban teachers in their
perceptions of school conditions. Analysis of student perception of. parental
Interest in school revealed that teachers were more positivesin schools where
students perceived their parents as interested in schoel. Socio~economic status
had & strong relatiomghip with the teacher perceptions, The higher socio-
economic groups had :zkbhegg with more positive attitudes.

Conclusions

There were many items and areas where .-Pennsylvania teachers were positive
about the operational conditions of schools. Many of the positive things could
be reported or publicized. At the state level problem areas could be examined and
interventions designed to improve these areas. = Also, school administrators could
use the gtate data in conjunction with building data to analyze strengths and
deficiencies. The issue of teachers indicating in-service education did not meet
teacher needs could be a serious problem. Certainly Pennsylvania tecchers need to be
kept informed of the latest work in educational improvements.and theiy teaching
skills refined over the years. This could be accomplished through higa quality .
teacher in-service education which may not be happening in some school districts.
Other problem areas should be selected, reviewed and analyzed and for some areas
considered for, additional work.

The problem of ineluding or excluding Philadelphia or Pittsburgh teachers
when calculating state norms on teacher perceptions was of little importance based
on the findings. Some of the negative urban ‘teacher responses were of greater
concern, The clear pattern of more negative perceptions indicated problems and
issues that need attention in Pennsylvania urban-school districts.

The statistical relationship between severzl variableg -and teacher
perceptions was of great interest. Class size, pupulation denﬁigy,gstudent(n
perceptions of parental interest in school and socio-econgqi€ﬁ§EAtus were linked .
statistically to teachei perceptions. Those variables .had for several teacher
perception areas of school conditions extremely high F-ratios. .It was evident
small classes, in the suburbs, with interested parents and high socio-economic
levels were related to positive teacher perceptions for Pennsylvania teachers.
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APPENDIX A

INSTRUCTIONS: Each of thea following items is a problem for some tedchers in some schools. '
Check the degree to which each one is a problem to you in your current assignment by C
using these definitions: Not a problem--has little or not affect on student performance;
Moderate problem--has only limited effect on studert performance; Serious problem--has
considerable effect on student performance; Critical problem~--has crucial effect on
student.performsnce

Not a Problem

Moderate Problem

Serious Problem .n /
Critical Problem L

U oW
L2 IO I |

The students in this school aren't really interested In learning -
Too many of my students are'indifferent to schooi ’
There are too few activities which recognize the.talent o' Jur students e
The different races or ethnic groups den't get along well together .
There is littYe emphasis on vocational development
There is no time or place for students and teachers to interact outside of the
classroom , ,
7. Not enough teachers are involved in helping students overcome problems
8. Not enough teachers actively participate in extracurricular activities
9. There is not enough parent-teacher interaction
10. Too many parents take 1little or no interest in their children's school work
11. The quality of teacher-parent interaction is not good
12. When a problem arises involving a community group, the teachers have little lupuc
. into the solution
13. The parents do not support what the school does .
14. The parents do not place a high value on education )
15. Students in this school have poor study habits «
16. ‘The achievement levels of my students are too heterogeneous
17. Health and nutrition problems seem to affect the learning of my students
18. The emphasis on athletics in this school disrupts classroom learning ‘
19. The cggpetition for grades at this school puts too much pressure on students
- 20. My students are chronically absent from school .
21. Physical facilities of this school limit the kinds of programs provided for .
students
22. I work with too many students each day
23. Lack of freedom to teach the way T want to maLes me less effective .-ith my students .
’ 24. Teachers have little control over matters such as textbook selection, curriculum
and instructional programs *
25. When new curriculum programs are initiated, I am not consulted or trained
26. There are too many outside interruptions during class periods
27. I have to spend too much time on non-instructional duties
28. My teaching is limited by the quality of or lack of instructional equipment and
materials
29. Having to teachk.special education students in regular classes is ¢ prohlem
30. The support staff-in this school is not cooperative
31. The teachers don't seem to be able to work well together
32. There is too little teacher input in solving administrative problems
33. There is little interaction among teachers in this school, i.e. everyone~is doing
his/her own thing ..
34, In-service education provided by the district does not meet my needs
Too much time .is spent on discipline problems
36. The values held by the students are in conflict with those of the school

37. Too little gupport on discipline is provided by administrators

O 8L N
o o s e s »
.
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38. little support on discipline.is .given by the parents
39. D sruption of my class(es) by students is ggantinuing frustration
o . -61-




APPENDIXB :

a0 PENNSYLVANIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
: EDUCATIONAL QUALITY ASSESSMENT
. TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE

- ! « -

1. Vhere did you graduate from high school? :
A. TIn or within 30 miles of the boundaries of this school district
B. More than 30 miles but less than 100 miles from the present boundaries of
this school district ‘ o,
C. Cme hundred miles or more fron t:he boundaries of thia school district

2, Im your teaching situation, how satisfied, are you with your relationships with
< parents 'and parent groups?
A. Very Satisfied
B. Somewhat Satisfied

C. Somewhat Dissatisfl eq
"D. §pry Dissatisfied

3. Which of the following best describes your level of formal education?
A. No degree .
B. Bachelor's degree ’ .
C. Master's degree or equivalency .
D. Master's degree plus cne year
E. Doctor’'s degree ‘

- 4. Including this year, how many years of teaching experience do you have?

5. What 1s your average clas\f size? (Exclude supervisory duties such as study
hall.) -

’t ) ’
» . .
’




