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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

The Montgomery County Public Scbools have tradltlonally linked teachers' pay

increases and promotions to continued education and the acquisition of credits

and formal qualifications. To further encourage teachers to comtinue taking
the courses and training, the county has provided a wide range of courses at

no cost to MCPS teachers.

Decllnxng enrollments are Currently brmglng with them a shrlnklng, but older

and more highly trained teaching force. It is conceivable that a program of

staff development which orIglnaIIy wasg J.ntended to support and improve _an

expanding and relatively inexperienced teach:mg forCe may be indppropriate for

one which is increasingly experrenced and tenured. In the absence of new

incentives to attend; enrollment in courses may decline. This suggests that

there is a need to re-e\ialuate the ob_]ectlves, the content and the approach of

the 1n-serv1ce tra1n1ng program or develop new incentives for seeking

At the request of the Department of Staff Developmeat, a large scale

evaluation of the MCPS in-service training program for teachers was,

therafore, conducted by the Department of Educational Accountability durlng

1981. This report describes and discusses the results of that evalmation with
particular attention to:

a. 'I'he needs and 1nterests reported by teachers; and the degrr< to which
these differ among different types of teaching staff.

b. Probable future pattemmns of course-— taklng and especlally the degree
to which fully qualified téachérs will attend training without new

imeentives to do so.

SOURCE OF DATA

The information wused in this report was colleated from a survey of

approximately 1300 classroom teachers and interviews with over 30 school

principals. These persons were chosen from a sample of 35 schools whlch were

randomly selected from a popuiatron of all MCPS schools stratified by

administrative area. Responses were received from 1074 teachers, a response

rate of 80Z. _ Inspect:.on of the data suggests that the teachers surveyed

prov1de a sample which is representative of the MCPS teaching population.



FINDINGS

CURRENT NZEDS AND INTERESTS

l. Overall, the data show con51derable interest in continued tralnlng amon&
téachers of all ages and experience levels. Ninety-seven gercent of the

sample sald that addltlonal tralnlng would be benef1c1al ln one or more

Th o e er

themnext two years. Several areas were selected as bexng of particular
benefit or interest.

o The areas most frequently chosen were recent developments in
teacher s special subject, teaching the gifted; instructional use of
computers, classroom discipline, behav10r management, mainstreaming
and individualizing instruction (Table 1).

o Tb?, qqty areas which were chosen together, to any statistically
significant degree, were cldssroom discipliné and behavior
management: This suggest  that a  sub-group of  teachers

(21-23 percent) felt a considerable need for additional hélp in

classroom controi.
) Very few differences were found as a function of age or experience of
the teachérs:.
Table 1
_ Major Areas Identified by Teachers
As Being Beneficial and In Which They Might Enroll

PerCentage
Percentage Expressing Active
Identifying Training Interest in Taking
As Potentially Beneficial Training
Mainstreaming 21 11
Teaching the Gifted , 27 e i8
Classroom Discipline 23 14
Behavior Management 21 12
Individualizing Instructlon 18 12
Instructiorial Use of Computers 23 18
Recent Developments in Special o .
SubJect Area 32 26

N




‘Interviews with the principals revealed s

ot ing similarities and
differences in - teachers' and principals' assessments  of potentially
beneficial areas of training.

0 Principals strongly endorsed the teachers' interest in more courses
on teaching the gifted and felt that the courses provided thus far
had helped them very much. They aiso felt that mecre courses in this

area would be welcome, givéen the continuing direction of Board policy.

o Principals tended to disagree with teachers regarding the potential
benefit of additional training in special subject areas . Several
Principals felt that it was important to teach the whole child and
expressed concern about the excessive content and subject matter
orientation on the part of secondary teachers. They also questioned

the usefulness of ccmputer courses, feeling that these had little to

do with teachers' current job needs, though perhaps a great deal to
do with alternative career choices. -

Generally, the respondents felt that MCPS courses were useful, although a
number of suggestions for improvement were offered.

) Elementary princibals were generally highly ;6mpiimehtafy regarding
in-service courses; while high school principals saw them as far less
important. However; principals agreed thdt the courses were useful

in dealing with specific problems of individual teachers.

o Teachers and principals felt that in some areas the in-=service

offerings did not livé up to their expectations. The largest number
of these comments were related to the failure of courses to provide
pPractical information directly relevant to school situations and the

inconsistent quality of the instructors.

PAST AND FUTURE PATTERNS OF COURSE TARING

4.

The data show Cthat approximstely 59 percent of all teachers s ing
attended at tleast one_MCPS in-service training éédrsgirdqringgggheggLase

three years and 63Vpercentgindieétedrthét they expected to take one. or
more courses in tha next three years.

) Younger teachers and those on lower salary stepy take more

courses—70% of teachers under 30 have takén a course in contrast to
50% of these cver 50.
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) While a good part of the actlve course taklng of younger teachers
appears to be directly rélatéd to thé firiancial irceritives offered by
the county, a significanc group of teachers takes courses for
Substantive reasons, with 30% of the sample indicating that they had
previously taken a course primarily for the purpose of increasing
their knowledge.

o Twenty-flve petcant of the tctal sample indicated that they had not

taken a course in the tast 3 years, 13 percent indicated that they

did not expect to take one within the next 2 years. The reason most

frequently given for not taking courses were that they already had

enough credIts for advanced certification; courses too time

consuming, inconvenient location; and courses irrelevant to

particular classroom needs and interest.

CONCLUSION

The study shows that despite the fact that the MCPS as a teaching force is
becoming lncreaSLngly older and experienced; a substantial demand for

continued in-service training exists. Several areas emerge as being of

interest to teachers at all age and experience levels and should be maintained -

or expanded == teaching the gifted, :lnstructional use of computers, classroom
discipline; behavior  management; mainstreaming  and  individies .zing
instruction. Continued coursés in téachers' own spec1al subject areas are
also desired. However, in many other areas the level of interest is very low
and it may be possible to streamline the in-service program by their
élimination.

E-4
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Evaluation of Montgomery éount? Public Schools

In~-service Training

INTRODUCTION

The Montgomery County Publlc Schools have trad1tlona11y linked teachers pay
increases and promotions to continued educatlon and the acqulstlon of credits
and forﬁal qualifications (Master s equivalent; MA; MA + 30 credits). To

further encourage teachers to continue taking the courses and training, the

county has previded a wide range of courses at no cost to MCPS teachers.

Decrlnﬂng earollments are currentiy brxnglng with them a shrtnklng, but older

and more highly trainmed teaching force: In the absence of new incentives to

attend; course~taking may well decline: Moreover, a program of staff

evelopment which originally was intended to support and improve an expandlng

and re1at1ve1y inexperienced teachxng force may be lnappropriate for one which

is increasingly experienced and "tenured.'" This suggests that there is a need

to re-evaluate the obJectlves, the content, and the approach of the in-service

training program or develop new incentives for seeking additional educatiom.

At the request of the Department of Staff Development; a ‘large scale
evaluation of the MCPS in-service training program was,; therefore, conducted
by the Department of Educational Accountability during 198l. This report
describes and discusses the results of that evaluation with particular
atterition to:

a. The needs and Lnterests reported by teachers, and the degree to which
these differ among different types of staff members.

b. Probable future patterns of course=- taklng and espec1a11y the degree
to whlch fuIly qualified teachers will attend training without new

incentives to do so0.
METHODOLOGY

DATA COLLECTION

The 1nforuatlon used in this report was collected during the spring and summer

of 1981. The scurces of data were a survey of classroom teachers and
interviews of school principals.

THE SAMPLE

The sample chosen for this study included 35 schools which were vandomly
selecteéd from a populationn of all MCPS schools stratified by administrative
areas. Table 1 shows the distribution of those schools by school level and
administrative area.

Ly



Table 1

School Sample Group by School Level and Administrative  .rea

School Level I IT I1I IV v Total
Elémentary 5 4 4 4 4 21
Middle/Junior High 1 1 i 2 i 6
Senior High 1 1 2 1 2 6
Alternative Centers = - - - - 2
Totals 7 6 7 7 7 35
lThe administrative  areas shown reflect MCPS area organization

configurations for 1981.

All of the teachers (approxlmately 1300) who were located in the 35 sample

schools were surveyed in this study. Responses were reéceived from 1074
teachers; a response rate of 80%. Inspection of the data suggests that the

teachers surveyed provide a sample representative of the MCPS teaching

population in terms of a number of characteristics (Table 2). Additional

details on the characteristics of respondents are presented in Appendix A-1l.

-

Subsequent to preliminary amalysis of the teacher survey, principals of the 35

schools sampled were interviewed to obtain their perceptions of teacher

training needs and preferences in relation to the needs/goals of their schools.

-2<

Y
b



Tible 2

In-service Course Evaluation Tescher Sample

SCHOOL TYPE TEACHER TYPES DEGREE STATUS; EXPERIENCER SEX, RACE;
g L _
3 g
o - N
%8 8 T
; 5 g # F o 5 8 % & = S
g e 3 Y - T4 e 5 4 ¢ n ) F
0 - o v - 3 2] ] ] ] ] Ea _] 5 .
5] ] -1 > — ] 7] 1] [ L] ~ ] L]
2] -t Ll 3 N - N ] ] ] [+] o = 3 > = . 3
4] ] o Q = ] ] & o o o o 3 [ N A ] ] 0. E
L] ¢ o 2] Q £ e 1] :a L] g > r}l I}L d' ‘4’-‘ -t 3 ? s
o & & 8 8§ 2 3 £ 8 & e n - & A # & £
Elemmntary (11 903 9 6 o 9 0 81 122 148 1 6l 250 166 & 6 TR Y] 485 67
Middle/Jmist Nigh (5) 38 1 10 6 2 2 0 & 112 109 5 e 85 35 2 140 189 01 18
Senior Nigh (6) 568 15 1% 6 12§ 167 251 236 15 St 25 17 85 8 275 295 506 64
Alternative Centers (2) 03 2 90 o0 1% o 1 35 i i M 27 6 2 @ 1wl &5 3
T0TALS 1005 81 $5 38 35 113 1 200 770 505 22 15 705 &N 91 16 503 996 1337 162

Lothet includes head start, art, music, physical education; .and instrumeital wosic teachers, These numbers are over estimated due to the [act that many

of these teachers work in reveral diflerent schools and may possibly be counted more than once.:

rhece mmbees inclinlés all sctiool based professional staff, e.g. teachers, ﬁ;iﬁciﬁils; media specialists, cooiselors, etc.

I3 1:)
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FIND INGS

CURRENT NEEDS AND INTERESTS
Teacher Responses

A mHJOt sectlon of the teacher questlonnalre asked respondents to Ldentlfy up
to five areas (from. a list of twenty-three) in which they felt additional

training would be mcst benef1c131", and also up to rhree of the same areas in

which they might actﬁaily chocse tc take a course w1thxn the next two

years. They were also asked to note any add:tional areas of interest.
Results revealed some marked patterns of interest and reported needs:
(Tabie 3)

Table 3

K33 L2 a4

Percentage
Percentage Expressing Active
tdentifying Training Interest in Taking

. ) As Potentially Beneficial Tralnlng
Mainstreaming 21 33
Child Abuse 15 11
Safety 9 o 5
Teaching the Gifted 27 18
Drug Abuse _ 14 10
Basic Readlng Instruction 9 4
IsM 7 4
IGRLA 10 7
Use of Student's Learning Time 1% 8
Relations with Comiurity o

(Especially Parents) 12 6
Diagnostic/Prescriptive Techuiques 17 10
Classroom Discipline 23 14
Behavior Management 21 12
Individuaiizing Instruction 18 12
Recordkeeping 10 6
Interpretation of Standardized

Test Resuilts 11 6
Test Construction . 8 5
Grouping Students 7 4
Instructional Use of Computers 23 18
Human Relationms 5 4
Recent Developments in SpeCLal o o

Sub ject Area 32 26
Teaching Students About Other o .
~ Cultures 10 6
Teachlng Children with Handlcaps 17 10
None 3 3
Missing 4 8
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The data show:

[o}

There was considerable interest expressed 1in contlnué& training.
Ninety-seven percent of the sample said that additional tféiﬁiﬁg
would be beneficial in one or more areas and 95% expressed an active
interest in récéiving additional training of some sort in the next
two years. More than half of the teachers responding identified four
or more areas in which more training would be beneficial.

The area most frequently chosen as ona in which additicnal training
would be beneficial was recent developments in teacher's special
subject, an area chosen by 327 of respondents. Teaching the gifted

took second place (272), and instructional use of computers add
classroom discipline tied for third (23%Z). Behavior management and
mainstreaming were also chosen by 21% of the respondents.

Other areas in which teachers felt additional training would be
beneficial include individualizing instruction (18%), diagnostic

prescriptive techniques (17%Z), and teaching children dlth handicaps
(17%).

0f somewhat less bemefit to teachers was training related fo use of

students time; standardized test interpretation; drug abuse, child

abuse, ISRIA, Community relations; and teaching about other

cultures: All other areas were mentioned by fewer than 9Z of the

respondents: Human relations was chosen least often of all courses
(5%).

When the data were examined to -ee whether any particular areas
téhded to bé ChdSéh tbgéthét, thé only ététiétically sigﬁifiCént
bghay;gr management (Aagd vice versa),, This suggest,;hat a gqb-group
(21-23%) of teachers félt a considerable need for additional help in
classroom control.

F1na11y, the areas in which teachers are most llkely tc take courses
in the tiedr future irnclude recert develcpments in speclal subject
areas (26%) instructiocnal use of computers (18Z), teaching the gifted

(18%), classroom discipline/management (13%), and individualization
of instruction (12%).

lyhite respondents' actual, recent attendance at courses suggests that these

responses were a bit high, a general interest in additional training is borne
out by responses to the other parts of the questionnaire as well as by

principals' comments.
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Principals’' Reactions
Interviews with the principals shed additional tight on current Eféiﬁiﬁé

needs, but also revealed some lnterestlng differences in teachers' and

principals' assessments.? Those assessments are as follows:

o Pfiﬁéibéls opinions regarding the potential Beflefit of additiomal

training in special subject areas tend not to agree with the opinions
of teachers. Some principals felt that this selection on the part of
teachers was due tc declining enrollment. They suggested that the
teachers wanted more certifications because; often; a school could
only keep or hire a teacher who was able to cover more than one
subject.

sub_]eqt matter orlentatlon on the part of secquary teachers and felt
that it was important to teach the whole child. There was a small
minority, however, who were very firm in their support for more
content-related offerings.

o Prificipals also dquestiocrned thé usefuliiéss of codipiitér courses,
feeling that the popularity of this topic had little to do with
tedchers' current job rneeds, though perhaps a great deal to do with
alternatlve career choices. Those who did express enthusiasm for
computer ccurses were generally elementary school prinéipals who were

themselves enthusiastic course-takers and devotees of MCPS in-service
training; they also tended to have the fewest concems about their

staff's future attendance at courses and possible stagnation:

o Prlncxpats strongi;y endorsed the teachers' interest in more courses

on teaching the gxfted and felt that the courses provxded thus far
had helped them very much. They also felt that more. courses in this
area would be welcome, especially given the continuing direction of

Board policy.

23cme caution mist be used in interpreting the principals comments as
elementary school principals were over represented relative to secondary
school principals.

3'I‘hese prmc1pals generally chose an area of lnterest w1th theu‘ stafff and

took the courses along with them. Clearly, this is easier in an elementary
secting.

1,
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o With regard to teachers' strong interest in dIscprIne and behavior

management; principals consistently felt that teachers in their fltSt
years of teaching need practxcai heip in these areas and that MCPS

courses are generally very helpful in this respect. However, most

did not report any concerns in this area where their more established

teachers were concerned; mentioning only experlences with individual
teacheéers.

o Mdst principéié felt that the school system was already do1ng a gocd

job in training teachers for mainstreaming and that their school was
coping well.

) Finally, principals were completely unsurprised by teachers' retative
lack of interest in community relations, reasons for behavioral
problems, other cultures, and topics not directly related to

classroom tasks.

Reasons for Course Taking

Further information on what teachers wanted from ccurses was sought through an

open~ended question asking for their major reasoms for taking in-service

courses in the past: (Table 4).
Table 4

Reasons Given by Teachers for _

Taking In-service Courses in the Past

lst Reason 2nd Reason 3rd Reason Total

Certification/ o

Employment 10t - - 10
Salary Increase 9 1 - 10
Degree/APC 24 3 - 27
Knowl edge 30 20 2 52
Suggested Time 1 0 - _ 1
Compulsory 8 4 1 12
Recertification/ 7 , ,

Reemployment 3 -3 1 7
Others 1 - - 1

lFigures represent percentages of teachers
i P
]




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The data show:

o The reason most frequently cited by teachers (52 percent) for taking
ii-sérvice ccurses in the past has been to obtain more knowledge.
However, these responses should be treated with caution in that only

36 percent of those citing this as a reason had received a graduate

degree or Advanced Professional Certification in the last 3 years.

o Other reasons given for having taken courses include advanced
degrees/certification (27  percent), compulsion (12 percent),
certification/employment (10 perceant), and salary increases (10
percent).®

Opinion of the In-Service Courses

This year's evaiuation did not examine in detail satisfaction with curremt

offerings: However, a request to teachers for any additional remarks they
wished to make evoked a number of geérmané comments; and in the open-ended
interviews, principals were explicity asked for their general opinions on the
selection,; and usefulness of course offerings.

Altogether, 29% of teachers made additional general comments on in=service

training. Of these; more than 2/3 were negative. By far the largest number
of comments related to the Ffailure of the course to provide practical

information directly relevant to school situations; and second,; quality of

instruc tors. Othér comments given by teachers were that courses were

consistently too theoretical and alsc that courses were too easy.

Most principals, especially elememtary principals, wers very complimentary
about MCPS in-service training, and about Staff Development offerings. In

compar ing university and MCPS courses they frequently praised MCPS courses for
being less theoretical, and having a more "hands-on" approach. Interestingly,
among elementary schools, those teachers who saw training courses as most
important also tended to have primcipals who were very active course-takers,

suggesting an interaction between school circumstances, principals' attitudes,
and the usefulness of in-service training. Further a number of elementary

principals expected in-service courses to become more and more important with

the cut-back in specialists; mnotably, in_ implementing the new Science
curriculum: In contrast, more of the senior high ‘school principals saw
in-service courses as not of very much importance, indicating that they were

able to deal with most things in-house. Principals inm alternative centers

viewed the courses as useless for their teachers, but felt that universities
provided the needed courses and that MCPS should not try to duplicate their

offerings.

49lder and highér step teachers were significantly more likely to say
recertification, or knowledge and less likely ¢to say ceértification ot

compulsory. Other relationships all disappear when we control for age or step.



Most principals agreed; however, that ccurses were useful in helping with the

specific problems of individual teachers. The verdict was that they could be
of use in improving the performance of marginal teachers, but held out o hope
for the hopelessly ineffective. In discussing competency courses in
particular, around half said that at least some of the Teacher Competency
Courses (TC) had been directly useful to their teachers over the years, the

other half did not provide any feedback regarding TC courses:

Principals did, however, point out areas where they too felt that the program

could be improved. . Like teachers, they too had some concerns about course

conception, sSuggesting that the material was too elementary, mentioning
expressly the ever-increasing experience of their staff: 1In this context,

compulsory reading courses were singled out for particular criticism. One
principal mentioned that her instructor took no account whatsoever of the fact
that many people in the <class weré not currently teaching reading-

Consequently, her assignments became mostly exercises in invention; and a
course of which she had high hopes taught her nothing.

While principals praised in-service ovérall; almost every _primcipal
interviewed raised the question of instructor quality. Almost half directly

requested some form of instructor quality control; and several respondents

asked that more information on instructors be provided beéfore hand. However,

on  the sorts of people who made the best instructors there was total

disagreement among both teachers and principals. For every  respondent

complaining that; "you do not utilize teachérs who...have first hand
experience...(but) bring in outside speakers who realize very little of
what...schools'...problems are", there was another who sa:d "when a specialist

outside MCPS is invited to share knowledge with the cliss, the session is
usually more useful to me," or remarked that "I feel negative towards
in-service coursca because so many of them wind up being 'sharing,"
sel f~taught by students invoived":

Finally, dissemination was also sometimes critized: A few principals felt

that better publicity, fuller explanation of what was happening formally and

in informal workshops; or "best of all, a Teachers' Center" would increase
participation.

DIFFERING PATTERNS OF INTEREST AND NEED
Age, Step, and Grade

To answer questions raised regarding diffeéring needs of more experienced
teachers whe had been teaching for many years and the relatively new teachers
having less experience, the data were analyzed by age groups (under 30, 30~50,
and over 50.) See Appendix Table A-2 for a detailed presentation of these

findings.

[
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Differences as a function of age concerning areas in which additional training
would be beneficial were found for only a few topics.

o Individualizing instruction was chosen significantly more by the
under 30 and over 50 group, less by the 30 to 50 year olds.

) & course in relations with the community (especialiy parents)
decreased in perceived benefit with an increase in age. It was
selected by 17.2% of those under 30, 12.3% of those between 30 and 50
and only 5.8% of the over 50 group.

In response o questions concerning courses, which the teachers might actually

take, significant differences were found among age groups for three areas.

o  Discipline was selected by those under 30 almost twice as much as by
those in the other two age groups (23 percent against 13 percent and
12 percent). )

o A similar pattern was found for behaviofr management with the younger
group showing a greater interest in taking a course (20X against 11%
and 12%).

o  Only those under 30 expressed any interest in actually taking a

course in the new mathematics curriculum (9% vs. 3% and 5%).

Patterns of choice broken out by salary step mirror the age patterns to

E : I 3 a
large, but not total degree. These argﬁpresented iq ;ne Appendix T?bles Afg‘?nd
A-4, Analyses by 3alary grade are also presented in this Appendix; (Table
A~5) but are not discussed here because of considerable concern about the
accuracy of classification. Almost 402 of the respondents either did not know
their grade or gave one that no longer exists.

Position

Each of the potential areas of training was analyzed by teacher positions to

see if different types of teachers had different training needs (see Appendix

4-6a for a complete breakdown of responses). The top 3 choices made by

teachers in various positions are as follows:

o Classroom Teuchers . , :
1. Recent Developments in Special Sub ject Areas
2. Teaching the Gifted
3. Instructional Use of Computers

o Resource teachers/IRT/Department Chairpersons
l. Instructional use of Computers _
2. Recent Developments in Special Subject Areas
3. Teaching Children with Handicaps

-10=
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Q Speclal EducatIon/Rescurce Room Tea hers
1. Recerit Developments in Special Subject Areas
25 Mainstreaming
3. Diagnostic Prescriptive Technlques

o - Reading Teachers

i. Teaching the Gifted

2. Recent Developments in Spec1a1 SubJect Areas

3: Diagnostic/Prescriptive Techniques

o ESOL Teachers
l. Mainstreaming S
2. Teaching Students About Other Cultures

3. Individualizing for Imstruction

o Kindergarten/Headstart Teachers
l. Diagnostic/Prescriptive Techniques

2. Teaching Student About Other Cultures
3. Teaching Children With Handicaps

o School based Speclallsts ,
1. Recent Developments 1in Spec1a1 Subjec: Areas
2. Teaching Children With Handicaps
3. Classroom Discipline
Corres pondingly when teachers weré asked to ideéntify thé 3 areas in which they
would take courses if they were offered, the 3 areéas (disregarding order) were
identical to those just presented (sée Appendix A-6b).

This was true across the board except in three irstances. Resource teachers

identified teachIng the handicapped 4s a dred in which more triining would be

beneficiat; but selected behavior management 4s a courSe ared they would take,

ESOL teachers preferred teaching about other cultures as being beneficial, but

selected diagnostic/Prescriptive techniques as beIng area they would take,

school-based speciaiists seleccted teach1ggicpefhandxcapped as being benef1c1a1

but identified diagnostic/prescriptive techniques as an area that they would
take training.

Certification

Finally; areas in which additional training would be beneficial were
categorized in terms of teachers' certifications. This produced the largest
numbér of statistically significant differences; (see Appendix 7A, 7B; and
7C). When asked to inddicaté areas considered potentially benef1c1a1
significant differencés relatéd tc area of certification were found for the

following topics:

) Safety
o Teaching the gifted
o Drugs

-11=
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Mathematics Curriculum (ISM)

Recent Developments in Special Sub ject Area

)

o The New Reading Language Arts Curriculum
o Diagnosis

o Discipline

o Individualization

o Record-keeping

o Interpretation of Standardized Test Results
o Computers

5

-

o

Handicaps

Selection of a topic as one that might actually be taken also varied
significantly for all these  except discipline; - individualizationm,
record-keeping; and test intérpretation.

In general (see Table A-6a and A-6b in Appendix) differences were in
predictable directions, math and Scienceé teachers most interested in
computers; and foreign language teachers were interested in other cultures;
and elemeritary teachers least interested in theéir special subject. However,
less  predictable  patterns emerged where  teaching the  gifted,
individualization, and discipline were concerned. With regard to the gifted,
less interest was shown by math, resource, vocational teachers, physical
ediucation, and special education teachers. For individualization, english,
science and social science teachers were most interested; for discipline, the
greatest interest was shown by math, social studies, foreign language, art and
vocational staff.

PATTERNS OF PAST COURSE-TAKING

The second major component of the questionnaire was a series of questioms
concerning actual and potential levels of course attendance. These were
included to make more accurate predictions of future participation than those

Attendance of MCPS Courses

Age and Step

Table 5 summarizes recent (1978-81) participation by teachers  in MCPS
in-service courses. They show that approximately 59 perzent of all teachers
responding attended at least one course during the last three years. As would
bé éxpected, yournger téachers and those on lower salary steps took more —— 70X
of those under 30 had taken a course, in contrast to 51%Z of those over 50.

-12-
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Table 5

Attendance of MCPS Training Courses 1978-81 by
Step and Age

Percentage Attending

S 1-3 Credit More Than 1-3 Non-Compulsory More Than 3
Any Courses Courses 3 credit Non-Credit Courses Non-Credit
Courses Courses

Whole Sample 58.5 46.2 9.8 22:4 3.6

(N=1099)

By Step: o o .

1-3 71.4 54.5 16.9 20.8 2.6
4-6 64.6 51.0 18.8 14.6 12.5
7-9 67.9 47.3 15.2 18.8 5:5
10-12 58.1 45.0 9.2 20.5 3.1
13-14 56.8 49.7 7.7 24.6 3:3
L1 56.3 45.4 5.7 30.5 .1
L2 43.0 34.2 2.5 26.6 -

L3 31.7 31.7 - 17.1 -

By Age: - o o o
Under 30 70:3 50.3 17.9 20.7 4.8
30 - 50 58.0 47:4 8.7 22.9 3.8
Over 50 50.8 39.3 7.3 23.0 1.6

Differences among salary, step and age groupings were significant (p (.Oﬁij for attendance, # of
>redit and # of noncredit courses attended.
20
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The pattern indicated here is consistent with that predicted by Staff

Development and described by principals. & good part of the active course

taking of younger teachers appears to be directly related _to__the financiatl

incentives offered by the county, teachers take whatever is necessary to get

advanced certification etc: At the same time, a significanc group of teachers
ls intérested in courses for substantive reasons. They continue to take them
aven without direct financial incentives, some of them; continually. The data

on participation in ﬁéﬁ*;rqditVCOurééé show this paggggq ¢tlearly., Whereas
fewer older; higher paid teachers take a lot of credit and no noncredit

courses, they are considerably more likely than younger teachers to take only

noncredit or equal numbers of both. And, as notad above, the number

‘continuing to attend remains rather large in absolute terms.

Position

The relation of course attendance to position and certification was also
examined:. Position (Table 6) is not significantly related to whether or not a
respondent took any MCPS courses at ail from 1978-81, or to whether he or she
took any non-credit courses: but it is significantly related to whether they
took any credit courses. ESOL teachers, special education and resource room

specialists took 1-3 credit courses more frequently, and the resource
teacher/IRT/ Department Chairperson category almost never took mora than

three. However, when one controls for age, the relationship ceases to _be
statistically sigaificant. :

Table 6
Attendance of MCPS Courses 1978-81 by Position:

Percentage Attending

Number_ of Credit Courses Number of Non—Credit Coursesl
1-3 Non-
) Compulsory More Than 3
, . 1-3 Credit More than 3 Non-credit Noncompulsory
Any Courses Courses Credit Courses Courses Non-credit Courses
Classroom Teacher 57 43 10 21 4
Resource/IRT/ . 7 N .
Chatrperson 53 49 2 26 1
Special Education/: - N N
_ Resource Room 73 s9 11 29 5
Reading Teacher 69 50 12 t5 0
ESOL Teacher . 80 70 - 10 40 0
Xindergar ten/ ' B B )
 Head Start 60 48 10 19 5
Specialist 73 51 13 24 4

lalso non-conpulsory L
Differences amorg position groupings are:
Nonsignificant fo;fé;téndaﬁéé/néﬁéEEéndanggff S
Sighificang (p <;091) for # of credit courses attarded:

Significant (p ¢ .05) for # of noncredit courses attended.

2 -14-
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Certification

A relationship betweén MCPS course atténdance and cartification also exists;
which is again in large part a function of different age and salary
distributions - but not completely. Certification and course attendance
cross—-tabulation results are shown in Table 7.

Table 7

Attendance of MCPS Courses 1978-81 by Certification:
Percentage Attending

Number.of Credit Courses Number of Non-credit Coursesl
Any Courses 1-3 More than 3 1-3 More than 3
Math 43.2 35.5 5.8 i5.7 5.0
English 64:4 48.9 10.9 21.8 4.0
Science 59.8 48.8 9.4 22.8 3.9
Socialt Studies 60.0 49.0 7.6 27.6 2.1
Physical Education 49.4 38.7 6.3 17.5 1.2
Foreign Language 50.0 43.0 7.0 19.4 4,2
Music 63.2 45.0 12.5 20.0 . 5.0
Art 75.0 57.1 17.9 32.1 10.7
Vocational ] 52.3 42.7 _6.7 23.6 2.2
Special Education 78.4 63.6 12.5 25.0 5.7
Elementary 63.9 48.5 11.2 24.4 3.1

lNon-crédic courses arée also non-compulsory




The data show a relatIver low propenSLty of junior hlgh and senlor hlgh
school math and vocational teachers ind the very high propensity of special
educaticn,rart, social studies and Engllsh teachers to attend MCPS in-service
courses. For example, 58% of junior high and high school teachers with math
certification took no MCPS courses 1978-8l, compared to 23% of special

educationm staff.

A good part of the relatlonshlp between course attendance and certlflcatlon is

a function of age. Art and speclal education teachers are the yaﬁngest groups

- 21% and 23% are under 30: High ‘school math certlflcatlon by ccmpartscn, is

held by teachers only 7% of whom ar~ under 30; but then; the same is true of

social studies. When the relationship between certification and course

attendance is examined, controlling for age, salary grade, and salary step,

some relationships to remain. Specificaliy:

o Within the over—=50 group; forelgn language teachers' attendance 1is

very low, math and vocational low, special education very high, and
english; science and social science and social science high. The
differences observed were statistically significant at p {.OL.

Attendance of University Courses

Respondents were also asked about their recent attendance of college or
university courses. This wad partly in order to get a more complete picture
of currernt (andrlikely future) levels of,course taking by XCBS teachers: but
also to gauge the extent to which teachers were using their own money _to
obtain from university courses which were missing in the MCPS program. The
findings are summarized briefly here: (Addltlonal data on attendarice patterns
by age, step, and certification categories are found in ApperidiXes 48-Al0.)

) The data show that overall 44 percent of the teachers surveyed had

taken a unlverSIty course in the last three years (Table 8).

o Obtalnlng a degree or Advanced Professional Certification was not the

primary reason for university attendance (Table 8).

o Attendance at unlverSLty courses was highest for those certified in

special education, music;. social study, English and science; and
lowest among those certified in mathematics elementary educatiom,
foreign language and physical education (Table 9).

O .
o
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Table 8

Pattern of University Course Attendance :
1978-81*

s of total sample)

Reagons for Attending (P

_ Attended )
No University Reasons Other o B for Degree
Coursges Than Degree/APC Apc! Degree & APC

o
Qi
W

Whole Sample: 56.5 16.4 8.1 8.5
Age: S

Under 30 40.9 12.7
30-50 55.1 17.3
Over 50 74.5 15.8

N

N O |
. .
N0 I8y

Step:

N
'
o

1 -3 35:5 19.7 .
5 -6 39.8 14.8 :

Iy
N SIS o
) e

7 -9 39.9 11.0
10-12 53.7 17.8
13-14 ; 66.0 18.9
L1 70.6 16.8
L2 : 79.7 14,8
L3 85.0 12:5

Pt | N et |

P d ot
AW NN IS

[ Y, I I YOS

SO NWE

NN WO

VNN O N~ OO

‘APC - Advanced Professional Certification

Differences among age, step and certification grouping, all significant at p i&ébb

5
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Table 9

Attendance of University Courses: 1978-81

Number of Courses — —

1-3 4-6 More than
6

Step: :

1 -3 23:4 15.6 24.7
4 -6 27.1 12.5 19.8
7 -9 37.0 12.1 13.9
10-12 31.9 7.4 9.2
13-14 2t.9 8.7 4.4
L1 25:9 2.9 1.7
L2 13:9 3.8 -
L3 14.6 14.6 -

(Numbers do not sum across because of missing responses on number of courses
attended)

O
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FUTURE ATTENDANCE
The questionnaire also asked the respondents directly about their expected
attendance of noncompulsory MCPS courses over the next three years. The
responses to that question are shown iIn Tabie 10.

Table 160

Projected Attendance of Noncompulsory MCPS Courses: 1981-84

Number of Courses -
None 1t -3 More Than 3

Whole Sample 36.9 57.2 5.9
Step#
1 -3 27 .4 56.1 16.5
4 - 6 27.7 6l1.7 10.6
7 -9 27 .2 65.4 7.4
10~-12 39.3 55.8 4.9
13~14 37.7 56.5 5.7

Ll 39.7 57.9 2.4

L2 49.3 50.7 -

L3 65.0 32.5 2.5
Age¥*
Under 30 2.6 641 11.2
30-50 36:7 57:8 5.5
Over 50 45.9 50.3 3.9

*Differences between grouping's sigmificant at p{.00% level
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The data show:

o  Overall 63% the sample expecting to take one or more a courses in the
next 3 years, compared to :59% who did so in the last three. The
results should, however, be treated with caution in that demographic

changes imply a decrease rather than an increase in course attendance.

o As might be predicted younger less experienced teachers show more

propensitv for taking MCPS in-service courses than their counterparts.
Especlally in terms of more than 3 courses.

o No statistically significant relationship between ‘position and
expected course attendance was found, even though it occurred for
past  MCPS courses  attended: However two groups, special

education/resource room and kindergarten/Headstart teachers are

expected to take more non-compulsory offerings than the. average. -
This result was partially in line with past behavior. ' Math and
vocational teachers are only a little below average in their
projected participation, though well below ~in past attendance.

o By age, all groups projected rather more widespread participation
than had occurred of late; but also rather smaller percentages taking
many courses. The discrepancies between recent and expected behavior
were greatest for the youngest group; presumably because many are

accummulating credits fast; and about to move into a higher salary

grade (& age-group); with correspondingly lower incentives to attend.
Non-Participation in MCPS Courses

There exists with MCPS a sizablé number of teachers who after receiving

advanced certification and/or degrees cease to take any courses. This
particular group of teachers, 25 percent of the total sample; have not taken
any course in the last 3 years and 142 of them (13 percent of the total
sample) indicated that they did not intend to take a course in the next 2
years.

As a group, the non-participants were more likely than the sample as a whole
to be classroom teachers; and less likely to be special education teachers,
specialists, kindergarten or ESOL teachers. They also included more math,
P.E., and vocational teachers, fewer English and special education teachers.
Not surprisingly, they were older and higher paid. In their choice of
interests tliey were more likely to say they would take no courses in the areas
given,; and were markediy less interested in the topics of child abuse, the new
reading corriculum, diagnosis, individualization, record-kéeping, handicaps

and their special sub ject.

=20=



Additional information régarding why respondents had chosen, in the past, not
to take in-service training are shown in Table 11.

Table 11
Reasons For Not Taking Courses Between 1978-81:
Percentage Choosing Each Response

1st 2nd 3rd
Not Teaching at the Time 4.0 0.3 0.L
Had All Necessary Credits For . |
Advanced Certification 28.8 4.3 2.4
Time Consuming 9.4 9.3 4.7
Inconvenient Locations 9.1 9.9 5.0
Information Not Very Useful 6.7 7.2 2.6
Irrelavant to Me 6.9 12.8 8.7
Poor Taaching 1.3 4.7 4.9
Courses Do Not Count For - o | o
An Advanced Degree 4.5 4.1 4.2
Other 3.9 2.3 4.1

(No Reasons = 25.4%)

The data show:

[o}

For the sample as a whole, the most important reasons for uot taking

courses were additional credits not needed, courses too time
consuming, courses inconveniently located, and courses judged to be

irrelevant. Within-sample comparisons by age/step/position/certifi-

cation/ revealed no sigmificant differences.
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LOCALE

?beiggnat area where substantive information was sought was that of preferred
format and place for training. Table 12 summarizes respondents' ranking of
alternative locations and types of in-service training.

Table 12
Respondernts Preferénces for Ln-service Training Format and Location:
Percentages (Numbers In Paréntheses: Absoluté Numbers:
Sample Size = 1090)

S Ist Choice 2nd Choice 3rd Choice = Not Chosen By:
Semester-Long
€redit Courses,
Offered Countywide o L
4-7 P.M. 27.3 17.2 10.0 45.4
(298) (188) (109)
Semes ter-Long
Credit Courses,
Offered Countywide = _ _ o B
6:30-9:30 P.M. 6.7 5.0 5.5 82.7
. (73) (55) . (60)
Credit Courses;
After Hours in L o o
Own School 32.0 18.0 6.0 44.0
_ . _ (349) (196) (65)
Intensive Courses,
Courses Spread
Over Several o ) 7 S
Weekends 4.0 5¢5 3.9 . 85.6
, - (44) (60) (42) '
Intensive Norn-
Credit Training,
Iahouse, in Own o
Schootl 12.0 7:2 5.3 72.5
- (131) (78) (58)
University/ .
College Graduate .
Courses 7.5 6.7 6.7 79.1
€82) (73) (73) L
TV Home Study 7.7 3.1 1.1 77.2
(84) (88) 77) L
Non~-TV Home Study 3.9 4.8 6.8 B4.5
(42) (52) (73)

Total Percent/Number Selecting

Other - Specified
By Respondent

a) "Course in school hours" 1.5 (16)
b) "Week-long conferences in Summer" 2.1 (23)
c) "Mini=course (2-4 weeks) for less credit" 0:8 (9)

d) "University courses offered in local school" 0.3 (3)

3.
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As the data show the responses do not imply any particular dissatisfaction
with current format or timing. However; when responses are broken down by

age, salary grade, scala, poéition, certification and recent course-taking

nistory, a number of interesting and statistically significant differences
emerge which may have implications for future planning for a different, older
teach ing force. Respondents could choose up to three preferred locales for

training.

Summarized, the responses show:

o Teachers under 30 more frequently made afternoon (4pm - 7pm) classes

offered countywide (the basic current format) one of their choices.

Sevénty-seven percent selected this alternative, compared to 47

percent of these over 50:

o} Younger teachers more frequentiy chose unlverSLty graduate courses .

Twenty-five percent did so, compared to 11.5 percent of those over

50. This. is probably related to the greater need of the younger

teachers for obtalnlng advanced degrees or certificatiom.

o Teachers on the lower salary steps were far more enthuSLastLo about

4-7 pm countywide classes, unlverSLty graduate coorses, and intensive

weekend training. The higher steps chose noncredit hours motre ofteri:

o While no statistically significant results were found for a genmeral

position-lccale relation; some marked individual patterns emergeds

Reading teachers were very negative about in-house noncredit courses

- only 11. .5 percent choose it at all and none mwade it their first
choice. School-based specialists were rather positive about this

choice with 35.6 percent of them choosing this format (20 percent
made it their Ffirst cholce) Also, l3 8 percent of special
edﬂcation/resource room teachers made university graduate courses
their flrst,cholce comipared to ouly 7.5 percent of the whole sample.

o Krndergarten/ﬁeadstart teachers mos t often preferred to choose after

hours courses im their own schools, and fdar less often preferred

university codrses, even though many of them had taken some recently.

o * Almost none of cthe elementary teachers selected evening or weekend

courses 17.9 percent of them made university courses their first

choice, and 46.4 percent of them placed classes in their own schools
first.

6950A
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Appendix A-l

Selected Characteristics of the Respondent Sample

N % of Resporderits
Classroom: ' 751 70.3
Res/IRT/Chair 87 8.1
Special Education 9 8.8
Reading Teacher 26 2:4
ESOL Teacher 20 1.9
Language 21 2.0
Specialist 45 4.2
Miscellaneous 15 1:4
Physical Education . 9 0.8
Main Certification: L
Math 122 11.7
English 151 14.5
Science . 78 7.8
Social Studies 87 8.4
Physical Education 68 6.5
Foreign Language 47 4.7
Music 38 3.7
Arc , 26 2.5
Vocational 71 6.8
Special Education 128 12.3
Chemistry 197 18.9
Miscellaneous 9 0.9
Nonv isual 4 0.4
Reading Spectailist 7 0.7
Driver Education 2 0.2
Other 2 0.2
ESOL 1 " 0.1
Counseling 2 06:2
Salary:
A 93 12:0
B 79 10.2
C 243 31.4
D_ 289 31.4
MEQ 44 5.7
Ma + 30 23 3.0
MQ 2 0.3
Step: :
(High non-response) o -
1-3 77 7.%
4-6 96 9.2
7-9 165 15.8
10-12 229 21.9
13-14 183 17.5
Ll 174 16:7
L2 79 736
L3 41 3.9
Age:
L30__ 145 13:4
30-50 q: 738 68.4
750 v 191 17.7




Table A-2

Poténtially Beneficial Areas of Training and Expressed Interest in
Taking Training by Age Group

% Expressing Active

~ %4 Identifying Training Interest in
— - A8 Potentially Beneficial Taking Training
Under L Over Under Over
30 30-50 50 30 30-50 50
Mainstreaming 24.1  21.3 15.2 9.0 11.9 8.9
€hiid Abuse 18.6 14:9 12:0 15.2 10.7 7.3
Safety 11:7 8:1 829 9.0 4.7 4.7
Teaching the Gifted 26:9 27:6 24.6 15.2 17.9 17:3
Drug Abuse ' 13:8 14:5 1t:0 10:3 10.4 5.8
Basic Reading Instruction 12:4 8.4 9.9 7.6 3.3 57
ISM 110 6:0 8.4 9.0% 3:3% 5.2%
ISREA . 14:5 9.5 7.9 11.7 5.8 6.3
Use of Student's Laarning
Time 17.9 ° 13.6 i5.2 6:9 7.7 8:9
Relations with Coomunicty
. (Especially Parents) 17.2% 12.3*% 5.8% 5.9 6.0 5.2
Diagnostic/Prescriptive o .
_.Techniques ] 17.2 17.2 16.2 11.0. . 10.3. . 9.4
Classroom Discipline 31.0 21.0 23.6 23.4%% 12,7%% 11,5%*%
Behavior Management : 28.3 19.1 23.86 20.0* 11.0* 12.0%
Individualizing Imstruction 2l.4* 16.4%  20.4% 12.4 11.0 11.5
Recordkeeping S 15.9 8.5 9.4 9.0 4.8 6.3
Interpretation of Standard- S o o o o o
~ ized Test Results 11.7 11.4 7.9 7.6 6.8 3.1
Test Construction 8.3 8.1 7.3 7.6 4.9 2.6
Grouping Students 9.7 6.2 7.3 3.5 3.4 5.2
Instructional Use of - o o - o o
Computers 15.2 24.4 23.0 13.8 19.0 - 16.2
Human Relations 4:1 6.1 3.7 4.1 3.8 2.6
Recent Developments in : ) B o o
Special Sub ject Area 23.4 34.0 29.3 17.9 28:.3 23.6
Teaching Students About o
Other Cultures 11.0 11:0 7.9 8.3 6.1 .6:3
Teaching Children with o
Handicaps' 20.7 17.6 14.1 13.8 10.6 7.3
% Making No Choicas 0.7 3.5 2.6 0.7 4.9 7.3

*p 1s < .05
**p iz ¢ .01




Appendix A=3

Poteritially Beneficial Areas of Training Broken Out by Salary Step

Z ldentifying Training as Potentially

— __Beneficial. — -
1-2 46 7-9 10-12 13-14 Ll L2 L3

Mainstreaming 27.3 25.0 26:1 18.3 17.5 18.%4 16.5 22.0
Child Abuse 16.9 19.8.  15.8 13.5 14.8  14.9 1.4 14.6
Safecy 9.1 8.3 10.9 7:4 7.7 6:3 12.7  1%.6
Tsaching the Gifted 20.8 35.4 26.7 25.8 26.8 27:6 27.8  14.6
Drug Abuse S 11.7 16.7 12.7 13.5 16.4 144 15.2 9.8
Basic Reading Instruction 18.2%  §.3*% 7.9% 8.7% b.ob* 10.3% 10.1* 17.1%
ISM 10.% 11.5 8.5 3.5 6.0 10.3 3.8 7.3
ISKLA S 13.0 15.6 12.7 10.9 7.1 8.0 5.1 7.3
Use of Student's Learning - - .

Time - 15.6 14.6 19.4 12.2 4.8 13.2 12.7 7.3
Relations with Community - o o L

(Especially Paremts) 19.5 15.6 13.3 10.5 9.3 it.5 11.4 7.3
Diagnostic/Prescriptive - o o L o

Techniques ) 27.3 4.6 23.6 4.4 17.5 12.6 17.7  12.2
Classroom Disciplime 32,5 26.0  25.5  23.6  16.4  18.4  20.3 31.7
Behavior Management 27 3%k 30.2%k 23.0%% 17.9%% 15,3%k 16.1%%k 20.3%% 36.6%%
Individualizing Instruction 26.0%% 12.5%k 2]1,2%% 15.3%% 20,2%% 12.6%k 15,2%k 19, 5%*
Recordkeeping 14.3 14.6 9.7 8.7 7.7 7.5 11.4 4.9
Interpretation of Standard- o N o o o
 ized Test Results 14.3 10.4 9.7 12.7 12.6 9.8 6.3 7.3
Test Comstruction 10:% 7:3 9.1 9.2 4.9 8.6 3.8 9.8
Grouping Students 7:8 12:5 8.5 4.8 6.0 5.7 8.9 5.9
Instructional Use of o S o o
_ Computers 14,3%  16:7% 21.8% 26.6% 25.7% 29.3% 17.7% 22.0%
Human Relations o 6.5 1.0 9.1 : 6.0 3.4 3.8 4.9
Recent Developments in S . S S o
_ Special Subject Area 26.0 33.3 36.4 33.5 36.1 31.0 20.3  29.3
Teaching Studeénts About o - o
 Other Cultures 7.8 12.5 12.1 10.9 9.8 10.9 8.9 4.9
Teaching Children with o L S o .

Handicaps 18.2 20.8 13.3 21.4 13.7 20.7 12.7 12.2
Z Identifying No Intarast 0.0 2.1 0.0 4.8 2.2 4.0 6.3 2.4
*p ¢.05
**p ¢ .01

Q.z:} |




Append

ix A-4

% Expressing Active Interest in Taking

- .- Trainiog .. . _ —
i-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-14 Ll L2 L3
Mainstreaming 14.3 8.3 13.9 9.6 10.9 10.3 13.9 4.9
Child Abuse 15.6 9.4 139 9.2 11:5 10:9 3.8 9.8
Safety o 6.5 5.2 4.8 5.2 6.6 4.0 7:6 4.9
Teaching the Gifted 13.0 17.7 18.2 16.6 17.5 22.4 17.7 7:3
Drug Abuse. ) 7.8 9.4 10.3 11.4 9.8 10.9 6:3 4:9
Basic Reading Instruction 13.0%%  3.1%k  ].8%% 4 4%%  2,2%k 2.9%k% 3 Bkk 7, Fk%k
ISM 7.8 8.3 5.5 2.6 3.3 5.7 2.5 0.0
ISRLA . , 11.7 14.6 8.5 6.6 2.7 4.6 3.8 7.3
Use of Student's Learning o ,
_ Time o ) 9.1 9.4 7.9 7.4 8.2 7.5 7.6 4.9
Relations with Community o o L - . :
~ (Especially Parents) 10.4 7.3 8.5 3.5 6.0 4.0 7.6 4.9
Diagtiostic/Prescriptive o o o o o oo L .
__Techniques , 15.6_  11.5  12.7  10.0 9.8 6.3 7.6 9.8
Classroom Discipline 27.3*%  17.7*% 13.9% 14.0% 8.7* 10.3* 1l.4% 19,5%
Behavior Management 23.4%*  16.T%*  9.7%*  10.0%*  9.8¥F B 6WF  11.4%K 24 .4%*]
ndividualizing Instruction 19.5 12.5 11.5 10.9 9.8 7.5 8.9 12.2
Recordkeeping 9.1 8.3 4.2 3.5 3.8 6.9 6:3 2.4
Interpretation of Standard- , o - ] ] o )
ized Test Results 11:7 4:2 5.5 7.0 7:7 6:3 2.5 2:4
Test Construction 5.2 4.2 6.7 4.8 4.4 5.2 1.3 4.9
Grouping Students 1.3 8.3 3.6 2.6 6.0 3.4 2.5 4.9
Instructional Use of. , , )
_ Computers 14.3 15.6 21.2 17.5 21.3 21.3 12.7 7.3
Human Relations ) 2.6 4.2 8.5 3.5 3.3 2.3 2.5 0.0
Recent Developments in o o o o o B} ] .
_ Special Subject Area 16.9 22.9 33.3 30.1 28.4 21.8 21.5 24.4
.Tedching Studénts About o o o R o o _ - -
~ OtHer Cultures ) 5.2 7.3 5.3 8.3 5.5 8.0 5.1 2.4
Tedaching Children with N o o o o o o L
Handicaps 1137 7.3 9.7 14.0 7.1 10,9 8.9 12.2
%Z Identifying No Interest 2:6% 2.1% 2.9% 2.6% 6:6% 5.7% 12.7% 7.3%

*p .05
**p

.01
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Table 45

Interest in Potential Areas of Training Broken Out by S. .ty Grade!

Y Identifying Training as Potentially

Percent Expressing Active Interest

Beneficial in Taking Training

A B c D MEQ HA+30 A B c D MEQ  MA%Y0
instreaming Wl 03 W2 197 27 G 108 89 86 1Ll %1 130
tld Abuse 19:6 139 13 165 05 A 19 17 1.7 9.0 136 13.0
fety _ o 8.9 58 100 136 &3 7 5** P 1** 3 3** 8 0** BB LU
aching the Gifted 58 206 1 W9 250 A%5 108 190 193 159 159 261
ug hbuse B 107 13 1k 159 27 9T 152 82 93 1Ld 8
sic Reading Instruction 19 101 86 9.0 9l 0.0 10:8% L 2.9%  4x 0.0 0.0
M 6,5 17 62 59 b &3 Sb 63 &S k1 % 3
LRA. 9.7 17 %l 59 182 14 S G 6 2 %8 1%6 130
e of Students - -
Learning Time 15,10k 20,3k 12,36k 13,80k 22,70 gpkk 9.7 12,7 7;8 69 9.1 8.7
lations with Community o
(Especially Parents) 1 89 19 135 12 &7 86 3B &5 66 91 &)
agnostic/Prescriptive _
Techniques 2.0 20.3F18.5% 1005  18:2% 174k 16.01% 127% 9.0k 4iBr L4 13.0¢
assroom Discipline 8.0 5.3 20.3% 0 24,2 20.5%  G3% 0 25.B%% 19,00k 14 4kk fE.Bkk {14k 0k
havior Management 20,7 9. 0% 21.B% 18,0k 22,0%  8.7¢ 150 139 128 1h4 159 0.0%
dividializing Instruction 26,7 190 136 166 2.7 &1 W&D. 165 99 1.0 220 &3
cord Keeping 7.2 ILé 1007 62 %1 &3 108 38 62 38 &5 4.3
terpretation of S S o o
Standardized Test Results 10,8 1.7 123 7.3 91 130 65 63 82 &2 &5 0.0
st Construction 108 101 7.0 76 %1 &3 &3 63 &9 48 0.0 43
ouping Students %7 51 66 66 L& 87 22 51 &5 28 &5 &3
structional Use of Computers 215 203 235 266 25,0 2601 17,2 2128 185 197 5.0 26.1
man Relations 63 L5 kS 52 68 87 &3 L3 &1 28 &S5 4.3
cent Developments in - e
Special Subject Area 1 3L9 35 INE 2207 30i6 1803k 30.4%  28.0%  29.4%  13.6% 26,14
aching Children About e
Other Caltures g 17 It 93 %l NG 65 89 0 52 &S BT
aching Children With o o o
Handicaps 9 177 193 153 159 8T 97 1Lé 123 90 &5 4.3
» Interests LI 13 4t 48 00 43 L1 00 &1 73 21 &3
lassifications used as reported by respondents. NB Many did not reply (see text)

A
,. 4y



Adl i Ud

Interest in Potential Areas of Training Broken Out By Position

Classrom  Resource/ Special B0 Readiig  ESOL  Kindergarten  Specialist
Chair per. Resource Teacher  Teacher  Headstart
of Dept: Room

Hainstreaming 18, 7+ .k 35,1 [5.4% 45,00 19,05 76.7%%
Child Abuse 14.9 10,3 21.3 11 0.0 14.3 2,4
Safety 8.9 11 85 0.0 0.0 0.0 b
Teaching the Gifted 31,0k 20, 7% 14,9k 38.5%k 30,0k 9, 5k 13,3
Driig Abiise 16,4 12, 11.7 1.1 10.0 4.8 15.6
Basic Reading B L

Instruction 1.5% 12.6% 18.1% 11:5% 10, 0% 14 3 2.2¢
1SN 7. 1k L 16, 0¥ 3,8k 5,00k 14, 3%k 0.0%
ISRA 8.9 9.2 6.0 231 10.0 4.3 8.9
Use of Student's o N o

Learning Time 16.0 13.8 9.6 154 20,0 b8 b4
Relations with Community

(Especially - - o S

Parents) 99wk 14; 9% 10. 6k 15.4%  10,0% b, Gk Iaiw
Diagnostic/Prescriptive - o o o

Techniques  15.0% 8.0k 27 Tk 26.,9k% 35,0k 38,1k 2?;3**
Classroom Discipline 22,9 18:4 22,3 2B 30.0 9.5 33
Behavior Management 20:1 23.0 2.3 11.5 20.0 14,3 31
Individualizing o o o o

Instruction 18.4 14,9 17.0 192 40,0 3.4 fi:d
Recordkeeping 9.5 9,2 6:0 77 0.0 23 -

Interpretation of
Standardized Test

Results 10.8 9.2 10:6 15:4 25:0 9.5 12.9
Test Construction 9.3 b6 2.1 11.5 5.0 0.0 O,
Grouping Students 7.1 8.0 5.3 0.0 20,0 9,5 S R
Tnstructional Use o L |
 of Coripiters 2., B.% 20,2% KL 9, 5w ?'2*
Hunan Relatiois 4.8 3 6. 0.0 10.0 48 .

Recent Developments
in Special o o o ,
 Subject Avea 3.4 2, 1% 38,3 30.8% 20,0+ 9.5% 5t.t¥
Teaching Students
About Other ) o o S \
Cultares 10, 5k b Gk 6. ok 3.8 40,04 33, Jk 6. THk

Teaching Children vith R I o
llandicaps 14.0%% 23, 0%k 18, 1 #% 23,1 %% 25, Q%% 28, %% 35.6%*
No Interests 3. 5.6 0,0 0.0 0.0 4.8 0h

I




Percent Expressing Active Interest in Taking Training

€1assroom Resource  Special Ed Reading  ESOL  Kindergarten  Specialist
Teacher Regource Teacher  Teacher  Headstart
Room
Mainstreaming 9,1 14:9% 19.1% 7,7* 25, 0* 14 % 13. 3%
Child Abuse 10.8 6.9 14.9 3.8 0.0 9.5 20,0
Safety 5.1 11.5 5. 3.8 0.0 0.0 xz.?
Teaching the Gifted 20.1. 14,9 8.5 19.2 20.0 0.0 13.3
Drug Abuse 10.0 11.5 3.2 3.8 10.0 14.3 11.1
Basic Reading
_ Instruction 3.1 1.1 1.5 3.8 5.0 14.3 0.0
ISH 4.1 1.1 9.6 0.0 0.0 9.5 . 0.0
ISR 5.9 6. 12,8 5.4 10,0 9.5 Y
Use of Student 8 o o o o
~ Learning Time 8.9 6.9 5.3 1.7 0.0 4.8 4.4
Relations with Community
(Especially - - - -
Parents) 4,0k 10, Jick (WAL J.8% 10,04 0,0%* 22, k%
Dlagnostlc/Prescrlptlve ] - o
Techniques IRk (R 20, 2%k 3G.60 25,00 19 Qkx 22, k%
Classroom stc1p11ne Ib 5 16 9 12.8 0.0 10.0 9.5 15.6
Beigvior Management 11.6 16:1 12.8 1.1 20,0 9.5 17.8
Individualizing o o o , :
~ Instructici 11 1 10.3 11.7 1.1 35.0 14.3 2.3
Recordkeeping 5.2 6.9 10,6 3.8 0.0 14.3 '

Interpretation of
Standardized Test

Results 5, 2H b.6% B.5% IL5% 15,0 9,5 17.8%
Test Construction 5.5 6.9 1.1 3.8 5.0 0.0 ;
Crouping Studemts 4.7 5.7 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Instructional Use o o o o . .

of Computers 19.2 230 16.0 15 b 3.0 4.8 11.1
Homau Relations 3. 5k 3,k 3. 2%k 3.k 5, 0%k 4 6.%x
Recent Developments

in Special o o o

Sub ject Area 26.1 11.8 25,5 30.8° 20,0 14,3 37.8
Teaching Students

About Other Y

Cultures - BB 3.4 11 3G 15,00 23k bk
Teaching Children with o o , ‘

Handicaps 8.9 6.9% 13,8 11.5+ 15.0% 19.0% 17.8%
No Interests 55 3.4 0.0 1.1 0,0 95 &9

.05 and **p 01 q
4y




Tible A-Ta
Intereat in Potentlal Aved of Tealilig Bedken Oit by Sibject Taight (iejor Certifieatlon)
Peccentage Identifylng Training as Potentially Beneficial

- , Soctsl Foreign - . _Special  Elementary
Hath  English  Science  Sefence P.E Language Husle  Art  Vocational  Education Education
Hatnstreaming 9.7 3.1 ot 218 TR T T R TH R TY 1.9
Child Abuie IS 106 180 106 . [ P Y I [N T | N (X
Safety B L R TR R T G4 i, ghi N L VT TR M S
Teaching the Cifted 20,14 33,80 J.pa  33,3m 5,90 36,20 20,0 38,50 ], 04 AL . R
Deug Abie. 13,94 9,34 T R 0,64 213 0.5 3.8 gpo 12,54 12,74
Basic Reading o I - - ) o o
Instruction B2 119 0.3 69 LhBS 00 38 S 16,8 1.2
ISH UTELLTN | B KL A X1 Lo 0,0m Lo 10 Q0w Ut
IR N IL S TR PR LLB 7T 0.04 0,08 Lo 0,06 0,0u 030 3,5k
Usé of Student's o S - o
Leatning Tine 6.4 19.2 30103 59 85 19 38 15 10,2 18:8
Relations vith Community . o N L .
(Especially Purents) 6,6 1.3 616 BO&S 105 ILS 9.9 16.4 10,7
Diagnostic/Peescriptive S o - o S
Techniques  10.7% 1006 g0m  |),gm 1.8 g 5ue Lot 0,0m g 5ue MWpe pgm
Classtoon Discipline J2.8+ 15,26 1g;m 2640 B0 RO TR W hide
Behavior Management  22.1 15.9 9.2 6.1 2.5 n WL e 182 %,2 18.9
Individuatizing S L . o
Tisttiiction 19,70 2,5k 9,50 73, qu 184 1914 LEw 10 ], Jk I g e
Recordkeeplngy  hul4 AL 9.0 S 0.3 B3 190 000 15,5 13, 3¢ 16,2¢

Interpretation of
Standardized Test

Results (5 L | KU TR R TR [ LSt g5 S LE L [N U R
Tt Comstriction 82 U6 10 10 19 104 AT BT XY

Instructional Use : L R L o
of Computers AL 13,24 4.0 19,50 2,940 10, ft 10,544 1,54 {5, 5nk 19, 5% 8.4t
Human Relations 3.3 8.6 1.8 5.1 8.8 8.5 10.5 n 5.6 1.0 1.0
Recent Developments
in Special

_ Sib jece Area DA T N g 0,840 42,600 R TR TR s 0.0k
Tiching Stadests o o
__@Bﬁqt_Oﬁﬁér Cultures 1.6%* 9,344 AN LU U UL 294 ], 9ut 13,040 34,60 5 6nk b, 14 17,844
Teaching Children with o . _ B o S o .
Nandicaps 11,54 Ll 16,744 10,0 9.4k 10,60 26,00 38,56 23,044 20, Ju# 1§, 24
W Tnterests 3 T AN R 00 14 1.6 LS
tp .09
“p 01

f;




C U T B '
Interest in Potential Areas of Traiolng Broken Oat by Sﬁbjéét.Tiﬁgﬁg_fﬂgjﬁi Cereifiration)
Percentage Expresaing Active Interest in Taklng Training

= e _ — T
. C o Sl Foredg _ Special  Elenentary
Hath  English  Sefence  Science P8+ Language Music  Art  Vocational  Edueation Education

Hainatreaning 10,7 5.3 9.0 169 59 6 15.8 154 12 [T} 8.1
Child Abuse S T (A Wl b 53 1L 1) T (R
Safety gm0 gm0 1034 0,08 0.0k 10 fe0m g gm L0n
Teaching the Gifted 1318 19,98 2560 26,4 g 13,09 2694 1,0 9,44 27,444
Drug Abdsé 1.l AL 14 L X 13,54 {4,940 10,54 1150 g 5¢ b, Jnk 9, b4t
Basic Reading ‘o o - o o N .

Instruction M 5L N I X 5. ot N N I W 39 a.}_“
IsH 10,7+ 0,14 0.0%  (;0n 0.0 0.0 NLU N L W LA Sim
IR 2,544 9,944 0.0 0,0 0.0% 0,0 Lot 0,00 0,0m 13,244 14,744
Use of Stuent's B . _ . - : _ _

Learning tine 9.0 9.9 5.6 Ll 5.9 6.4 53 00 5.6 6. 1.1
Relations with Community - o : B ) o o . o
_ (Especially Parents) 5.7 1) b4 69 10.3 21 L9 00 5.6 8.6 6l
Diagostic/Presceiptive B S S . o

Techniques Q6% 2.0 g0 || S BE LS N LEw 0,00 g om0 ALY 17,94
Classroom Discipline 18.0 10.6 LS 1S 6.2 24 5.8 154 20l 12. il
Behavior Uanagemene 13:1 11.9 9.0 9.2 1.7 128 B2 n 16:1 9.6
Individualizing o o o - - o

Instruction 12, 1.2 6.4 11,2 5.9 ' 108 508 10 16.2 33
Pecordkeeping 0.0 1) 26 %) 8.8 h.) 3 0.0 1) B.b '
Interpretation of

Standardized Test o . B} - i
Mewlts 4l 0.0 51 0:0 6 X I AR 18| I
Test Construction 8.2 8.6 6.4 4.6 0.0 ul 6 8 18 L8 "
Grouping Students 4.t 6. 5.1 5.7 2.9 4.3 0.0 0.0 .4 11 bt
Instructional Use . ) o o L e i

of Compiiters LG 106 30,8 (40 1AM gk B R TUI TR 16,44 2.8
Huean Relations 2.5 6.0 26 S 0.0 6.4 05 0.0 &2 1.9 1.5

Recent Devel opmenta

in Special . ) N I - ,

Sub ject Area 17,244 30,54+ W bk 3,54 N.44 39,30k JL64% g5 qet 35,200 16,6%* 8,64
techlg Stdents

About Other

C Coltures LG S .06 pom LS4 21,0 1.0 30,00 [ Lot [2.m

Teacking Children wlth L . - o e ) o
Hardicaps bk G610 S D5 10,64 D 1N 5 {0, 9% .6

o Interests X 3 .6 92 RS 10,5 3.8 &2 0.0 0o

*mp 05 and ey 0}




Table Alq
Interest in Potential Areas of Training Broken Out by Subiétt Taught (Major Certification)
Peccentage Identifying Training a8 Potentially Beneficial

B - éociai ~_ Toreign ) o
Math  English  Science  Selence BB langisge  Musle At Veeatlonal

‘Special  Elenentary
Education Education

Malfistreaning 9.7 132 1 1.8 T e 1546 168 2.9 w9
Child Abuse U5 T X SN VX N VX' nl o 106 531515 1.9 15,7
Safety L N T B U hiee 0,00 D 11,5% 95,4k LR 5 g
Teaching the Cifted 20.1¢ 338 Jhpee 33,30 5.9k 36, 2k ider 50 |1 s 3w
Deug Abuse_ 13:9% ) AU VR 0,66 20,5 10,5 3.8¢  16,9¢ 12,5% 13,7
Basic Resding _ N .

lfisteuction A W B T/ R ks 00 38 5 148 11,2
IS4 0.50% LI (00 Q, 0k L ;0w Lo e 0k UL PR L
ISRL L O B N 0.06¢ 0,00 LW .0k, Qe 0.3 20,3
Use of Student's o | ] .

learning Tine 16,4 19,2 0l 10,3 59 88 19 L8158 10.2 18.8
Relations with Community | S o
 (Especially Parents) 6.6 1.3 b 106 5.0 8.5 0S5 15 9.9 16:4 10,7
Diagnostic/Prescriptive - - )

Techniques 1078 ILB g0 3.6k Lo g.5m RELLI N KT W 2pgn
Classroom Diseigline JL8¢  1.0F 160 f6.4 B0 o AL A BN 2.9¢ 16, ¥
Behavior Managenent 20,1 15.9 9.0 16,1 %S5 1 IR WY 2.1 18,3
Tndividializing - S
Instruction 9.0 2see g5 g3;0m LB 19,1k LES e ff e TR IR
Recordkeeping blk 1,3¢ 9.0 S 03 g4 Lo 00 15,5 13,3 16.2%
Inteepretation of

Standardized Test . o o

Resalts S VL [ K Lov g5t LN LI AL 13, 2%
Test Constraction 8.2 12:6 103 103 29 106 I 39 5.6
Grouping Students 5.7 10:6 L1103 Wi 108 00 X856 W Ll
Instructional Use B o o _ o
of Compiiters A L kL K TR T L9000, g 1.5 11,5k 15,50 19,50 28,4
Human Relations 3.3 b6 18 5 68 85 (S BN 10 L0
Recent Developnents

in Spectat S - o ,

Sub ject Area A N N TR BBk 2,60 W2 Bl 4,0m DS 10
Teaching Students o o , -
About Other Cultures L6 930 340 14 ok Lo Gk 3 g Sk R IR
Teaching Children with , . o

Handicaps VL W TR R TR B 106 WD WS B mgE [5e
No Interests 3.3 &0 L6 3 Ll 1900 14 16 LS
o




ek o |
Interest in Potential Ateas of Training Broken Out by Subject Taught (Major Certifiration)
Percentage Expressing Active Interest in Taking Training

- - Sl Poreign C Spelal Elenentayy
Math  English  Science  Seieice P, Languge  Music At Vocationsl  Education Edicaticy

Hainstreaning 0.7 5.3 9.0 169 RO N O I LRI i 14:2
Chidld Abuse L b 30 103 Wt 6k I (B I il 112
Safety  AgR LW g8 (0w 10,00 0,00k LA L (R R RN
Teaching the Cifted 13.1M 1990 25,60 34 Lok 0], LI 20,90 )00 L AR
Drog Abuse R N R DSk 190 105k 150 g5 b g gu
Basic Reading - N

_Instruction AR 5.3 38 % 5l 60 38 Lt 39 'RE
I8 L L X Don Q.00 L LB | LER BIH
A LI 996 e o 0n 00w 00w L K K N TR T
Use of Stadent's o N o o

Leatning Tine 9.0 9.9 54 Ll 59 6 3000 56 b3 1.2
Relatians vith Cononity - - - -

(Especially Parents) 5.7 33 b4 69 03 2l o005 B.6 bl
Diagnostic/Prescriptive N 7
Techniques BB 23w e [ 5 L N L N O X B (T S VB
Clagsraon Discipline 18.0 106 1.5 it 6.2 2 158 154l 12,5 117
Belizvior Mandgenent 13.1 119 50 92 SE RS VR 32wl Wl 9:6
Individualizig o - , - o .

Insteuction 1y 64 1 59 108 53 38 10 10,2 iy
Recordkeeping 0.0 3.3 L1 88 43 5.3 00 113 8.6 -

Interpretation of
Standardized Test

Results Ll &0 5b A 00 64 00 00 93 it 2'2
Test Construction . .6 b4 b 60 56 %8 28 L6 +
Crouping Stodents 4.1 6.6 51 5 9 &3 00 00 L3 5 Gl
Instructional Use - - B
 of Computers /R VN R TR L9614, gh Lot T[] e et 0,4m
Hunan Relations 2.5 6,0 B 5 00 6 05 00 42 39 LS

Recent Devel opments
in Special o o , o .
Subject Area 11,200 305k gk 345k Wbk 3,30 b G54 35,00 2.tk B
Teachlng Students
ibout Other

Gt LG S gow gou LS [ e e L1
Teaching Children with N - -
Handicaps 4% b, h¥ 10,3 5.0 0.5 10.6% BEO1F (5.5

10:9 6.6t

No Interests

09 T 26 91 Th 0 0.5 38 b 0.0 b6

Yo 05 md e L
Q




Table A-Te

literest in Potent111 Areas of Tra*hing Broken Out by Subject Taught (Ha]or Cert1f1catton)
Summary Comparison of Elementary; Secondary Classroom Teachers

Percent Identlfying Training a8
Potentially Beneficial

Perceit Sharing Active Intereat
in Taking Training

Elementary Secondaty Blementary Secondary
Mainstreaming 1.9 it 14:2 139
Child Abuse 15:7 14,6 11.2 10.6
Safety 5.6 9:9 30 6:0
Teaching the Gifted - 34.5 28,7 23,4 '18:1
Drug Abuse 13.7 15.0 9:6 10:8
Basic Reading Instruction 1l.2 6.7 8.1 2.9
IsM 12,1 & 8.1 27
ISLRA 22,3 440 Hi7 2,9
Use of Stident's Learning Timé 18.8 141 11.2 1.4
Relations with Comnunity o o _
(Especially Parents) 10.7 9.7 41 4,2
Disgnostic/Prescriptive Techniques 28:9 1132 17.8 5.4
Classroom Discipline 16.8 26,9 11.7 15.2
Behav tor Management 18:3 20:8 9.6 11.7
Individualizing Instruction 21,3 18.6 13.2 10.6
Recordkeeping 16:2 1.2 9.6 4.0
Interpretation of Standardized N ) o
Test Results 13:2 91 8.6 4J
Test Construction 5:6 10:3 4i6 6.0
Grouping Students 1it 7.8 41 4.9
Instructional Use of Computers 28,4 22:4 22:8 17:1
lluman Relations , 2.0 6.0 1,5 4,3
Recent Developments in Special N
Sib ject Aves 10,2 3.4 8.6 3.7
Teaching Students About Other o B
Cultures 17.8 9,4 12:2 5.8
Teaching Children with Handlcaps 15.2 13.9 6:6 10.3
No Interests 1.5 3.8 b6 5.8

ERIC 5o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Table A-8

Attehdanée755Vﬂniééf§iﬁimgéﬁfégéw}978:éil

by Position Classification

e % Attending - P
S - 1-3 4-6 Over 6
Any Courses Courses Courses Courses
Whole Sample 42.4 25.4 7.8 9.1
Position:
Classroom Teacher 40.5 26.9 8:1 8:0
Resource/IRT Chair 39.1 28.7 38 8.0
Special Education/ o o B
_ Resource Room 53.2 21.3 12.8 19.1
Reading Teacher 42.3 26.9 3.8 15:4
ESOL Teacher 55.0 25.0 20-0 9:0
Kindergarten/Head Start 52.4 23.8 9.5 14.3
Specialist 51.1 31.1 89 11.1
Miscellaneous 53.3 26.7 13.3 20.0
Age:
Under 30 593 19.3 18.6 22:1
30 - 50 43.9 29.8 7.6 8.9
Over 50 24:6 19.9 3.1 3.1

lgourse attendance is related to degree, status, age, step, positioen,

certification, and salary at the .000 gignificance level. Numbers related to
all except salary (nonsignificant) at the .0l level (or more).




Table &-9

Attendance of University Coiirses 1978-81

________ Number of Courses_
1-3 4=6 More than
6

-3 23.4
4 - 6 27.1
-9

e
L]

37.0
10~-12 31t.9
13-14 21.9
Ll 25.9°
L2 13.9
L3 l4.6

W N~ NN W
A - Yo RENID IRV T

p—

(Numbers do not sum across because of missing responsés on numbér of courses
attended)




Table A-10

Pdttern of University Course Attendance
1978-81%

~ Actended B o o B B

No University Reasons Other APC Degree Degree
) Cuursas Than Degree/APC g & APC
Certification:
Math 68:.3 13.3 3:4 10.9 432
English 52.8 19.6 10.1 9.5 8.1
Science 52.0 24:0 9.4 5:3 9.4
Social Science 48.8 25.6 11.6 1.1 12.8
Foreign Language 61.3 t1.3 4.6 13.7 9.1
Music 48.5 8:6 11:4 8:6 22.9
Arc 50.0 19.2 7.7 15.4 7.7
Vocational 56.3 4.1 12.7 8.5 8.5
Physical Education 60.3 8.8 11.8 _5.9 3.2
Special Educatiom 48.7 16.0 6.4 10.4 18.4
Elementary 61.2 15.0 5.7 8.3 9.8

*Diéééréntes among age; step and certification grouping, all siénifiéaut at the .000
level.

(1ol

§




