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1. R L '~ ©° ABSTRACT

The purpose of the study was to examine differences 1n_‘

'teachers perceptions of the expectations of 1ocal Newfound—

':é i . : land parents, their perceptions of the expectationsﬁpf.. : ...%% e

,”'f;.grff_;fu;}j{”larea in? which the teacher taught, on the perceptions teachers

i
"'l . . . N . . - ‘. AR DAY | - c s . LAY .

LSy "'_.h”‘l The 1nstrument used in. the study was a- Q Sort con—,:'\

1ncoming parents, who may mbve to Newfoundland to work 'in
the off-shore 011 industry,_and their 1deal perceptions of

{the teaching 51tuation.- In addition, the study compared

. ;1the perceptions which teachers had concerning the degree of
) '“':parenteteacher contact 1n each of the above three groups.'af,ff
" The effects of the teaching level and the geographlc u{ﬂf{]

fdf'had of parental expectations, parent-teacher contacts,.and 'ﬁ;'“

~

.the 1dea1 teachlng situation were also investigated.: _’fﬂ-fff-":“

o ‘8
”'sisting of 45 items related to education and the teaching

of children., Questlons concerning parent-teacher contacts

R as related to’local parents, incomlng parents, and the ideal Lo
teaching s1tuation were included a:g‘;‘i ‘-_:{ L : ;’*f’ f}{;‘fff

] S ~? ﬁ.' ' The data were collected from a: sample of 321 primary, ST

aelementary, and secondary school teachers teaching 1n three

T

o o i "y e
A R 'areas of the Prov1nce whlch had been desxgnated by the

Prov1nc1a1 Government as potential 011 development 51tes,

'_and Whlch had actlve development committees or proposals in

.n‘

:pr0cess. I 937‘“_f'#“4;j T ﬂﬂ,‘ ';‘ “ . fi"xjwf

L The—teaéhers were(randomlyfdlvidedﬁintqﬂthree_treatmeht,4"
e e e T T e
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;.05 1eve1 of confldence.ffﬂ r,f_'”“f' i

-..teachers belleve that the 1ncom1ng\parent has experience w1th

'may also feel that the 1ncom1ng parent will expect greater

groups so that o:eﬂgiyup dealt w1th the perceptibns and

parent teacher c ntacta

secodd group dealt w1th these aspects Wlth regards to ;Iff‘;

o

s

ideal teachlng 51tuation.~ﬁ_5u.,:f E %*ﬁjnf,”-*'e:f, ;1 ;ﬂ“ﬂ-ﬂ LT

+

The data were analysed by?means of a. 3 &ay multivarlate ﬁ.‘

analy51s of variance, Wlth hypotheses belng tested at the

-

The results lndlcated the exlstence,of 51gn1flcant o
. ;f ‘o :,,_'j"' .

RN

o

'{that found 1n Newfoundland partlcularly w1th respect to: the

\"??varlety of the school program avallable to students.i Teachers]

;uattention to be pald to 1ndividualizationnof programming, as a@;?“‘

»

:“well as, greater avallablllty and use of spec1a11zed

.x-

resources for deallng w1th spec1a1 needs of students.,3The:?{Q‘-“n

x,.
.

‘:fbelief that 1dbom1ng parents w111 be more 11beral and pro-i'{_} )

L, It LI g

'f Qress1ve w1th regards to the1r attltudes toward,classroom

»

d1501p11ne, testlng, homework and the teacher s personal

¥ ”,i appearance and behav1or, was also suggested from the flndlngs.,,*
. “....!1 . . " .- ‘.-.):'_f._,,‘
E . . ! R
C “1“4 ‘7,: b . S .

*wmth regards to 1oca1 pafents, the S




e : e - e
~:' ’,*;l Local events may be stereotyped by teachers as. belng .
¥ L concerned w:i.th more spec:.fic aspects oﬁc;educatlon, such[as .;_ .
1 test::.ng, homework, and disc:Lpline, rather than in w1th the \
: ' : overall education of their ch:.ld.“-._'i_f.‘ NG \ 5 o
e Di.fferences.,,also existed in the perceptions teachers
3 haVe of parent-teacher contacts w1th 1ncom1ng parents as v
opposed to 1ocal parents. I3 Teachers seemed to feel that in-..- s ‘
| coming parents w:.ll be more: J.nvolved in the education of ‘ g
Py the:L:r: children, and wlll initrate more 1nteract.1.on Wlth the 5
R school., On the other hand, teachers seemed to feel that hey
ere requ:.red to 1n,1.t.1.ate too many contacts Wlth 1oca1 paL_i Do
el - nd that these parents d.id not assume enough responsii'-:i:i:‘-,:ﬂ.,;
:' billty for initiating':' Vand malntaining’ fpkarent' teacher contaltcts..
Differences alsol-':existe‘d in the perceptions of the ; ..‘:. S _
e teachers in the three';areas.-.' These differences appeared t‘o i':‘.:;:.‘v

be 1arge1y related to :t'he ic;ea that teachers may have per—

) ceived parents ‘in Area 1 to be more sophlstlcated and exper-‘-‘:: .
"-5?: : ' ienced in dealing with the education of their chlld, where:as".' , ‘( i'f. ":'
; those parents :|.n Areas 2 and‘3 tvere viewed as mo‘re tradit:.ional K m"
concerning their v:.e-w’sa on educ“ati.‘on.. W - ,,l S
l Differences found J.n the perceptiOns teachers have .of .the ’
'_«' ‘:‘expectat:.ons of parents Qith primary-elementary school stu’dents,
.5: ) ,:and those parents w:Lth secondary school students appeared to
-, . .t

D relate' in 1arge part, to the greater participation of parents

. i L. .‘-A - ‘ A
I B RETTEN S ,w:.th children in the prlmary-elementary school level, 4 e ;
5 :opposed to those parents of secondary school ch‘ildren. - ‘ '
‘ﬁ { .
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e , INTRODUCTIO‘N ;. KR
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e N Purpose of the Study: .“ 1 Do

The purpose of th:x.s study was flrstly to'examlne L

-

) dlfferences in three aspects of teacher p,grceptlons of the
. teachlhg sa.tuatlon- (1) teachers perceptions oﬁ; '._{f..j
: ,* tations wh:.clhv‘ local parents have}c'if tl:hem as teachers of : /
— : el theJ.r chlldren, (2) teachers"—perceptions of the expectations.

: Secondly, the study was to compare the perceptions th.ch

IR R teachers had concernlng the degree of parent-teacher contact

with loca1'~ parents, incommg parents, and ‘_Ln t"he 1dea1 ' "'-,-:'f'"'- ‘

- N ‘.'-"-'.;' teachlnq s:.tuat10n. ‘ sy ;
R " Thlrdly, the study was to 1nvestigate the effects of

S the teaching level and the geographlc--area 1n whlch the
o "“[‘::,.v:d, " téacher taught on the teachers percept:.ons 'of parental ', ;.‘
o Quest:l.ons about he poss:.ble effects of off-shore oirl

B : - a”q : 2
P B deve lopment. on the Newfoundland educatlonal system haave J
A T '..recently been,ralsed by such groups as the Newfoundland

"- J_a i ~ ‘ ) - o, PR "

s - ; R . R
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Teachers" Assoc%ation, as well,as’various individuals inter-
ested in the educitional system in this Province. Howexgr,
specific questions coﬁcerning thé influence of this typé of
development on the Province's school system have not been

. ?
answéred.. It has been suggested that develépment of this

type‘might call for change which could occur on a fairly

" large scale in some areas, while affg%Fng‘other regions
‘minimaliy] “anh séage,of’development will bring different

and -far-regching social consequendes, which will have, in

tﬁrn,.seﬁious impliéations fgr-the'edugation'systémﬁ:(sﬁaplei
981, p..2).- L« ’ | - o
“~‘W}th the development of off-shore 0il will come, an
inerease "in popﬁlat;on, as families from outside‘xpé Provipce
move tq.Newéoundland to work in the industrgy.. D |
In some areas, the influx of new families may be quite

dramatic, creating ptoblems for the educaﬁiona} system at all

.levels, At the school level, teéchers may have to deal with

parents who may have expectations for the public. education

system which are differéntgfrom the expectatjons of those of
= ’ .

the _local parénts, with whom teachers are_aqcustémed to

)

dealing. The mipner in-which indoming parents interact

2

_-wi;h teachers may also be different -from the interaction

- LS .
e . ] '
styles of&ldﬁs& parents. Thus, at this time, it may be.
: RENA : v 8" v
beneficial to determine if there are’ differences in the '

' .

‘perceptions which teéchers presently teaching\ip Newfound land

haveé ‘concerning the expectations of local and incoming parents.

“

e ey
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The basic postulate of the field of perceptual psy-

chology is that "all behavior, without®'exception, is com-

. . ,
pletely determined by, and pertinent tg@, the perceptual

field of the behaving organism" (Combs, Richards & Richards,

. 1976, p. 18). That is, each.individual behaves 1n a sit-

uation according to the nature of the situation as perceived

by that person. Also, each indiuidual behaves toward another
individual, or group of individuals,_according to the per- -

ceptions held concerning that person or persons (Combs et al.,

1976 Mahoney, 1977; Stebbins, 1975) if perceptions govern
.behav1or,Aa change in- perceptlons will result in a change in

'behavzor. Thus, 1f teachers perceive the expectations of

-

lncoming parent? to be at variance w1th their perceptions

of the expectations of local parents, a change in teacher

.behavior\nay occur. This-change should be given serious

consideration since teacher behaviors have been associated
with student outcomes.’ )
Brophy (1979) reviewed studies related to thébeffects
of ‘teacher behav1ors on student outcomes and concluded ‘that,
although the firndings of some studies in this ‘area are in- ﬂ.
conclusiveﬂ enough studies have been completed which . -
reported definite relationships between the two, to suggest
that certain teacher hehaviors do indeed.influence student
outcomes. Thus, it may be hypothesized that a change‘in
teacherﬂbehavior will cause a change in student outcomes.

The consequences of a change in teacher behav10r may be of

particular 1mportance to the local student, who has to



. .

become accustomed to teacher behavior different from that
previcusly exhibited. The same is true for the local parent
who will also have to adjust to such a chahge. F9r~the
teacher, the repercussions may be in terms of,acceuntabilityg
since it is often the outcomes of thé studentslwhlch are used
as measurés of the success of thelteaching process.
Along with the perceptions which teachers may have of
-; parent expectations, and\the»behatiors which reshlt from
: these perceptions, Chlnnery (1979) felt ‘that teachers may
experience stress’ due to such expectatlons. He explained
that a person s role is deflned by the expectatlons of‘

" members £ rom at“role set.” Included in thié role set for

teachers are the prlncipal colleagues, students, lnspectors,

and parents. The 1mp11cat10n present here is that the per— s
m!r N

ceptlons held by teachers of the expectatlons of parents may
be stress producxng. .?h;s,belng the\gase, if_teachers.per-
ceive the expectations of lncoming'parehts as.different from
~ those of_local parents, there may be an increase or decrease
in the amount.ofsstress.resulting from the:teachers' per-
celved expectatlons of 'incoming parents. . - .‘—
Also related to teacher. stress ‘is, the p0551b111ty that
o hi§h levels of.stréss may adversely affect stgdents (Fuller, R
1969; Youngs, 1978): ‘This being the case, a possible in-. /
crease in teacher’stress could have serlous consequences for
students. . »
The school level at.which the teaeher teachesL whe ther .

it is primaryfelementary, or high school, may also have an

T . b - v e e T - S p e et g

- P T e
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'.!perceptions of the expectations of these parents, both local

parents than would téachers teaching in the less developed

ferently;

effect on the perceptions teachers have of parents. Scout
and Borders (1979) and Stout (1968) suggested that the role ) o

of the parent in the secondary school is different from that

—~

in the primary-elementary.school because of changes in the
child,and the school. Lucas and Lusthaus (1978) reported a
difference in\the amount and type of participation in which
parents cf.elementary school students and parents of

secondary school students engaged Since the nature and

‘amount of partiCipation in the schools tends to differ

between these two parent groups, teachers may havé differing

-and incominq Thus, it may be possible to determine whether :

teachers teaching atldifferent school levels perceive,parents'

as having expectations which may be related to the level of
A A . >

‘schooling of their child, » e )

The geographical area in which the teacher teaches may °

also have an effect on ‘the perceptions.whichpteachers have : o

of the: expectations of parents. Teachers teaching in the o

B

.larger, more developed areas of the. Province will have had

- more experience in dealing With new children and their

areas- into which fewer new families move. This exposure,

or lack of it,.may cause teachers to perceive the expec- égg'
: - : R & 52

tations of parents in different ways. Thus, it may be

pOSSlble to determine whether teachers teaching in different

aneas.perceive the expectations of incoming parents dif-

[}




1~ i A e

rare e s aasar s 0w a e et A AR v A e = - e

The research concerned with teacher~student interactions

-

in the classroom abounds with findings which suggested- that
teachers interact with, and form expectancies of,students on
the basis of such attributes as student sex, sccialrclass,
race{.and speech characteristics (Adams, 1978; .Brophy, .
Evertson, Cranord{ & Sherman, 1975; Friedman & Friedman,‘
1973; Williams, Whitehea.d & Minéf, 1972).L This belng the

«

case, teachers may not only 1nteract with students on‘the

fa

bas1s of such attrlbutes, but may also 1nteract w1th parents@ -

ldepending on the attrlbutes which they perceive the parents

L

ol to possess.' If teachers perceive incoming students and

"parents as posseSSing attributes dlfferent from those of

+

local students and parents, they may ‘form different expec—"’

tancies of these people on the baSis of such attributes.

Thus, with a knowledge of the perceptions which teachers

i

have of 1ncom1ng parents, it may . be possible to- predict the
type of interactions which.teachers‘w1ll have w1th these
parents, which may also generalize to the'students."ﬁ

From the literature, then, it is apparent that relation-

ships exist between such variables as perceptions, behaviors,
student outcomes, stresswfexpectancies, and parent'particie' R

_pation. With thefpossibility .that Newfoundland teachers will

have to deal with new, and different,students and parents, as

_families move to: the Prov1nce to work in the 011 1ndustry,

the nature of the relatlonshlps between these varlables be-

comes an important consideration for several reasons. The

effects such variables may have on local and 1ncom1ng parents

- 3 . . . - . ’ y - oo
B B ¥ P NI S RO UL T P ats . Lt e e e .-.,A..tf.mmd.-‘vu': .
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and students, and the teachers'themselves, need to be investir

b . . gated, not only to help‘predict'what consequences are possible .

for these.people directry, but for broader purposes as‘Well.-/
. - Studies which relate to the. impact of off-shore oil
development on the educational enVironment itself have not
o ' beén carried out " (Spain L Pardy, 1981- Whalen, 1981). 'T,he;
feeling of those involved in the area of education is that
: systematic studies must be, carried out now while developme

lS still ‘in the planning stages,so that the Province s edu—""“

cational system Will be better prepared for possible changes:h" h

(Newfoundland Task Force on Educatlon, 1980“ Whalen, 1981)

Thus, this particular study also attempted to provide some ;

>

2

T

useful information to those 1nvolved in this planning.

+,

e The findings from thls study may also prov1de a basis

(x
for educating teachers and local parents to, deal w1th changes

[

’ which may occur due to a large 1nf1ux of 011 parents.\ Like— .

N

»f Wise, the education of: incoming parents as to the manner in .
which they are perceived by teachers and the expectancies
teachers may haVe .of them may also be feaSible.

' 5; By also.investigatlng the perceptions which teachers’
have of the ideal teaching 51tuation, it lis p0391b1e to
determine whether teachers perceiVe the e pectations of 1oca1
or incoming parents to be closer to the ld al and how this ;

«':may affect the way in which teachers receive the 1ncom1ng

ﬂ'Parents {nto their school.,}

... ~has to do with the factors which govern a teacher s classroom~“i'

[

Finally, a fundamental question in educatlonal research“,;,,~
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“”g this study and had children attendang the schools of the
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’ Definltion of Terms . - "if;“': :-‘ 5ff?

teaching 1n speoific areas of Newfoundland at the tlme of
th 15 study.

o o o e ~ - - - ‘ Ty ' ¢ v i
nf LOCal Parents. Local parents are those who were U

- 51de the Prov1nce who may move to Newfoundland in order that 'L»zfiﬁ“:,‘q;
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behavior. The development ofaeff-shore‘oil provides a

naturally occurring laboratOry setting for this investi-
gation as it presenhe the. possibility that the context of
the classroom will be\dramatically changed : ,‘f._',_ﬂ_ AR T

'

\ il . 3 B . . . BN O

Teachers-' Teachers referred to’are those who were ;'Q,& RECIET

-’.

O c e

S T SR B

L.

residing 1n specific areas of Newfoundland at the time of

teachers defrned J‘fv“j :“\{,ff-,‘zn. . - ai,: ﬂn3$”15 lf{;:
Incomlng Parents-t Incomlng parents are those from out- '

" one -.or both may become employed in’ thg 011 1ndustr o;;"‘-" n ;
,7, hecause one or both has obtained employment W1th the 1ndustry. ) ;
o ﬂ Teachinq Level- The teachlng 1eve1 refers to grades i»d:a.;ildiif:‘f“:
o7 taught by the teacher.: If the majorlty of téachlng.time 1s>;y‘:‘ ftf
. “in the area of grade kindergarten to grade eight 1t As- ;.4?? -\ng:fi
Te, termed primary—elementary.” If the majority of teaching time :{i&*{}.i
‘is Ln the area of grade nine to grade eleven, 1t is termed ze‘lﬁ_'_
- secondary or high school Lj:i::fQUf_}, ;fif'TA"'nf;t"a;ﬂ:lfihfxya
“‘hrea li; Area\1:§.gﬁLsts of a largelgrowth center nhere””f:éf;”f.',“‘“
teachers are accumstonedktg frequent arr1¢als of new familles.‘iﬁfq
to their area and school g ' R : ’ -

“ .
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: Area 2: Area 2 consists of a growth center ofa .
8 smaller magnitude than Area l,Nyhere teachers are accustomed

I PR - to some- movement of. new families to their area and. school _ - »\

i ; . , : . ®

575 R "4 o Area 3: Area 3 con51sts of smaller centers where

-

‘teachers. are less accustomed to\movement of new families to

their area and schocl T : . e -

'feuit“ijit;;h: EEEEEEEEQE' Perceptlon refers to any diffeifp tlon b:x}i.i:'1}5:
L e person 1s capable of making 1n hlS perceptual fleﬁ? SRR AP
L -'f{ifgiié whether or not an objecti;ely observable Stlmulus ls‘Present fgv},:?;f;
ru : QV (Combs,lRichards, & Richards,_1976);~j3¢;.ﬁ: Tijﬁ;ﬂfrfcf ,”“hz }J;;,, :
; l;n?'?ﬁffﬂ‘zjsjf”ffi Perceptual Field-\APerceptual fleld refers to the en‘xfh:’ ﬁrn:%f‘*;
k Q;Sfu' ;Eiﬁ;g tlre universe as 1t is experienCed by an: 1ndlvidua1 at the : _
;_tﬂizigr;ﬁ“in tant of action (Combs, Richards?‘& hlchards, 1976)a A‘~ :.;fu‘\l h-;?f
RS o ‘,Jy',n > B l. | . . ' R

S

e AffResearchZQuestionsf

R {,f:il f’h‘ ::l Are there differences in the profiles -of the mean-l
”'{*';ﬁ :  IR rankings of the teachers perceptions of .local parents ex-‘
pectations, their perceptions of incoming parents ,expec7_' ‘ '
St ' ,tations,’and the teachers"own ideal perceptioﬂs7 2 ‘
. S 2. Are there differences in the profiles of the mean o '
'wk'j';,;f".*_ﬂ rankings of the teachers perceptions of’parents"expecta—V" ;
R tlons in each of the three Areas? o : 4,'
511‘”'*»~.,.,_;U1~ IV T R ,f‘~3:i“ »‘.‘f '
P U A ) R o ot A o N - .
O *¢-;f 3%, Is there“é difference in the profires of ‘the-méafi - hoe
e P 'fﬁ -rankings*of primary-elementary and secondary teachers
""i""“ '-:‘."-',/‘,' M .:' \ '."" ! ‘ o i I o . )
i Lo S, . 3 o Lt ."' . o "‘ , . ..
. e e, \ . ’ o
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perceptions of parent expectations?

4. 1Is there a difference in-the profiles of the mean
rankings of teachers teaching at different—school levels

with regards to their perceptions of lccﬁﬁﬁgarents expec— n°e
tations, their perceptions of incoming\parents expectations,
and the~teachers‘ own ideal perceptions?

’ 4o

. \‘\— ( 4
5. Are: there differences in the profiles of the mean

l-rankings of teachers teaching 1n the three Areas w1th regards T

'Z to thelr perceptions of local parents expectatlons, their

‘perceptions of 1nc0m1ng parents expectations, and the

v

o teachers' own 1deal perceptions? ﬂlfrifﬁ”ﬂgﬁ'ft -‘p.:l-f.ﬁlr;i

_ L 6. Is there a dlfference in the proflles of the mean
I R i A .
' ' rankings of teachers teaching at different school leveIS"

P o w1th regards to their perceptions of the expectations of

’ parents in each of the three Areas’

. S '.. 5 ‘ "f

°

'. _ ‘ g f.: Are there differences in the profiles of the means

of the teachers in each treatment group with regards to
Sk o

their perceptions of parent—teacher contacts? ~f‘. e : "4."‘

» Y

"'8. Are there differences in the proﬁéles of the means L e
of the teachers in each Area with regards to - their percep- i

CER ticns of parent—teacher contacts?

9. Is there a difference in the prcfiles of the means .

-

- Of the &eachérs' perceptions of parent-teacher contacts

}'w1th regards to parents of primar§—e1ementary school students

- " . b

14 “ o co N ,‘ K
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and parents Lf secondary school students?

'
- t
]

Is there a differerice in the profiles of the

t

regards to their perceptions of.pareht-teacher contacts with

their perceptions of parent-teacher contacts
bwn ideal perxcep-

means of teacpers teaching at different school levels with -

local parentsﬂ
i
with incoming parents, and the teachers

A

v

1.
tions of parent-teacher contacts?
here differences in the profiles of the

v 11. Are l
. meahs of teachjrs4teaching in the three Areas with regards

to their perceptions of parent—teacherlcontacts Wlth localil
pareﬁks, their 'erceptions of parent teacher contacts with~

lncoming parents, and their own ideal perceptlons of parent—

l o
. ki

teacher contacts'>
S _
Is there -a difference in the profiles of the

) 120 : . ;. °
means of teaohers teaching.at different gbhool levels with

'

regards to their.perceptlons of parent-teacher contacts in

' each of the three AreasD

-~
e

-

-

4o .
' . :leltations of the Study

The present study was 11mited by the following.

‘ e .o - .. B .~

The results of the study are generaldzable to the
There may

forty—flve 1tems whlch constltuted the Q~ Sort
be, other factors of 1mportance to. parents which were not

O ‘

1nc1uded in the Q Sort, whlch could alter the ranklngs_

o obtalned in thlS study.u
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2. The term "oll development"” was used in data
collection. ' The tefm "off-shore oil development', ié very

exploration, production, construction, terminal operation
o : (

and supply. Teacher perceptions might be alte{gd‘by'the '
use of these more specific terminologies.
3. The possibility exjst's that teachers could mis-~
repfesent their true opinions when sorting the Q-sort items.
This pbgﬁibility must be considered when interpreting out=- o
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE'

ﬁéggn Behavior . S - ot

. In the field of psychology, studies of the behavior of

LI . .o . .o . . ' :
v ‘ human beings have' generally been undertaken from two frames
. I4 N ~ . . . . .
. b T e : : . L Co .
T o of reference--external'and internal -In the former, the"

-f:" bﬁf:, - 'igg.empha51s lS placed on observ1ng the VLsible behavior of

D ; ;Jywindividuals.f In “the- latter, the focus 1s on perceptions «gqlff';
o .qlg;j‘3:and meanings, and how things appear to an individuali{.Using
- o {these ideas as a base, a number of theories have evolved 1n

Q,an attempt to explaln the 1nternal and external life of

B

fpeople and the reasons for the way 1n which they behave..'}

L ',‘-,'-., .’ e o :‘_'.‘
P B - s B cogeet
4 .‘~

f Perceptual psychology. Snygg and Combs,vin 1949, out-'i .
; o -—1ined a new type of psychology which they termed phenpmeno-- -

'logical psychology becaUse 1t attempted to understand beha-f~

- SR ) v10r from theﬂp01nt of view of the person exhibiting the:

g

o behavior.: In later years, Combs,nRichards}\and Richards

(1976) expanded and refined this view and presented 1t as"

e o ‘,: - part of a fairly new field of psychology, perceptual psy-”

Y . - £y

l

: .‘ chology_ :4‘ -~ ’ '_": “":‘- . r ‘
"‘ Combs et al. (1976) proposed that an apujf'
would attempt tocintegrate the external and 1nterna1 frame

.of reference of an 1nd1v1dua1 would be more benefic1al than

"an aPProach which considered only'One.. The idea was to -ffiﬂh

e R . . N I oy ~ y e S

B 13.‘;‘_‘..-.:‘ s ."'A j“ 4 _.‘ ‘.‘;.' ".—. ' R
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. undertake the study of an 1ndlvidual s behavior and per—V
N ceptlons in an attempt to better explain the behav1or of

. _.humans. Such terms. as perception and the perceptual fleld"

. . .

of an 1nd1vidua1 were used to explalh the view of the three;

= -psychologlsts, They stated that., , “'ﬂ f R

’ The factors effectlve in determlnlng\the behavlor of
an individual .are: those, -and’ only those which are-
, expenienced by the 1nd1vidual at the time Of his‘
'-tbehaVJ.or.‘1 These\experiences we call perceptlons and ) RNCIRTS B
' the“entire £1eld of: these perceptions we call the- per-;j'f,i"qT “
ceptual field (p. 18) S LR B T NI RAL

':',"(-".' AR

-fentlre unlverse ps it 1s experlenced by thatglndlvidmak’

hi{“It [the perceptual field:]ls eaCh persoﬁ's personal fleld

‘..-.; A

:f'fof awarene% the fleld of meanlngs responsrble for hlS
‘“"Zbehavior" (p f;' The perceptual f1e1d contalns such

Wentlties as: values, 1ove, anger, and happlness.:f ‘

o

In geﬁeral, then, the proponents of the fleld of pér-:ff.Jf?}f :igf:f

}f;ceptual psychology take the posrtion that all behav1or 1s

'a"4determlmed‘by the perceptual freld of the person. The,per-
.{._~-"“ '. ’ o lx'.. N

‘ceptions govern actions and behaviok

oL : TR .

Cognltlve—learnlnq perspectiVe. MahOney (1977) des—‘f;dg-ﬁf

- j;formerly divergent approaches Eb psyohopherapy. 'hne};,;;'*‘;]f_,fi}

approach focused on behavroral tech Ues, whlle the other ‘}A i
s ‘empha51zed cognltlve and affec Lxebrntrapersonal processes
S . \...' N e,k
, . The result‘of the rntegratlon was a cognltlve learnlng .i-”.nl
:, o Lo oy
- L T o -t
o S Bl : ‘ -

e :
i et e b et
. el

{f(crlbed a trend 1n psychology toward an lntegratron of two«~ﬂifﬂ3:f¥f~ Ee
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Definition of the situation.  Stebbins (1975) explained

that individuals act in a certain manner according to their

définition of the situation they are in.
A definitidn of the situation is the mean'ing an
individual attaches to the ongoing events'in which
,he finds himself. Perception or recognition of
specific aspects of the environment is invariably
" the first step in this process, and some sort of
action (or inaction) is the necessary conseguence.

(p. 4)

a

¢

.. a person engages in the process of reﬁiection before any

goal oriented activity' becomes possdble.. The amount of

-

reflection time varies from situation toisituation such

"that some definitions and resultant behaviors involve little"-

o

conscious thought, while others require longer‘periods"of'
consideration. Not only can a person engage‘in defininé
ongoirng 51tuat10ns,_put prospective or future s;\hatlons
which may occur can also be defined. During this process
/7f reflection, The personality of the person defining -the
Situatlon is also involved, and influences the final
definition. _

‘Thus, the three theories, ‘in general suggest'that
humanlbehavior is the result of the way in- Whlch each '

[ . -
‘ind1v1dua1 experiences things and events in the enVirOnment

 and, responds. tb ‘these experiences. Therefore, when environ-

mental change occurs, consequent changes in behavior are
better understood from the perspective of changes in per-

o

ception of thelenvironment, rather than the perspective of

S e e

Stebbins contended that in order to define'a situation,

.



P

the environmental'change itself.

Teacher Behaviors and Student Outcomes . \
Sociai concern about declining gtudent achievement,

accountability of teachers, and other.related issues, -has

led to an increased emphasis on student outcomes as a

measure of teacher effectiveness: Consequently, some

studies investiéating the relationship between teacher

behavior and,student outcomes have been carried out. How- }’

ever, the researchers of-these studies haveufouﬂd con-

trasting process-outcome relationships.in contexts that

difﬁeréd,on such:faé£ors aé subject mattér, Qrade»level,

and student socioeconomic status or abiiiﬁy’levgl, whighA

have suggested limited generalizabilisy of the results.

Furthermore, the majority of these studies have been cafried
out at the elementéry school level, tﬁus creating a potential
problem of narrow limits of generalizability to the junior
high and high school levels. Ne&eftheless, researchers have
fquna sufficient evidence to strongly suggest thatxféacher
behaviors do effect the outcomes of students, both cognitive

ul'and"a-ffectiw.r'e (Brophy, 1979). . c B}
i ¥n an éftgﬁpf to-Study tﬁe rélgtionship between

;S¥ ‘ A fgéchers' behaviors and the bognitixé outcomes &f pupils,

l Stallings (1976) garriédAodt an investigation involwing

], . : 105 first grade classrooms and 58 third gradé clasé;ooms
. . . ”

) - b -
oo throughout the United States. She investigated the relation-

ship beétween the instructional procedurds teachers used in

tm b sine e b 5 st o e e, a2« e e i m e i & a es  drebadte stee ceem o N R e v e e .. R . ., ©
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olassrooﬁs and the achievement of students. )
This researcher found that the time.spent in the area

of reading and mathematics, and a high rate of drill,

practice, and praise provided by the teacher, contributed

to higher scores in both reading‘and mathematics. Furfiher-

more, pupils taught by teachers usino drill, practice, and

praise, appeared to accept responsibility for their failures

but not their successes.

In addition, the teacher instruetional approaches which‘
;prov1ded students w;th a wide varlety of=activ1t1es and
materials, and allowed them to work 1ndependently and to -
select,thelr‘own groups part of the time, were‘positively
‘related to lower pupil absenteelsm and hlgher scores on a
nonverbalQ“}oblem solving test of reasonﬂng

Stallings (1976) concluded that "what occurs witpin.a
classroom does contribute to achievement in basic skills,
goodsattendanée7 and desired child behaviors" (p. 47).

}n another attempt to link teacher behaviors to cog-
nitive outcomes of students, Cantrell, Stenner, and Katzen-
meyer (i977) parqied ont‘a study‘involving first grade
“teachers &nd students. They found that those teachers ..“
having a high knowledge of behav1ora1 pr1nc1p1es on the
Alternative Classroom Strategies’ Inventory, were more'

- verbally positive with their pupils and produced signifi—
cantI; higher residual achievement gain'results for students

categorlzed as low IQ (IQ range 50 -89) and middle IQ (IQ

range 90- 104), ‘than did those teachers characterlzed by low

. X . "

I I eVt [t iet L e e B T I R N P 1't-,-.~..;~u'.--r,-:-7—_wwa--;, .
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-

knowledge of behavioral principles, and:either traditional
authoritarian or traditional nonauthoritarian attitude pro=
files. The positive results obtained for ‘low and middle IQ
puplls were realized without significantly affecting the
achievement growth of above average pupils.

Brophy and Good (1974) reviewed the literature related

R
~ to teacher effectiveness and concluded that teacher warmth
and enthusiasm consistently correlated with student achieve-

o - ment .
In an attempt to show a relationship b¥tween teacher. -

behaviots-énd affec ive.dutcomés‘of-students,.Ryan‘(196ﬂ

.

“iﬁvestigaﬁédzﬁheth r‘épecified teacher hehaéiorg produced
or.contribﬂtéd to‘cefﬁain‘distinguishaﬁle pﬁpil acts or
behaviors. . | - . ’ B : . “ . .

The.specifié.geacper bghavigfs considered were observed
and assessed on such dimeﬁéions as haféh-kindly, disofganized— ‘ -
systematic, dull—stimulatingx and uncértain-confidept. Pupil
behaviors were observed and assessed on dimensions sﬁch as

disinterested-alert, rude-self=-controlled, and dependent- '

\

responsible,

' -

Ryan (1961) fodnd that in elementary school classes,

high positivé relationships existed between observers'

13 r

.. assessment of productive pupil behavior, and observers'

® agsessments of téaéher behaviors. The assessments made re-
ga:dinq prgducéivé{éppil behaviof.;efe;red‘to‘suchwbehaviors
as phéii a%értnesg, gonfi@éncé!‘;esponsibility; and fafti&i-
paiion. The asgessments’mﬁde ;egarding'tgacher behaviors .

-

. f—-__
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appeared to refer to understanding, £friendly classroom peha—
vior; organized businesslike classroom behavieor; and stimu-
" lating, ori%inal classroom behavior.

For secondary school classes, low positive relation-
ships were found between productive pupil behavior and the
teacher behavior categories listed. The stimulating,
~original teacher.classroom behavior pattern showed a slightly

t
higher correlation with pupil behavior than did the organized, .

u

bu51nessllke teacher behav1or patterns. .
In an 1nvestigatlon which also attempted to determine
the effects'of teacher behav1ors on students affective
‘.outcomes, Serow and Solomon (1979) 1ooked .at the broader
context of the effecte of classroom cllmate.._Morelspec1ﬁ1—-
_cally, these'researchers conducted observatio:; in'desegreej.
gated elementary school classes:in order ‘to détermine;the
relationship which existed betqeen the classroom climate and
- pupiils' interracial behavior. ‘ | ' .
Using £ggtor énd'regression analyses, the researchers
found that the interperéonal behayiorrof the teacher,~which
helps determine-tne.climate of the classroom, was related
- to interracial behavior, sucn that positive intergrouplcon-
tacte were more 1ikely to occur in'ciassrooms where tne
teacher emphasized interpersonai concerne and conveyedf
feelings of warmth and acceptance( Intergroup effort was
more likely to occur in claésrooms where the teacher
" devoted more time to ind1V1dua1 students and exhibited
patlenée and per51stence in helplng the students. Inter-

group effort was also more likely to bé found in classrooms .
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where a variety of activities existed{

Pupils' croes-racial%interactions were found to be
less likely to occur in classroom environments with a‘strong
academic eﬁphasis, described as businesslike. .However,
intergrouo effort was, for the most part, not hampered by
the businesslike environment. \

Aspy-and Roebuck (1977) also discovered certain

teacher behaviors to be related to‘the'affective outcomes

- of students in a. stud§ 1nvolVing over five hundred teachers

-,':and ten thousand students inv rural and urban elementary

fschools in the United States.f They reported that the

'gteachers' facilitative conditions of understandinq, genuine—'hf“

ness, and respect were pos1tive1y and SLgnificantly related
to student achievement, student attendance, andAaIMOst all
aspects of. student self-concept.~ '

In summary, then, it is evident'from:the literatdre
reviewedkthat a variety of teacher behaviors are associatedw'

with the cognitive and affective outcomes of students such-

that a change in teacher behav1or could alter student out-

comes.

o Stress and the, Teacher ‘

- In the "Report of The Manitoba Teachers Society's e
Committee on-Teacher Stress" (1981) , it was noted that

aLthough a wealth of . information exlsts concerning the topic

' of stress, very 1itt1e speCifically related to teacher stress

hasabeen written.. There is,. however, some literature whlch

s

~
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o ~

has%documented that teachers perceive parent expectations.as
a .source of stress in their job situations. There is also
literature which suggests that high leveis of stress |
experienced by teachers may have an adverse effect}on stu-
dents, . |

Chinnery (1979), in a paper concerned with stress in.

'~the schools, explalned that the- critical link between an

individual and the systen\is a work role.. This work role ls

generally deflned by the organlzatlon, whlch also provldes

”a set of role expectatlons. Included in thls role set for

teaohers are prlnclpal, colleagues, students,.lnspectors, LT

L1

A'sftatlons Whlch the persbns in’ the role set have for the

Lfeacher, partlcularly lf the expectatlons are COntrary~to : i

the beliefs held by the teacher, or become complex dueito._
3 . ,
the expectatlons of ‘other members of the role set.._In such

~

c1rcumstances, the experlence of the teacher is llkely.to'ff

: T
.'be confllctlng in- hatune, resultlng ln response \such as

tension, anger, or 1ndec1s1on.

"In a study e~ Alberta teachers, itvwasralso discoVered"

that parents do represent a source of stress to teachers.'_fu

'These teachers were asked to rank 67 1tems on the ba31s of
®, how stressful the 1tem was and howﬁoften the 51tuatlon;l
'L?_ T occurred, for them. ‘Teachers ranked the "conflictlng needs
’ ‘~of students (e g., parents, teachers, central offlce, school

' board)"_as ninth on’ the list of stress evoking situatlons

' and parents., Teacher stress may result from the role expec- ';”-»"

.

- (items), (Report of The Manitoba Teachers Sopxety s,Committee #,

P P e R T e S UL NV U PI SR
DA L) Ly I et - Pt
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’ ,"deal with responsxbllltles at school..l-.

'-~'.'.:‘.teachers are expern.encmg stress, the survival concerns of '

".:;'teachers take precedence over d.J.rect teaching activ:.ties.

: teachers are occupled with more,.‘immediate concerns. '

‘the classroom.

. o R
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on4 Teacher Stress, 1981, p.” 10). Thus, teachers view the

expectations wh:Lch parents, among others, ha\:e for then,

with regards to the education of their child, as stress
produc'ing. . v

The sStress which a teacher experiences .‘may have 2

\

harmful effect on students in the classxoom. Youngs (1978)

contended that "high ‘teacher anxiety, brought on by stress, 4

<

may have. a negative effect on students' performan'ce.

Furthermore, lt may also affect the manner in which teachers

v

Fuller (19 69) reported that :Ln 51tuatlons where

R Y

'.'Th.us, ,the :Lnterest :Ln pupil’ learnz.ng is decreased ‘as. 3 o

¢

From the llterature rev;Lewed, it is apparent that

£

' teachers perce ive parent expectatlons to be among a number’

~

of factors Whlch are con51dered stress producing Expec-'

.Atations of a new group of parents, bher;,ymay be seen by . \// .
.lteachers as more or- less stressful depend:.ng on the nature '
Vof the expectatlons. Furthermore, s-ince the stress level

B mof teachers may affect students, it is umportant to cons:.der

that the expectations of'a’ new group of parents may affect

"the stress level of teachers and therefore be reflected in

f T N N L PPN IR A TS TN L AN« / R R T
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Parent Participation )
Research in the area of home~-school relationships has
shown a difference in the amount and type of participation .

in which parents of elementary school students, and parents

of secondary school students, engaged.
‘ 4

In a study which investigated the participation of

elementaty and secondary parents in their schools, Lucas
' - @

and Lusthaus (1976) found that~elementary school p:arents K]

. indicated. significantly more overall participation in four-
‘ teen‘ dec’:isional‘ situations _'than did parents‘ of secondary
school students.' In add:.tion, the*parents of elementary

sohool students were significantly more involved in parent

) ) associations than were parents of secondary school students. ’

--/- [
Scout and Borders (1979) completed a study concerned

‘wi'th- parental J.nvolvement-.and confidence in -schools, ’.l‘hey

felt that parental involvement in -‘the secondary school

"shpuld be redefined, but not necessarily lessened, even

" though the child has become more independent and the =

secondary school more specidlized. sTh'ey recommended that’
seCondary 'schools must prov‘ide regqular opportunities for
parents to 1earn about varlous aspects of the school and . | Y
develop means of effectlve communlcatlon w:.th parents. |

N

Stout (1968) suggested that because the organizationa,l

structure of the h:Lgh school is different frem that of the

. /ﬁi\
_elementary school, necessary adaptations in ‘parent-teacher
contacts must occur 50 that: the level: of parent partic:L— :

.pation at the secondary school remains das high ‘as that .at

. . B - L
- X “
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the elementary school.
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Thus, the 1literature does recognize that parent partici-

pation at the different school levels does vary. Teachers

- teaching at different school levels may therefore perceive

both local and incoming parents’ as having differing expec-

tations depending on- the level of schooling of their child.

-

Student Attributes as Related to Teacher-Student

~Interactions

N

The literature‘ pertaining to teacher-student inter-
actions in the classroom contains numerous studies whitch

re?orted tﬁat' i:’eachers-'“ 'a‘ttitud'es, "e‘xpectancies , and beha-

Viors toward students are influenced by such. student attri—-

Abutes as sex, social class, race, and speech character—

' 1stics. ’,

swift and Spivack (1968) inves‘tidai':ed the eff~ect of
student sex on classroom interag:ti_ons and reportec'l: that
girls were rated moreﬂ positively by the teacher thaxi were
boys.‘ Girls ‘were the rec:.pients‘ff positive types of
teacher 1nteraction, while boys were more likely to have
less positive interactions. - _ . b

Brophy, Evettsor, Crawford, and Sherman . (1975)

“conclude_d that, in general, girls tended to be more con- =

for-ming-'an'd achievement oriented ‘than boys. Girls, thére-

fore, had more . favourable _eontac.ts' with the Ateachef,

whercas male students 1nteracted in more behavior oriented.

\

. contacts, includmg criticism and punishment for misbehav:.or.

»
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Levitin amiChahanie(l972) studied the effect of
student sex on the attitudes of teachers. They found that
many teachers lihe best those students who are feminine
(girls) , - and defined the preferred pupil role as orderi&,
conforming,;ﬂependent, and disapproving of daspcilal acts-~
characteristics which are common to fe?ales.

The socioeconomic status, or sociel class membership
of students, has also been shown to affect the manner in
which teachers interaet with studehts.'

.Brophy et al. (1975) reported. that teachers'teaching :

in schools housing predcminehtly high socioecohcmicgstetus‘ L
studehts tended to maihtain a husinessiiﬁe deﬁeancr- ehu’ |
to - focus primarily on the curriculum. Those teachers ‘ ﬁ :
"teaching in schools housing predominantly low socioeconomic-‘
status pupils, particularly in the 1ower-grad984 were mere
pefsdnalized'in their~€hteractions’with~students. ' These
teachers spent‘hore time teeching~basic'subiects, moved at
a sloweripace, and tried to socialize students into givihg_
answers. “ '

In.schools ‘where social classes. were mixed i;yewhat
drfferent results were found. Friedman and Friedman (1973)
observed tWenty—four flfth and sixth grade s§tudents to
ascertain whether teacher-reinforging behaVier was reiated

to -the sociai class of the student. ‘They found that sigﬁifiA
,cantly more total reinforcements, particularly of the non—
‘Verbal type, were given to middle class students than to

o
lower class students.‘ -7 t
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The race of the studeht has also been documerf\‘.ed as an
influencing factor in the nature of teache r-stn'dent inter- ’
actions between t'eac,hers‘ and black and white students.

. Adams (1978) found thatApreschool teachers juﬂdged white
children as more ' :i.‘ntellig'ent than bla&childr’en and expected ,
-academic‘achievement to‘b.e higher for whites than. blacks. |

In a study which investigated the attitudes of teachers-
towards white- and “black ¢hildren, Woodworth and S5alzer ° |

. ) (1971) concluded that black students are perceived by A
teachers less pos:l_tively than white students._ I /

Brophy and Good (1974) reviewed the 1iterature "related N

‘ PR LA

to the effect of student race on teacher behav10r... In

general, they found that teachers were 1ess attentive ,“'fﬁ.‘*“'.‘*'f_

v,

.towards black children. Teachers praised black students

: _less and critic:.zed them more than white children. B ‘ ,'; Co

?

Speech characteristics of students have also been
shown in the research to mfluence teacher expectanc:.es of,

_and interactions w1th pupils. As--with race, the ___research

has- been focused- on the -black and white student; p'opulation..

oL . Rist -(1970) reported that kindergarten teachers eval~ s

- ]
.uated black children who spoke Standard English as hav:l.ng

I_higher academic abllities than those who spoke Black

v -

Co , T Engllsh. . - »‘,: o, "‘-.”Z- - -'; L _' : ) .
(1972) ind:.cated that teachers tend to" associate non—
Standard En,glish particularly that of biack people, w:.th

A}

negative attitudes, and to develop low expectations for

B D L R R A a. ET N T U g Al S LR
‘ : vl . i

Similar find:.ngs from Wil 1iams, Whitehead, and Mil_lé‘r .
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E economlc status, and speech character:.stlcs,

- attributes. .

the manner in. which teachers mteract w:.th them, may be

parents, teachers, students, and the\ Province s educat:l.on

St tha

in gene ra~l

The research rev:.ewed shows students pPOssess

ce_rta'in attributes, which may i"nfl-'uence* the

attitudes, expectanc:l.es, and behav:.ors of teachers towards

-

Many of" these attributes, such as race,
Y

s tuden,ts . soc io-

v

‘refiect the

family background of the students. Teachers, theh, may- .

. also interact with and form expectanc:.es and att:.tudes

-

towards incoming parents on the basis of these and other

. -

tancies which teachers may form of incomlng parents, and

¥

T ’ research rev.leWed clearly J.nd:Lcates that the per-

.

ceptions which teachers have of the expectations of local :

s

F—-

and iocommg parents may result in far reachlng effects forwy-

{

system. 'I‘hls may be particularly true lf andeed the per--

If thJ.s is the case, the attitudes and expec- i

..'|

-

*

'ceptz.pns Wthh teachers hoId of the expectat:.ons of incom-

H

:.ng parents are. at var:.ance w:.th thOSe they. hold of local

..

:"'&;{;;;zi\;
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LI o accordance w:.th the :Lnstr tiOns for that particul:ar group.

T .
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R Procedur o ‘_," '\;\, . . e
’ v - ’l"hz.s' study 1nvolved the use of, a Q-—Sort, whlch consisted o '.‘.:: '
o ; . ) of fort;}-..‘t;ive items related to education and the teaching of t iE R
) s T The 0= Sort was completed by teachers teaching in’ 14 o L
, ~ pr:.mary—elementary schools, and 10 hlgh schools, 1n three ' 3
J~ - o areas of the Pr0vince., Principals, vice—princ:.pals, and
: . guidance -counsel 1ors 1nvc>1v\ed :.n classroom teachlng were
e ‘ T also included R ' ' i ‘
_ -‘ : ."I'he teachers in each school wer da.v:.ded randomly into
] three groups 1n such a way‘that teachers teachlng the same
."" 'v‘ grade were 111 dd.fferent grpupg. The teachers 1n each group
.‘A . were then r‘eques.ted to so £ the :Ltems in the Q-Sort in

, ' ) The flrst group sorted in terms of.: the percelved 1mportance : SR
T L of the items to” the parents of the chlldren who the tea;hers .'"'z .’ ;‘-‘
. }‘ 'were teaching at the time of the study (1oca1 parents) The‘ R “
“ second gro‘up sorted in’ terms of the percelved 1mportance ‘of- '
o : the items to the parents‘moving to Newfoundland to work J.n“ -
‘\ﬂ . 011 related jobs (1ncom;Lng parents) The thJ.rd group sorted

:Ln terms of the perce:l.ved importance of the 1tems to the

teachers themse lves ( :Ldeal)
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The Sample
Tﬂe sample consisted of three hundred twenty-one
teachers: 215 of these taugﬁt at the RrimarYQelementEry
school level, while 106 taught at the high' school level.-
vT'he sample was taken from three areas of the Province.
&f the 321 teachers in the sample, llg were teaching in
"Area 1, which(is a growth center where teachers have had

exposure to new families moving to their area and school.

" Area 2 which .is a growth center of a smaller magnitude

s
et -y

than Area 1, «where~teachers hgve had some exposure to new
families moving to.their area and SChool,'cont%;med 79 of
the teachers in the sample. .@rea 3, which con51sts of’”
.-smaller Centers where the teachers have*had little exposure

to new ‘families moving to their area and scbool, contained

EIRN . am

123 of the teachers in’ the samﬁle. These areas were chosen

for inclusion_im the study because tbey had been designated
by the Pro;incial Government as potential oil development’
‘sitee, and -had active deve lopment committees or proposals
in prooess. s ) ° o

~

In each of the three treatment groups, the number of
- . . ¥ 4
teachrers were as follows: 100 teachers were assigned to

.

the‘Loeal Parent Group, which dealt with the teachers'
: 3

‘perceptions of local parents' expectations;-111 teachers

were assigned to the Incoming Parent Group; which dealt
. . .. [ .

~

) with the teachers' perceptions of'incoming'parents‘ expec—

"~

. tations; and 110 teachers were assigned to the Ideal .Group;

‘ s - . .
which dealt with the teachers' perceptions ‘of the ideal

”

-
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directions were thé&n presented to a cldss of seveh graduate

; . ‘ \
.students to receive feedback on clarity of items and

31

.

teaching situation. ' -
3 .

The Instrument

The develoément of the instrument for this study pro-
ceeded in the following steps. First! the lrteraéhre per-
teininé to home-school relations was reviewed in an\attemptA
to generate ideas concerning factors related to the teaching
of children, which might be of "importance to parents. ‘Since
the literature yielded very little information, extensive
consultations with educators, students,‘and parentf‘were
undertaken to assist in compillng a list of. factors thought

to be of importance to perents.‘ A list of sixty—three

factors.was compiled, which were grouped into fourteen
v : . .

A

. . : ; L .
categories, each with a heading which réflected the common-

alities of the factors. Each factor WQS then provided with

a sub-heading and a descriptor of that,sub headlng, explain-

ing its meaning and prov1ding exaﬂ/les. The answer sheets

-

and the directionsg for completlng the Q-Sort were also

developed at that time. The sub-headings, descriptors, and

]

directions, and suggestions for possdble changes. The
suggested changes resulted in a final draft consisﬁinq of

N3
the following: flfteen sets of cards,. with three cards

. I'd
(items) in each set, with all three items of the set per~
taining to the same general concept, which resulted in -

fifteen major concepts:; one set of directions fortfach of

o
T - .
- ¢
° . . ‘ i .
; : ! ’
. . ;
.

A

-~
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the three treatment grcups, the first directing teachers to
consider the.factors or items in terms of their perceived
importance to local parents (Local Parent Group), the

secend directing teachers to consider'the factors or items
in terms of their perceived importance to incoming parents
(Incomlng Parent Group), and the third directing teachers
to"c9h51ﬂer the factors or items in tegts or the;r 1mportance
to the.teachers them;elves (Ideal Group); and an answer
“sheet on which the teachers 1ndlcated the order in which the
card/’were ultimately sorted. The instrument was again
te'sted for clarity by five students and a research a551stant,
who'were involved in other aréas of research Twenty—one
teachers from a local school also_completed the Qg-Sort,

which provided the opportunity to detect any difficuxties

- which might occhr in administration.

Descrlption of the Instrument

The following is. an overview'of the fifteen categories
© 3
. L
which compogsed the 0-Sort. In addition, Table 1 pregents .

each item numher and heading, and the category heading

under which each item be longs.

Category A. Category A, Homework Requirements, was

concerned with wertain aspects of homework whlch might{?e

of importance to parents, such as the scmainang of homeworkm

- S

. . - M
4 . ' a
.

. [ ] . ’
Category B. This category, Testing Techniques, included

items dealing with the fq}mat of tests, the amount of hotice_‘

er




Table 1.
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List of Q-Sort Ttems by Number, Item Heading, and

Item
Numbe?

Category Heading

]

Item Heading

. G
Category Heading

01

02

~ 03

04

05

06

<07

.+ 08
09
.

10

11

13

14

15

17

The Relatiopship the Teacher

Amount of Homework Assigned

The Availability of Basic -
Courses )

has with the Community °

Amount of Time Used for :
Standaxdlzed Testing

e Special Meet.mgs

Fon'nat of ’I‘ests

Conf 1dent1a11ty of Records

'Personality and Appearance

of the Teacher

Instructional Criteria Used
to Evaluate Teachers

Provision for Remedial

Programs
. .

Equipment Utilized

Arneunt of Notice Before
Testing

Teacher's Use of Resqurce/
‘Referral Contacts Outside
.the School

Method of Ins{;mction
'I.\eacher Behavior
Stmcmral Aspects of the

Classrocm

Nature of Standarchzed Testlnjf

<@

s .
T TR s B T T
A , R

'Personal Characteristics

~Phys:.ca1 Appearance of

Homework Requirenehts

Curriculﬁm Offerings

Persona) Characteristics
of the Teacher

‘'Standardized Testing

Hame-School Relations
Testing Techniques P
Record Keeping“ - o '

Personal Characterlstics
of the Teacher

’ Teacher Evaluation

Grouping
élassroan Instruction
'Itestingv Techniques

Resource/Referral
Contacts ‘

Classroom Instruction -

. of the 'IEacher .

1
the Classrocm

StandardiZed Testing
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Table 1 (Cont'd)
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Ttem
Nunber Ttem Heading Category Heading
18 ' Purpose of Records . Record Keeping =
19 Methods of Classroom* Classroom Discipline
¢Discipline _
20 Organization of the Classroam Physical Appearance of . |
' - - the Classroom
21 The Standards of Acceptable Homework Requirements
Homework . : ' '
22 '“Ctnﬁleteness of Records Record. Keeping
23 Scheduled ’Pa.rent-!‘eacher Home-School Relations © -
: Cmﬂxwts _ _ . '
24 | Aesthetic Appeal of the . Physical Appearance of
Classroan S : the Classruom -
25 wvision for Indiv1duallzed Groupmg
Programs (/}
26 The Nature of the Grade Assigned Student. Evaluation
to Tests and Other Pupll Work '
27 Teacher's Knowledge of the Professional Character-
Substance of Teaching istics of the Teacher
28 Teacher's Attitude Toward Professional Character~
Children istics of the Teacher
29 ‘ Frequency of TEstlng Y °  Testing Techniques
30 . .Child's Reaction to "Classroam Instruction
Classroam Instruction L o
A . ‘ 4
31 Generalizability~of'Grades Student Evaluatiqn g
32 Unscheduled Parentdheacher Hame-School Relations
Contacts ’
33 EEacher as a Prinary Resource Resource/Referral
* for Dealing with Special " Contacts
Problems of Students Co
34 The Availability of Other Curriculurn 'Offerings

Courses

R A T R LEL T DR I
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Item
NurbeX

Table 1 (Cont'd)

Item Heading

Category Heading

4

35

35
36

37
38

39

43
44

45

The Availability of Extra-
Curricular Activities

F‘klequancy ‘of Teacher
Evaluation

Grouping or Streaming

The. Overall Evaluation of
a Course -

Purpose for Standardized
Testing. - .

. The Ability of the Teacher

to Control Pupil Behavior

' Scheduling of Homework S

Standard of Pupil Behavior
Maintained in the
. Classroom

Experience of the Teacher

Non-Instructional Criteria
Used to Evaluate Teachers

Teacher's Use of School Based
Resource/Referral Sources .

a9
+
'
14 '
’
[
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L.

Curriculum Offerings

Teacher Evaluation

Grouping

Student Evaluation

Standaidized Testing

I

v

Classroom Disciplire

.

‘Classroam ‘Diséiplﬁne

_ Homework Requireménts - .

Professional Character— ‘
istics of the Teacher

Teacher Evaluation

Resourcé/Referral -

Contacts

»
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before testing, and the frequency of testing.
) ‘ A

Categqgory C. -Category C, Classroom Instructlon, was
concerned with the manner ln which the teacher teachés

material 1n‘the classroom, and the child's reaction to the.

instruction. 3

Categorz . Category D Grouplng, cons1sted of ltems
related to the groﬂplng of students for remedial purposes,

other special needs, and according'to academic ability,

Categorz . ThlS category, Home School Relatlons, was

concerned w1th certaln aspects of parent-teacher contacts,

'such as scheduled and unscheduled meetings. B
o o ~

'Categorz . Category F Classroom Disc1pline, dealt
'W1th the ability of the teacher to malntaln classroom dls-:

c1p11ne, and the manner in whic thlS is done.

Categorg' . -Category G, RecOrdlKeeping,'was cOncerhedﬁ
IWith'the.purpose, confidehtiality,-and completeness‘of'pupil

'records,

Categorz H This category, Profe551ona1 Characterlst1c§ :
A of the Teacher, con51sted of Ltems related to the experlence

and knowledge of the teacher, as well as the- attitdde the

“teacher has towards children. '

Categorx I.- Category Iy Teacher Evaiuation, dealt with

the crlterla used to evdluate teachers, and the frequency:of

1
. .
\ . - '
. .




of such evaluation.

A :
Category J. This category, Standardized Testing, con-

) S ' . ‘ e {

"sisted of items related to the nature and purpose of stan-
~dardized testing -and:the amount of time used for such

testing. . ' ' .

Category K. Category K Aesthetic Appeal of the Class~

room, was concerned with such matters as the appearance and

/organlzatlon of the classiroom.. -~
‘EEEEEQEX_EQ'ﬂThis*category, Personal Characteristics
[

of the Teacher, consisted of ltems related to- the persona-

'_1ity of the teacher, the behavior of the teacher, and the

"extent of teacher involvement in the community

1 .o £
f . .. N oo [
. ¢

'Categorx'M. Category M, Resource/Referral Contacts,

o

:Was concerned with the exteht to. which the teacher uses the
resources aVailable, inside and outside ‘the school, to help

deal with student concerns.‘,

- éategory~N. Category N Student Evaluation, dealt w1th
the nature of grades a551gned “the overall evaluation of

courses, and the generalizability of grades.

Categogz' . This category, Ccurriculum Offerings, con-
sisted of ltems related to the availabillty of basic

courses, other courses, and extra.curricular actlvitres.

a7 '
M
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Sorting Procedures

The sorting procedure was in three steps, intended to
improve sorting reliability. 1In the first step, each set of
three cards was sorted into an appropriate order according
to the instructions given to the teachers. In the segond
step, a group of~three sets was sorted, gilving five different
sorted groups of cards. In the final step, the five groups
were sorted into the single, final soiution that was sought.
Following this procedure insured that a teacher never had to

fconsider more than five items at any point in the procedure.

Each step is described in more detail below.- 4

~:§t.p~ . In this first step of the sort the. teachers '
l'were presented w1th the fifteen sets of cards which were J
grouped into the fifteen categories explained above.f They
were to take each set in turn -and sort the, cards according
to how they perceived the 1mportance of - the factors in that
‘'set to be to the 1local parents, or to the incoming parents,

© or to.the teachers themselﬁes,'depending on the treatment‘

. ‘e

group to which they were assigned. . The most important card

.was to be Placed on top, the second most important in the

'middle, and. the least 1mportant on the bottom.

Btep. 2. Once the fifteen sets were sorted in that

-

manner, the teachers were to c¢hoose any three sets of cards,_

- and looking ohly at those cards on top, the teachers were o
|

required to chodse the factor they perceived to be.nmost - ‘.&;

o

important according to the treatment group spec1fications. ’, -
5 4 il ’ .

4 .
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The most important card was to be placed face down, ahd
cqnsideratioﬁ given again to the t;; three cards to ascer-
tain which was the next most important. This procedure was
to be repeated until all nine cards in the tpree sets had
been removed. This resulted in a stack‘of nine cards, with
the ﬁost important on top'and.the least importént on the
bottom. The process of choosing three more sets of cards
and ﬁorminé a stack of nine wag to be repeated until five

~

stacks of nine cards were formed.

. Step_3.  The teachers were then required ‘to take the

fivé?sfacks éhd,:from the top five cards, chpbse the .factor

.;thgy ﬁgréeived to be:mbst.impdrtant;.again,faccbrdihéfté

'thé tfeatﬁent'gfoup‘spéciffcatiqns. 'The’number of the card
chosen. was to Be‘writteﬁ in’thé'fifst blank'in'numper one
on the.answér sheet,.and the éard placed to one side, face
down._ The top five cards were again to be cohsidered,lﬁhe
most important chosen, and thé number of the itemlwrittgn

in the second blank in number one on the anéWer sheet, -That
;- .

~card was to be placed on top of the first one. This prOCeés

- was to be continued until all forty-five cards had been

used. The end result was-that the fbrty—fiﬁe gérdg were
'sorted'quh that the most important card was.positioned on

top, the’secohd most‘impértant next to it, and so on, with
R .

the position of each card being recorded oﬁﬁgge answer sheet.
Although the teachers in éach treatment group were

presented with the same forty—five itehs, and w?re rgquiréd”

-3 -

[}
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to sort the itemslin the seme manner, the 1n;tructions for,
each treatment group differed in that the teachers. were
required‘tb coneider the items in terms of theirp importance
to local parents, or to incoming parents, or toithe teachers
themselves, depending on the treatment group to which they
were assigned. This procedure allowed for comparison of

the mean rankings cf the items for each treatment group in

order to ascertain if teachers in each group did perceive /.

the'importance of the items differently.
; .

»

Scbring of Items - Co e

gme scoring of the forty—flve items, as they were

recorded by the teachers on the answer sheet, ‘was performed

by aspigning a value of 1 to the two 1tems ranked as most o : |{ffi

1mportant a value of 2 to the three ltems ranked as the next
most important, a wvalue of 3 to the five items recorded as,

the next most important, a wvalue of 4 to the eight items

ranked as the next mdet important, a value of 5 to the nine

"items recorded as the next most'importantlya valﬁe of 6 to

the eight items ranked as the next most important, a value

ot

of 7 to the five items ranked as the next most important, 43

value of 8 to the,three items ranked.as the next most impor- ! T

.. o . e
tant, and a- value of 9 to the two items ranked as the. least e 'Z*f
N .3 . - 3 l

important. :
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The Reliability of the Q- Sort o //’J

* The o(methodology has most frequently been used in
research 1nvolv1ng areas of. complex aesthetic judgements
and preferences, psychological study of the 1ndividua1, and

Al 1 r .
certain aspects of intensive educational programs, such as

attitude change (Kerlinder, 1964).

The Q methodology'mas utilized 'in this study for a

similar reason--to_study the'complex,area of teacher per-

- the educational setting,‘ ,:;E,.".

e The reliabllity of the Q Sort procedure has been

ceptions -as they relate to the expectatiOns of parents in

n '

. ,S ‘l.. "’

established in several studies which investigated areas

‘such as: those mentioned above._ Kerlinqer (1966) used two

! different Q Sort procedures to study the relatlonshlp

between attitudes toward educatlon ‘and perceptions of

;desirab1e~traits of teachers. ' To test reliabllity, one of

PR PN

the Q4sorts was administered tw1ce, at intervals of One to,

six months, to. twenty—two of the Judges involved in the

\study. The range "of reliabllity ooefficlents was 0. 45 to

»89 with 15 greater than 0.70, The average reliability
coeffic1ent, via Fisher s B, was 0. 73. :
Kerllnger (1972) used a simllar procedure to tést

certain lmplications of a structural theory of attitudes,'

'again using two different Q= Sort procedures.: One of the

sorts, the Referents 0- Sort, was tested for repeat reliabil—

'1ty by having eight of the thirty-three subjects sort a

second time at intervals from one month to over a year.

Iv .‘ . h’
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fcients of reliability ranged‘from 0. 66 td

0.91, with an average,

ia Fisher's 2, of 0.80.

Block (1961), in a discussion. of Q methodology im ., . »

geéneral, stated that test—retest reliabilities of 0.8 and ~

0.9 are conventional when the Q-Sort procedure is. uséd.
It appears then, in general, that the Q-Sort‘procedure}‘

when used to investigate areas such as those in this. study,

v

is a rellable methbd of research

The teachers partlcipatlng in the study were requested

‘fto complete a question sheet dealing w1th parent—scheol con—_

‘.

'f:tacts (see App6nd1x B\.‘ More specifically, the teachers were R

e

”Sasked to respond to questions related to the percentage and 2

¢~number of parent initiated contacts Wlth the teacher concern-“‘?

Al

'ing some aspect of schoolang or thelr child during the school'
,.year.' Likew1se, questions Were asked which pertalned to the |,

‘percentage ‘and number of teacher initiated contacts with the

~ ° ¥

parent concerning 51milar topics (see Appehdix B) Questions

concerned w1th the number ‘of general 1nvitations extended to f

parents throughout the school year, and the percentage of

mothers only, fathers only, and both parents attending such

' functions, were also posed.

‘A8’ with the Q- Sort, these questions ‘were different for\

'each treatment group in that the teachers in the Local

. Parent Group were to’ answer in terms of the actual nature o

e~ -

' of parent-school contacts W1th local parents, the teachers

T

g .‘1: ,
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'they hadymith 1ocal parents, as compared tp the amount theyjm

v

S ceptions in the three treatment groups. ;f

.a- form requesting the name of the community in which the

1 and the years of teaching experience which the teacher had

_and the geographic area in which they taught

3 Method of Data Collection B '_" T
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in the Incoming Parent Group were to ahswer in terms of how
they felt parent-school contacts w0u1d be . like with parents K

who move to Newfoundland 'art of the off-shore oil devel-’,

o -

in- the. ideal teaching situation. T o t' E N

The’ answers to.theSe questions were important'as , L

indicators of the amount of interaction which teachers felt:'“V

felt they would have with incoming parents, or the amount B

».'; at
«

they felt they should have in the ideal teaching situation.~
cowly S
Again, this allowed for a comparison of thE—teachers' per-=;‘}:§j5, :

) o . . » s -
U R K e

. . T ;&«., S

. te : PR

Additional Information , “”'} L 4,,L;u‘f

ﬂ?he partiCipating teachers were also asked to complete*"
school was located the level at Wthh the teacher taught, o

This information allowed for a comparison of the teachers'Tw

perceptions with regards to the level at which they taught,ﬂ-

L P PR " . " e
ro. N I - -

: LN et P .

o LR ' - E . -

- ‘\

7 3
The data for this study were collected by two graduate
X ,. J .'.. B

students and a research assistant.- The graduate students




o ,’—N_T—\\\\ Hypotheses were tested at,the .05.level of significance.

HR R T IR ORI AN DR AN MRS TR, i TSPy N\M?{A;}fl‘,-,‘d.\{l_‘cﬁ\VL'J;’.-.»'W.-.ul.-'w.‘.-ih.u-.a.-.-t.xl.‘_..urq'f et g phan bt

"the'research assistant had been involved 1in the condtruction

L4

of a Q0-Sort used in a previous study. All three completed
the O-Sort and discussed the manner in which it would be
by 7,

administered.

[ . .

At each school, the teachers were randomly divided into

€ .

¥ v
three groups, with each group being assigned ;o\a room where

there 'was ample space for each teacher to manipulate the

. . )
. cards in the 0Q-Sort. Each group was given a short intro-

ductlon descrlblng “the overall purpose of the study, but-

was not informed of the comparatlve nature of the stﬁdy.

1

'The teachers.were-then requested to check the1r packets to

‘

ensure that all Matérials were enclosed Throughout the .

administratlon of the Q—Sort, questlons concernlng pro-

cedures were answered.

Statistical Analysis S .

D T Sk
Research questions 1 through 12 were analysed by means

of a 3-way multivariate aﬁalysis of Vvariance. -If the F value

produced by this procedure was shown to be signif;cant?at

- the .05 level of confidence, indicating differences in the
profiles of the mean'rankings,nthe ANOVA waS‘performed
separately on each item to determine the nature of the

differences. When a post hoc comparison of group means was

required, the Newman-Keuls method was applied.

\ . .

’

"

.
i
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CHAPTER 4

L4

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

Introduction

The analysis of thendata collected in this study is —
presented in this chapter. The research questions are

cohsidered in the order outlined .in Ch/pter 1.

&@

Research Question l: Are there differencés in the profiles
of the mean rankings-of the teachers' perceptions of local
parents' ekpectations, their perceptions of -incoming parents'
expectations, and the teachers' -own ideal perceptions?
B * N R B . { . .

R - PR : ' '
TabLe~2 presents the data.for the ma%nAeffect of treat-
mentAfor each item. N “ '
fhe multivariate analysis of variance produced a value
for F of.5.09 with 2 and 303_degrees of'freedom.ﬂ This “was
significant at the .05 level of confidence and was evidence

of differences in the profiles of mean rankings made by the
- Pl
teachers receiving the differing treatments.

A1
The ANOVA procedure indicated that a significant treat-
ment main effect was present for 30 of the 45" 1temsLl
These 30 items may be grouped in. several ways,;

depending upon the agreement of the mean rankings for the

three treatments.' In'the first set of items, teathers felt

" that Aincoming parents would have expectations which teachers

1dea11y thought parents should have, but different from

those of local parents. "These were the Local—Incoming/;deal

4 45 » al
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Table 2
Mean Rankings for Items by Treatment
Treatment
X R X

Variable "Local Incoming* - Ideal F

Item 01 ~ 3.40 4.47 5.27 36.77%

Item 02 . 3.67 2.88 3.66 . 8.01%

Item 03 *® o 6.28 . 6.50 2.21

Item 04 - 6. 64 © 6.65 o 6.85 0.29 I

Item 05 & =~ 5.47 5.02 5.98 14.72% 1

Item 06 .- . 5.64 5.68 = . 5.22 - 3.78% B RS
Item 07 5..80 - 5.87 . 6.02 . -0.91

Item 08 .- 3.99  4.78 .3,89 .  7.78%, '

Item 09 . 6.16 6.28 - 5.50  6:62%

Item 10 . - 4.15 3.80 C o343 5.58%

Item- 11 6.70 . 6.13 5791 5.87% ‘
. Item 12 4.74 © . 5.67 6.11 25.44% N
Item 13 6.58 © 5.98 5.66 11.94%

Item 14 4.62 - 4,12 , 3.56  °  10.38*

Itém 15 4.95° 6.55 6.26 - 20.46% :
Ttem 16 5.84 5.47 5.22 .32 - R

Ttem 17- 6.18 5.91. 5.94 1.14 |

Item 18 . 5.84 . 5.62 -, 5.38 | 2.42

Item 19 3.69 . 4003 .. < 4.39 5.92%

"Item 20 6.05 5,63 . 5.27 6.94% L

Item 21 4.53 4.39°  4.42 0.30 &
Ttem 22 6,01 7 N 5.66 - - . 5.63  1.82
®rtem 23 4.40 4.38 . 4.92 3051

Item 24 . 5.82- 5.95 . 5.52 2.19 -

Itém 25 . 4.49 3.34 3.77 ©  22.38%

Iteh 26 4.49 5.06 5,81  23.31* S

Item 27 3.84 ‘ 3.33 > 3-04 C6.00% - C j?:'

*pg .05° "
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Table 2 (Cont'd)

- Treatment

n o X

Variable Local

X
Incoming

47

Item 28 2.35

LXEY

Item 29 4.50
Item 30 2.80

Ttem 31 5.79
Item 32 . 4.97 .

Ttem 33  ° - 4.44

Item 34 4.61
Item 35 oL 5.74.
Item. 36 ’ . 7.07

Item 37 ~ ° “4.23

Item 38 ° .  4.40
. Item 39 ~5.50
Item 40 3.38

ITtem 41 4.27

. Item 42 " 4,44

Item 43. 4.86
Item 44 6.18

Item 45 © 8,79

2.85
5.16
" 3.43
. 5.02
4.68
4.59.
3.88
4.84
723
. 3.98
4.38
5.13
. 3.87
4.95
5.06
5.09
6.68 -
5.23

.35
4,58
5.33
6.11
4.33

6.68%
20.28%
3.97%
1.70
1.76
32.85%

*p<€ .05

-

g

MANOVA: F = 5.09; df =2, 303; significant at .05 level.

N .
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and the Ihco.ming/Id'eal-Local groups of items.

~In the second set of items, teachers felt that all
parents, both local and incoming, would agree with each
other co.ncerning'.the importance of these items, and disagree
with what lteachers felt was ideal. These were the Ideal-
Incomlng/Loaal,. and-Incoming'/Local—Ideal groupings.

In the tlird set of items, teachers felt that;, local -
parents would have expectations which teache:fs ideally
thought parents s,ho;.lld.'ha\ie ,. but different from Incoming

'Pa_r.ént‘s. : These were the Incqming:Lbcai/Ideal, and Local/

tl

Ideal~Incdming groupings. N
B v . - -
. ‘ 7 -
‘Incoming Parents Aqree with Teachers, Disaqree
with Local Parents ' W‘_

Local-Incoming/Ideal. “In this set of items, as seen in-

Figure l_, th_e'. teachers fe'l'; that these items were more impor=-
tant to the local parents than to themselves or the incoming
parents. ‘fI“hese items include‘d‘scheduling of ﬁomewokk,
amount of homework ass/igned, amolint; of notice before

testing, fr.equehcy.-of testing, and. teacher behavior.

' Incoming/Ideal-Local. In this set of items, seen in -

Figure 1, the teachers, felt that the ‘local parents would

_place less :meortgnce on these items. than ‘would the teachers

t‘hemselves, oi:'the i-hcoming parents. The equ:.pment utillzed .

teacher s use of resource/referral contacts outs:.de the

school, organizatipn of the classroom, provision fox

-
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Local-Incoming/Ideal : Incommg/Ideal-Lo al
Scheduling of Homework ' llf;ﬁquipment Utilized
Amount af Homework Assigned " 13 Teacher's Use of Resource/Referral
C O . ' ’ Contacts Outside the School
Amount of, Notice Before Testlng_ - 20 Otganization‘of the Classroom
Frequency of Testlng - ' 25 Proﬁision_for Indiviﬁualized

: Programs

Teacher Behavior .« 27 Teachet's Knowledge of the

 Substance of Teaching .

Teachers felt that 1ncom1ng parents and the teachers
themse lves would agree on the.. relatlve importance of
these items, while disagreelng with local parents on

their 1mportance. -

Item Grouéings by Treatment
i - i '
Figure 1

6b
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28

Ideal- Incomlnq/Local

Format of Tests
Method of Instruction

-

Instructional Criteria Used to
" - Evaluate Teachers

Provision for Remedial Programs

- Teécher as a Primary Resource for

dealing with Spec1a1 Problems of
Students

_Teacher's Use of School Based
Resource/Referral Sources

Teacher's Attitude Toward Children

- Incoming/Local-Ideail
05 .
23

37'

.26

19

Special Meetings

IS

Scheduled Parent-Teacher '

Contadts
Grouping or Streaming
The Nature of the Grade

Assigned to Tests and
Other Pupil Work

Methaods of Classroom Discipline

'Y

would agree ‘on. the relatlve importance of these 1tems, ' R ) Ut
while dlsagreelng with the teachers concerning their

lmportance.

Teachers felt that both 1ncom1ng and local parxents

Figure l:tContld)_r

0s
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y - Incoming-Local/Ideal - ) .~ Local/Ideal-Incoming
02 The Avdilability of Basic Courses 40 The Ability of the Teacher to
: . Control Pupil BehavieQr
-34. "The Availability of Other Courses ' ;‘ R 42 Standard of Pupil Behavior
’ = - . - - Maintained in the Classroom
35 - The Availability of Extra-Currlcular 08 Personality and Appearance of
> Activities - ’ the Teacher
31 Géneralizability of Grades . 'l © 30 ‘child's Reaction to Classroom
. : ‘e R .Instructlon

Teachers felt that‘iécaiAparénts and the

teachers thémselvestould agree on the

_relative importance of fhese items, whiie
. dlsagreelng with the 1ncom1ng parents on

their impertance.

Figure 1 (Cont'd)

a

16
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individualized programs; and the teacher's knowledge of the
substance of teaching were all felt by teachers to be more
important to teachers and incoming parents, than to local

parents.

Incoming and Local PRarents Aqree, Disagree with Teachers

Ideal-Incoming/Local. The teachers -felt that both

groups oprarentS'would attach 1ess'impp;tance to the‘items
in.th;s set, than would the teachers~themsélves; There

were two types of items }m this gfoup; The first. tyée
1ncluded format of tests, and prov151on for remedial pro— o
4grams, and appeared to’ relate to the programs providea for
students. ‘The second type 1nc1uded the method of instruc-
tion, instructional cr1ter1a %aed to evaluate teachers, the
teacher as a primary resource for dealing with special prob-

. lems of students, the teachHer's use of school based resource/

referral sources, and the teacher's attitude toward dhildren.~

This type of itéem referfed to the teacher; and the teacher's
role and behaviocr in the claesrpom; Teachers did not feel
thet eithet parent groué woul? give these iteﬁs as mucﬁ
importance as would the teachers,themSelves. o

» ' B {

Incoming/Local~Ideal. This set of items, as. shown in .
. . é. ' ) '

Figure 1, consisted of those which ‘teachers believed wouid
J ' ' : >
. N C . . .
"be more important to both groups qf ‘'parents, than to the
teachers-themaelves.“ This set included special meetings,

A

v -
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i ’ and scheduled parent-teacher contacts as one type of item.
Another type included grouping or streaming, the nature of
‘the grade assigned to tests and other pupil work, and
methods of classroom discipline. -

{

- Teachers and Local Parents Agree, Disagree with
Incoming Parents

Incomiﬁg;Loan/Ideal. Teachers felt that incoming
parents woﬁld attach.more importance to this set of iﬁemé,‘
éé seen.in Figuée 1, than'wquld the teachers themseives, or
‘the local parents. These.iteﬁé concerned theAavailabilify |
of basic.courses, the availability of other courses, fhe

availability of ext?a—curriculaf activities, and the

generalizability of grades.

a

~Loca1/Ideal-Incoming. In this set of items, as seen in

:Figure 1, teachers felt that 1oc;1 parents and teachers
would agree tﬁat theylwefg more imgorﬁant than would .incoming
- parents. Thesg items cqncernea‘the'ability of thevteacher
to,coﬁtrol pupi}wbehavior, ;he standard of pupil behavior
maiﬁtained in‘the classrobm,'the personality and appearance
of the teacher, and tﬁé child's xe;ction to classroom

. , -, :

instruction.

t
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Research Question 2: ' Are there differences 1n the profiles
of the mean ranking of the teachers' perceptions of
parents' expectations in each of the three Areas?

Table % presents-the data for the main effect of area
for each item. .

The mulpivariate anallysis of variance produced a value
for F of 1.55 with 2 and 303 degrees’ of f;eedom. This was
significant at the .05 level of confidence and indiceted
that differences existed in the profilee of mean rankings
made by the teachers infeach of ‘the -three Areas.J o

The ANOVA procedure showed a s nificantvared main
effect for seven 1tems. These ltems were broken into four
‘éroupsﬂasfdetermined by the results of the~Newman—Keuls
procedure. | H

Parents in Areas 2 and 3 Agree, Disagree with Parentglin
Area 1 . h .

’The teachers felt that the parents th Areas 2 and 3
. 5 .

would agree on the relative importance of five of.the'items,'

T

. ) )
while disagreeing with the parents in Area 1 on the impor-

.

bance of these items. 'These were the Area 2/Area 3-Area 1,

and the Area l-Area 2/Area 3 groupings.

Aree é/Area 3-Area 1. 1In this set of items, as seen
in Figure‘é, wﬁicﬁ dealt with the personal characteristics
of the teacher, ﬁamely, £he,relationship-the,teacher hae
with the community, and teacher behavior, the teachers felt
that the parents in Areas 2 and'3 would agree that these

items were important, whereas, the teachers felt that

D o T StopieSeBee W A}
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.Table 3

Mean Rankings for Items By Area
, 9

. i Area

X X X

55

F

Variable Area l Area’ 2 . Area 3

Item 01 4.33 - 4.36 © 4,46
Item 02 3.32 . 3.40 3.46
Ttém 03 © 7.0l | 5.93 5.78
Item 04~ .  6-.85 . 6.42 675 .
Item 05 5.38 :5.48 . B.58 7
o Ttem’06. ,  5.64 . 5.8 . . " 5.42
Item 07 * +°. 5.83 . . 6.4 ° . 582
o Ttem 08 _4.07 . 4.2l | - - 4,38 "
" Item 09 6.01 -3 1 R 15 1
Item 10 ., 3.5 . 3,87 . 3,96.
Item 11 = 6.33 - 6.26 613
Ttem 12 . 5.5 5,44 5.49
Item 13..  6.05 6,07 6.08
Iter 14 . .  4.17°  4.03 . 4.06
Item 15 . 6.59 5,66 © 5,48
Item 16 . 5.69. 5,51 5,33
Ttem 17 6.03 6.03- - 5.96
‘Item 18 5.67 . 5,67 . 5.52
Ttem 19 4.06 - 4.06 4,01
item 20 © - 5.63 .66 . 5.65
Item 21 -~ 4.53 64 4,25
Ttem 22 ., 5.63 01 54
Item’23  4.45 .67 . 4.61°
Item 24 . 5.63 S 8,75 ~ 5,90°
Item 25 3,54 . 3,91 - S ga2
Ttem 26 ~ °  5.01 .. 5.22 519
. Item 27 3.48 331 . 3.38

B .oy & U

*p.& .05

LA

.. 1%
© it

A3
0.55
0.36
14.31% =

- 2,92

0.50 .
2479
130 ¢
0,88 .

‘1‘ vll\9'2' .
146,

1.68

0.60
0.12

0.28
6.76%
1.03
0.34
0.21
0.02
0.13

357

-

bt otk e

. 1i52 §
0.84 ~ 5
©0.337
-3.80%
0.86 . .
0.32

)
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Table 3 (éont"'d)

o Area . . Lt

. . S X OX X T
variable Area 1 Area 2 ° . -Area 3 . F . - L

Item 28 2.22. 2.23 2.46 1.22
Ttem 29 5.03 "5.16 ° . 5.19 0.40
Ttem, 30 2.75 3.39 3.12 3,32%
Ttem 31 5.62 - 5.64 . . 5.46 0410
Item 32 . 4.66 4.91 .+ .5.12 .- 0.6Y
Ttem'33 ~  4.44 - 4031 . 4.260 . 0.35 e
| Ttem 34 SRR 3 PR :'4.‘29‘ L ,4.3-7;‘.’-: o 1.~4'2'I S e
CoItem 35 -0 0 5,22 00 - 5.48 0 B.a8T . o 2,01 - -l
C Ttem36S. 0 7.28 . L 7.0 0701300 L 04820
CTtem 370 . cavzat v Wa.er o435 o o Blogr .
CoTtem 38 C 0 44907 -3 U iiale U 19 Y

CTtem 39 . s.14. L5030 T B3zt 08 P
| Ttem 40 -t - 3.45 (3033 00 3,560 046k, - %

‘Ttem a1 4.83% . 5.0 C4.8L . 0.260 o oo
Ttem 42 4.96 . 4.58 . 4.51 " 149 B
Item 43 5.33 5.13 4.85 0097, . . D

Item 44 6.38 .+ 6.13 - 6.40 . 1.08 L
Item 45 4084 5.10 . " 5.38 3.2ex [ L e

o i - ) \—"\’{J“ .

. *pg-.05 - ]
© MANOVA F = 1.55; df =,2,‘3‘(')3; significant at .05 ‘léye% ‘ A - )
» - I ‘ v I ' ’ _ .

) .
.~:/
» ) " N
. 2
. -
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":M; e \;f' items were less 1mportant'than-would,parentsuln Area 1,

W c . .. s

e Parents in All Three Areas Disagree

IRV, NP 3
.

« -lr'\.’-

, barents in Area 1 would consider these- less important.

=,
a

- felt parents in'Areas 2 and 3 would agree on the importance,

while disagreeing with parents in. Area 1, were the proﬁision‘

~t

for individualized programs, the child's.rehction to class-~
room instructioﬁ; and the teacher's use of school based

resource/referral sources. In thls case, tethers felt @

a.

a that parents in Areas 2 and 3 would agree that these three

14

v . . +

- L
:

.j‘ . ) Parents in Areas.l and 2 Agree, Disagree with'
ks . -, .Paremts in, Area 3 e )

“Area 3;Area 1/Area 2. As indicated in Figure 2, the
\q"'

teachers felt that parents in Areas 1 and 2 would agree

that‘one item, the standards bffacceptable homework,.was.

o ‘ less important than would the<§arents in Area 3. a

L

q_\" : .
- -

) v Area l-Area 3 Area 2.. As seenh .in Figure 2 teachers N

‘

i

felt that the parents in all three areas would disagree on

N the Impgrtance of one item, grouping ér streamlng.

N

. . - - -

Area l-Area 2/Area 3. Three items oh which teachers .
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’

_ Research Question 3: Is there a difference in the profiles
R of the mean rankings of the teachers' perceptions of expec-
tations of parents with primary-elementary’'school students,
and - theerperceptlons of the expectations of parents with
secondary school students?

Table 4 presents the data for th main.eﬁfect of

teaching level on items. ~ p

+ The F value produced by the multivariate analysis of

o : " variance procedure was 2.81 with 1 and 303 degrees of
N freedomf wThis_was‘significant‘at the .05 level of confi-
dence‘ahd was.evidehce of differences in the profiles of
‘mean raﬁkings made. by the teachers teaching at the,different
' ' : sy

L . school levels.i v S .

The ANOVA procedure showed a 51gn1f1cant level main

’ﬂfg . effect for elghteen items. L ) .'- '

[

~Parents of High School Students Dishgree~with Parents
of Primary-elemertary School Students

High School--P;imary-elementary.School. - As may be

seen in Figure 3, the teachers felt that the parents of high.

f;; v school students would consider eight items tosbe more
T . 1mp5;t;ht than would parents of prlmary-elementary ‘'school
| students. a e ' . =

V .These items included twdhdealing with‘the professional
characteristics of the teacher, which were the experience’of
{ the teacher, anc_the‘teacher's knowledge of the substahce of
| teaching. Two‘cthers‘dealt.with.the personal_characteristics
of the teacher, which. were teacher behavior,.and the relée-

tionship the teacher has with the cqmmunity. The other items

o
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. Item 23 - 4.37 - - 4,87 6,92k
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Table 4
Mean Rankings for Items by Level of Teaching
Level

X X . HE
variable _  Primary-elementary Secondary . F 1.

Item 01 4.35 ' 4.40 0.14
Item 02 3,50 C3.22 1.34 o
Item 03 © '6.60 5.82 14.57% R
Item 04 6.75 . .6.63 . 0.46 o
Item 05 . o 5,36 5,70, - 4.02% W 7Lj;if‘
Item 06~ - 5.53 - '0.86 |
Item 07 .. . 5.74 C 6.8 T B0k
Ttem 08 - 423 T 4.9 5 0.09
Item 09 - . 5.86 Y e.01 - 0452
"Item 10 . - 8.53 © 436 119071

Ttem 11 6.13 © - - 6.36 7 1.80°

Item 12 568 - 5.51 . 0.42
Item 13 ' 614 | 5.93 - 1.34 v
Item 14 . 4.22 : 3.81  4.08%

Ttem 15 - .  6.29 | . 5.32 . 15.55¢

Ttem V6 5.55 5.45 0.20
Item 17 . 5.97 . 611 0.60
Ttem 18 5.55 | . 5.80 0 . 2.06
_ Item 19 4.0 ‘ O sar 0 gloo
" I'tem 20 5.52 ' 5,91 7 4.70%
Item 21 . 4.46 ' 4.29 " <. | 1.01
Ttem 22° 5,63 - o .12 B.22%.

s

' Item 24 1 . 5.59 . " 6.13 6.54% ..
 Ttem 25, : 3.74, 0 - . 4.34- . 10.96%
Item 26 5.10° . 5.07 0.09

*pg'.os

- .
k] '\‘
.
s . ' . . N o T
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e . RO ION PL A SUSTRrSE BETRRAPOS- TV KU DRV K7L T LUt - .

Al Y z
- - N >



61
Table 4 (Cont'd)

Level :

. X - ) - .
& . X

Varlable Primar\y—g lementary Secondary F
. ? g

v Item 27 3.5 3.02 . - - 6.16*
' Ttem 28 7.14 . 2.47 3.21
. “Item 29 . .22 . : 5.02 1.70
. R g Item30 289, . 3.26 339
Atem 31 . 5.63 - 5.59 0.03

Item 32 . .4.68 . 5.49 17 .65%
Ttem 33 .  4.25 .. . 4.63 3.44

© Ttem 34 . 4.36 ' 411 S 1.47

0 Item 35 . - . - 5.49 . - 5012, - 3.7

"','.].Zl{:em ’73~6 E A 7.4‘6,' L . i ‘,6.5"14.: o 2_;;:_55* .
Sl Lt Lzeem 37 T asie U4z - 0.0
TN I Item 38 . . 4,51 - ©4.42°0 0227

e o Item 39 " 5.06 . 5.48 © 4.97%.
oo o0 1temaao 3,56 3.29  2.25
I . Ttem 41 . 4,94 , S d.70 2.43
g S Item 42 4.93 4,31 9.33%
' Item 43 5.26 ‘ 4.57 10.40%
Item 44 .. 6.35 N 6.29 ' 0.07

Item 45 - 4.95 S ~ 5.33 T a2

*ps .05 | | ~ .
MANOVA F = 2.8124; df =1,303; significant at .05 level . .

5 . ) .
b
o . s ) ° N -,
. N :
. Ey t) . . o
< . " . - .
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High School--Primary—elementary School

) . o
22 Completeness of Records

Y
36 Frequency of*Teacher Evaluation

~—

43 Experienée of the Teacher

.27 Tea/cher's Knowledge of the Substance of Teaching

. N

G

15 Teacher Behavior . T

%

42 Standard of Pule\. Behavior Maintained in the .

Classroom, o

14 Method of Instruction.

Teachers ,felt. f:he above items would be
more im'portan’& to parents of secondary

I ' ' school students than to parents of
primary-elementary school students.

’

Item Groupings by Level of Teaching

F:iglure 3
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.7 03 The Relationship. the Teacher has with the Community
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Primary-elementary School-~High School

Confident%ality of Records

Purpose for Standardized Testing
Prévision for Remedial Progféms
Provision fof_Individualiéed Programs
Aesthetic Appeal of the Classroom
Oréanizétion.of ﬁhe Claséroom'

Special Meetings

v

Scheduled Parent-Teacher Contacts

Unséheduled Parent-Teacher 'Contacts

Teacher's Use)of School Based Resource/Referral Sources -°

r

Teachers felt that these items
would be of greater importance
to parents of primary-elementary
school students than to parents
. of secondary school students (

-

L3

Figure 3 (Cont'd) 4 '
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. included the completerness of records, the frequency of
~

teacher evaluation, the standard of pupil behavior main-

tained in the classroom, and the method of instruction.

L]

Primary-elementary School--High School. In Figure 3,

it may be seen that teachers felt the parents of primary-
elementary school students would view 10 items as more
important than would parents'gf_high school students.
Included in these iter.r'\s'were two dealing ‘with grouping.
'i‘hese' were theliprovisio‘n for remedi.;l ;Sroigfams, and‘the pro-
visidn for individﬂaiized'p.rog'rams. Two 'items. cbncerned 4
~with the phgrsi‘cal ‘appe,arahce" of the classroom werel‘allso_'
included. These were,. té aesthetic appeal of the claséréom‘,
aﬂd the .organization’c')@rlthe classroom. TI‘.I.;xe three item_s
de.aling with e-school relations,. which were (épeci‘al .
meetings, schmed parent-teacher contacts, and unscheldﬁled
parent-teache.r contacts were relevant to this grouping as
well. The remaining items were tﬁe confidentiality of |
records, the purpose for standardized tesi_:ing, ‘and i:hg

teacher's use of school based resource/referral sources. :

Research Questionh 4: 'Is there a differénce in the profiles
of the mean. rankings of teachers teaching at different

school levels with regards to their perceptions of local -
parents' expectatiohs, their perceptions of incoming

parents' ®xpectations, and the-teachers’ own ideal per-

ceptions? 5

The multivariate ainalysis of variance produced a value

for F of 0.99 with 2 and 303 degrees of freedom. .This was ’
. . . p—\—.\

[}

e et
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used ¥n Tables 6 through 9.
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not significant at the .05 level of confidence which indi-
cated that there was no significant interaction effect of

teaching level and treatment.

Research Question 5: Are there differences in the profiles

of the mean rankings of teachers teaching in the three
Areas with reqards to their perceptions of local parents'
expectations, their perceptions of incoming parents' expec-

‘tations, and the teachers' own ideal perceptions?

A'value for F of 1.02 with 4 and 303 degrees of freedom
was produced by the multivariate analysis of variance pro-
cedure. This was not significant at the .05 level of con-

fidence which indiqated that there was no significant

intéraction. effect of area and treatment. .

- Research Question 6: Is there a difference in the profiles

of the.mean rankings of teachers teaching at different
school levels with regards to their perceptions of the

expectations of parents in each of the three Areas?

The multivariate analysis of variance produced a value

for F of 1.28 with 2 and 303 degrees of freedom. This was

not significant at the .05 level of confidence which indi-
cated that there was no signifdicant interaction effect of '

teaching level and area. i+

Research Question 7: Are there differences in the profiles _

of the means of the teachers in each treatment group with
regards to ‘their perceptions of parent-teacher contactg?

Table 5 presents an-explanation of the abbreviations

/.
Table 6 presentsftﬁe data for the main effect of treat-

ment: on ‘faotors related to parent-teacher contacts.

-The F value produced by thé-multivariate.analysié of



Table 5

.

ngﬁprs Related to Parent-Teacher Contacts:

PPIC - The
NPIC - The

PTIC ~ The

" NTIC -'The

PF - The percentdge of fathers respondlng to general

- Explanation of Abbreviations
percentagg of parent initiated_cbntacts

number of parent initiated contacts

percentage of teacher initiated contacts.

number of teacher initiated contacts

‘,

~invitations

" 66

" NGI =~ The number of.general invitations extended to-parents
‘ . : ‘1 ' Coe . o
PM ~ The percentage of mothers responding to. general
' invitations- :

PB ~ The percentage of both parents responding to general
invitatlons
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Table 6
' t
Mean Responses to Perceptions of Parent-Teacher
LY
. . Contact by Treatment
‘ X X X
Variable Local Incoming Ideal F
'PPIC 25.34% 52.522% , 65.836% 54.883*
NPIC . 6.29 ’9.018 3.9 . 6.379%
PTIC 23.01%  27.405% 32.064% 3.035%
NTIC 19,21 3.676 3.745 4,922%
NGI . 6.86 . 2,757 3.636 . - 2.164
. PM 56.82% . 61.694% 20.482% 64.84 *
DF © 8.01% . 12.892% - 16.191% 4.714%
PB . 18.16% . 22.658%  80.027% = 192.801%
*p<£ .05 .
MANOVA F = 28.58; df =2, 303; significant at .05 level
y |
&
(‘: LL . | ‘ ’ ». ’ S t ' - . ' " | . .
‘- l.:.....w.‘...,..','.;...._ - : o "‘. ":-_L t' y :- : _"’V“_‘-hqvu:“f.;‘_:.%vl.‘.v‘,au‘.m-umn-.','.;._,.,;b.;‘.':w.r.'.w.:.,_.-—:..“—._..,:,.....,..7,-'...,,.‘,-, “-:?".A. T R R
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.

variance procedure wasl28.58 with 2 and 303 degrees of
freedom. This was significént at the .05 level of con-
fidence and indicated that there were differences in the
profiles of the means of the éeachers receiVingrfhe
differing treatments, on fagtors dealing with parent~teacher
contacts. , : o

)

The ANOVA procedure indicated that a significant treat-

ment main effect was present for seven of the eight questions.

The items concerned with parent-teacher interaction

- asked two'kinds'of qﬁé;tions. "First, they asked about the

percentage of all pérents tha£ would be iﬁvolved in péfentf
teacher interactionf. Segond,'they askéd ébout‘the average
number of. contacts a teacher expected to have with those
involved in teacher4pé;éht interactions. .

With regards.fo the total number of involved parents,
the data show'that teachers-éxpect somewhat higher numbers
of incomgng parents to Be involved in parent-teacher inter-
actions. Théy.expect approximateiy 52 pe;;ent of incoming
parents to-iniéiake contact compared to 25 percént of .local
parents. Idealiy, teachers felt that about 66 percent qf
Iparents should initiate conta¢t. In addiﬁioﬁ to paféﬂt
initiated contact, teachers expect ﬁqre incoping fatﬁérs
(l3»perceﬁ£) to respond to'genefal invitations extended by

the school than d¢ local fathers (8 percent):, In contrast,

teachéré'expect felatively large percentages of both in—

. . o R . ' o
coming (62 percent) and local (57 percent) mothers 'to com-

prise the majority of the‘attendahce at genefal'meetings.
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Teachers felt that, ideally; 80 percent of both parents
.. should attend such functions.

It was interesting to note that teachers expected to
initiate tewer contacts with both Tocal and incoming parents
than they thought would be ideally desirahle,xaithough the
differences were small. Teachers reported that they
initiated contact with approximately 23 percent of local
parents, and would_have to-initiate contact with approxi-
mately 27 percent-of incoming parentsl They>thought that,

,.teacher 1n1t1ated contact with 32 percent of. parents was
ldeally necessary.‘ L DR o '. T l*i,h
‘ In order to ga1n an idea’ of the intensxty of parent-r‘
.teacher 1nteract10n, teachers were asked to estimate the
: number of contacts they would have w1th parents if parentu,
‘teacher 1nteractlon was inltlated Teachers reported that
if the teacher Lnltiated contact with local parents, the«l‘o
teacher expected'to have an,average.of'lQ.Z meetlngs.z This
'compafaa to anexpectationof 3.7 meetings with~incoming
parents,«which(is not significantly different from the

teacher§” ‘ideal of 3.7 meetings.i .

If the parent initiated contact, incomingtparents~were

‘expected to seek an average of 9. 0 meetlngs compared to an
average of 6.3 meetlnqs with local parents, Whlch is not
significantly dlfferent from the 3 9 meetings that teacher!

thought would be ideal.

ot



[
- of -the teachers in each of the areas on factors concerned

-with parent—teapher contacts.‘

‘rf-percentage of mothers responding to general invitations-k*ﬁ’
'and percentage of both parents responding to general invi--“

. tations .

70

‘Research Question 8:: Are there differences in the profiles

of the means of the teachers ¥n each Area with regards to
their perceptions oﬁ_parent-teacher contacts?

Table 7 presents the data forlthe main effect of area
on factors related to parent-teacher contacts. ' ’

A value forﬂF of 3.6 with 2 and 3Q3 degrees of rreedom
was produced by. the multivariate analysis of variance 3r61
cedure. 'rhis was significant-at‘the’.os level, of confidence

/,

and” was ev1dence of differences in theoprofiles of the means

The ANOVA procedure indioated that a significant area

13

'main effect was present for three of the eight factors. rﬂfjé

v .. o

i These items were-i percentage of parent initiated contactS°f'

As the results 1n Table 7 show, the teachers in Areajl,

indlcated a lower percentage of parent initiated coutacts

p (44 percent) than teachers in Area 2 (52 percent) or Area'S"

(51 percent). In Area 2 teachers reported that a higher{:.

. percentage of mothers (61 percent) respond to general

-

1nvitations than in Area 1 (36 percent) or Area 3 (46 per-“5
cent).. The difference between.Areas l and 3 was not con-f'
sidered significant. There was a’ corresponding decrease in
the turnout of both parents to general invitations 1n Area

2, In Area 2, 35 percent of both parents respond to general

1nv1tations compared to 41 percent 1n Area 1 and 45 percent

r.
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S factcrs dealing with parent-teacher contacts. ) ‘ g

' -Research Questioh 9: Is there é3difference id;the~profiles'

[ of the .means of the teachers' perceptions of parent-teacher
- contacts with reqards to-parents of primary-elementary
school students, and parents of secondary school students’?

‘.2 ;'hg-? Table 8 presents the data for the mainf\ffect cf .i.f
’ ' teaching leweluon factors related to.pa;ent-teachen,con—'
:ff The multivariate analysis of variance‘produced a: valhe

for F of 6. 79 with 1 and 303 degrees of freedom. This was

. significant at.the .05 level of confidence and indicated
that there were differences in the profiles of the means of

the teachers teaching at the different school ievels on

—_

‘The ANOVA procedure indicated that a: 51gnificant level

main effect was present for three factors which were- per-
Lo G ' “

centage of parent initiated contacts, number of parent \;- °

o’ i

.1nit1ated contacts- and percentage of mothers responding
U "4

L to general invitations. 0 n

[N
'L

Teachers teaching at the high school 1eve1 indicated

.-’.‘,4 . A

a lower percentage of . parent initﬂ\;ed contaats (35 percent)
P

than dld t@achers teaching at the imary-elementamy $échool .

«f : S

level (55 percent) This correspcnded to a lower number of:
y parent initiated contacts (M‘per year) reported by teachers:n
o i at the high school level, as opposed to 7. per year reported: ,

by teachers at the primary-elementary school level. The,f“.géwfzr"

D T RS TR N
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ll k K\\“ Table 8§ .

. Vari;ble~ - High School ' Primary-elementary. F .
T e L School '
? pPIC L ozg._' 55,328 y 38.I§* 4
Unerc . 4l28” {3\7.46 R 6. 20 :
Cprre ?l.f.zs 2% i ags 81% | 138 R
NTIC 5.82 49,88 ‘ 0@62 :
: NGI h 5.81 13.59 1.61
ﬁf By’ 38.99% U Caglsas L 8.69% -
i PF 11.90% - 12.80% 0.19
S PB 39.08% 41.82% 1.19 i
; ';ﬁ K S )
: ‘?pt ,og, ‘ :

Mean Responses to Perceptions of Parent—Teacher

/

Contact by Level of Teaching

r

X

X

MANOVA F

6 79 df




- b ' perce@tage of mothers responding to general invitations
ST (39 percent) was also indicated as -lower by teachers teach-
K T : ing at éhe hiqh_gphoolulevel than.bYRteachers teaching at

the primary-elementary level (49 percent}.
Ce R TN e e e T
. .. . Regearch Question 10: Is there a difference in the profiles
4w . ' of the means of teachers. teaching at different school- levels

.u"- ’

' with'- -local parents, their perceptions of parent-teacher:con- .
tacts with incoming parents, “and the  teachers' own ideal ’
perceptions of parent-teacher contacts? R ; L

4.

S - S Table 9 presents the data“for the interaction effect of

A .
treatment and teaching level 0n factors related to parent-

\3 L teacher contacts.
The F value Pprodiiced by the multivariate analysis of
3 ;gj . . variance procedure was 2.11 with 2 and 303 degrees of

freedom.' This was - 51gnificant at the .08 level of confil

......

files of the means of the_ teachers téaching at the different

‘SChool leVels, and receiv1ng the differing treatments, on o

factors dEaling w1th parent—teacher contacts. ':1 7\;

. : . . action effect of. treatment and level was present for two of
Fe e

’

R :.-and percentage of both parents responding to general invi-fi

§ ﬁ_f.A'NU o tations. ‘m :'~ ;: ' . -;h ,4‘3;. . .l

BN e e \.1.

ffthat ‘a higher number of general invitations (14) are
e A ﬁextended to parents over the school year\than was" rndicated

N e T ke el e T N i e 0 i Vv, Y V1t o

‘with regards to their.gerceptions,ofﬂparent-teacher:contactsdf

dence and indicated that there were. differences in the pro-T'“-ﬂ.H;

The ANOY} proced‘}e indicated that a 51gn1ficant inter-i'”' '

',the factors.ﬁ These were the number of:. general invitations, o

:sf"u;; ‘=>f\' ‘The teachers 1n the high school local group 1ndicated T




Table 9
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Mean Responses to Perceptions of Parent~Teacher Contact

Variable;

\

by Treatment by Level of Teaching

Treatment

-

_ Level

Lﬁcal

. Incoming

Tdeal

'Primafy;

elementary

.:.iSecondary

29.16%. "
17722%

61.47%;

 34.62%

. 73.45%
150.81% -

) 7P:imary—~;

.. elementary
. Secondary.

D441

1141

4.24

©3.730 "
‘4.24"

"2.85.

Priﬁdfyi
elementary

‘SSQCBndaﬁyg

24.48%"
719, 88%

27.58%
27.05%

34.08%
" 28.08%

0.35

' Primary-

NTIC

-+ elementary
" _'secondary

22,02 *

13.2

4.16

‘32;7%ﬂﬂ_

4.37
2.5’1

0.23,

NGI -

ifrimafy-
elementary.
- secondary

3.57".
" 13.84

2.95
2.38

4.32

2.30

.4.65%

PM

Primary--
eleientary. :
 Secondary

162.59%.
84.56% -

" 65.62%

.53,89% -

Y

- 21.07%
19.32% .

1.58

‘PF13~

Primary- -
elementary

,Secondafy  n.8.56% ’

" 7.80%

o 120668

13 35%

. 17.64%
- 1%.32%

007-1 .‘

"Primary- L
o j,',J'.elementaryu'
S pE W

Secondary

P

16. 09%
fzz.ss%,

22‘38%]

1 23 22%

Cesuag e

*pc‘.OS

v .

oel -

Lok

MANOVA F 2 11 df - 2,303 significant. at .05 level . N T

N
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; ' \
by any other group. The means for all other groups were not

significantly different. The teachers in the primary-

elementaryqideal group indicated that they felt a higher

percentage of both parents (85 percent) should respond to ,%’

general inritations extended by the\school, than did any A

ether;grOup;"Again;-the.means‘{sr.all'other groups were not

significantly different. e S

1

Research Questlon 11-A Are there dlfferences in t e ‘pr ofiles
of the mean.rankings of 1 teachers.. teaching in . the .three Areas
with regards  to. thelr ‘Perceptions of parent-teacher contacts
with local parents, their perceptions - of parent-teacher .con-
tacts with incoming parents., and .their own 1 ideal. perceptions
of parent-teacher contacts? - :

t)'

Table 10 presents the’ data for the interactron effect
of treatment and area on factors related to perent—teacher
contacts. .

A value for F of 1. 49 with 4 and 303 degrees of freedom

was produced by the multrvariate analysis of variance pro-

eedure. .This was s;gnifrcantpat the .05 leyel_qf;confldence .

‘and was evidenee'ef differénces in the:profiies of mean

rahkingstede by, teachers teaching in. the.three Areas, and -

receiving thefdifrerihg treatments,:on,factors redeted toir

-Parent-teacher'coﬁteets. ;i' N ‘

o The ANOVA procedure showed a signiflcant interectrcn
t”.effect of treatment and area for one: factor,/the percentage

'} of. fathers respondlng to general invitations.\‘ “f‘yi

‘l‘_; e o The teachers 1n fhe Area 2\ideal group 1ndicated that

J

.'S;;' : they felt a. hlgher percentage of fathers (72 pefbent) should'

e o
RAR u.h., P L.-v\ ,_w. l‘;\w:&di-.ﬁ —h
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{ ' Table 10
[ :
| ' ! Mean Responses to Perceptions of Parent-Teacher
‘ Contact by Treatment by Area
. TreaEmepé
' Variable Area Local Incoming Tdeal F
. ') o : 4 - s
" » Area 1 19.30%  53.33%. —5“/.30% :
A PPIC Area 2 23.,14% = 54.61% - 73.27% -1.94
e Area 3 31.98% ° 50.17%, 1 70.07% .
; Area 1 . - 4,92 6.92 - 3,74 .
¢ 'NPIC - Area 2. 8.18 i1.26 4.15 0.38
. -~ Area 3 6:51 . 8.01 -.7.3.86
1 - CoeT Area 1 '29.76% . 23.31% 26.63%
N °.PTIC ° Area 2 19. % 31.55% 40.19% 2.15
3 _ : Area 3 - 19%07% 28.17% 32.61% -
..L N n -
. “Area 1 30.78 3.08 2.65
NTIC Area 2 10.36 200 4.92 '0.89
Area 3 ©13.51 4.00 4.15
"o Area 1 8.22 2.64 2.72 S
NGI Area 2 2.82 . 2.61 2,96 0.69
: Area .3 7.81 2,98 5.02
Area*l " - 48.95%  53,15% 8.56% -
PM Area 2 .70.91% - 75.32% 36.73% - 0.25
. : . Area 3 56.37% = 59.51%" - 22,68%.
. Area 1.¢  7.81%  12.80% . 8.56%
o PF Area .2 - 5.68%- 11.39% 25.89% 3.01%
. 1 - . Area 3 9.44% 0 14.12% 18.05% =
Arda .l .~ 18.43% - .15.08% | 82.63%.
PB . Area 2 10.68% . 20.48% 72.19% . 1.13
- M., Area 3 . 21,93% . 31.51% 82.27% "
*pg.05 . 2 Y |
v " MANOVA. F = 1.49; af =4, 303; signhificant at .05 lével
F
\'* ¢ ’ ~ .
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Lot respond to general invitations extended by the school than

did any other group.. The means for all other groups were
not significantly different. This corresponds to a low‘éer- B . b
. centage -of fathers (6 percent) responding to general invi-

tations in the Area 2 local. group.

o

Research Question 12: Is there a difference in the profiles . :
.' ©of the mean rankings of teachers teaching at different = - - - S AR
. .school levels with regards to thelir p Eerceptions of Earent- . C
teacher contacts in each of the three Areas? I .

The multivariate ana1y51s of variance produced a value'
for F of 0. 81 w:.th 2 and 303 degrees of freedom._ This was
not significant at the .05 level of confidence which inch.-

A \',/ , cated that; there was no su_;nificant interaction effect of
~/

level and area on factors related to parent-teacher contacts.
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C. ' ’ ~ _CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS P
8 ‘ :

- ' Introduction

- The purpose of this chapter is to exanine the differ-’
\ SRR . ences which were found in the perceptions teachers ha‘li
- A regarding parental expectations, parent-teacher ‘contac s,A
and the ideal teaching situation.‘ The conclusions which
‘Were drawn “from the results: and recommendations for practice

Sy . . e By

and further research are presented.l

s T . ’ . N

L , Teacher Expectations for Intergctio‘ns with l?aren‘ts.

‘The data'concerned- with teacher expectations fo’r parent
interaction are very revéaling. The data suggest that,,\;-in
general, teachers expect_'a_ hiAgher- level of participation”

- 'froxn incoming parents than thew experience‘ with, local par-
en‘ts-.'*As' with'local parents', teachers expect the majority
cof . their contacts to be with mothers, but they do expect

\:‘ - . -
. more incoming fathers to be'active", 'cpnpared'to local

.fathexs. - = T : -
co o . . The“major.difference in"éacher-expec’tations for :Lnter- E
actions with parents is expécted to be in the number of par-

'.ent 1nitiated contacts. Teachers expect twice as many ’ |

: ,incoming parents .to initiate :Lnteraction with the school ' e

' N ~

B ) in comparison' to local parents... AS. teachers believe that,. &

. Lo ".ideally‘, approx:.mate_ly 66 percent of'. parents should J.nitiate

LTI IO R Y11 R TR TR WY DEr 5 BB, A A DA G e 4T e 3hn atdey @ gaeeeiee
. Yi . " . el -,'.‘, N ' P .J.- . B o ..‘ B - ;
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-‘contact with their child's school, the 25 percent of local
parents who do initiate interaction is very low, while the
Aexpected'53 percent of incoming parent initiated centact is |, ,

closer to the ideal. . However, when the actual number of
.contacts expected is considered, a different picture emerges.j

2 Teachers indicated that an. average(of 3.9. meetings should be

sufficient to deal w1th parent inltiated interactions. ‘They

' furthe;\indicated that an average of 6.3 meetings were Coa

P

Loy

necessary to deal w1th concerns of- local parents, but
- ‘expected that an average of 9 meetings would be required to
deal with concerns of. incoming parents. Teachers expect
considerably more interaction_with incoming ﬁ%rents than
they. have with parents of the children they presently.teach,
- but the additional interaction will be 1nitiated by parents.l;
' As can be seen in Table 6, teachers expect to have o
initiate less interaction, themseives, with incoming parents
than they presently do with local parents. |
The- analysis indicates that the heaviest impact of
parent-teacher 1nteraction is expected to be in the primary-

-~

elementaty grades, where'more par??ts will initiate contact

-’

3
f

w1th.the school, and maintain the interactions over more

o

meetings, than w111 parents of high school students. This

finding is consistent with those of ‘Lucas and Lusthaus (1978) - :-&,@;,é

who found that parents of elementary school students reported ' .‘i‘lﬁ;j

) ' 'significantly more participation in 14 decision situations BRI
T - ‘ - LW

e 3f than was . reported by parents of secondary schooi students.

DL e, e
I N The finding that fewer parent initiated contacts were TR

e M
5

o
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expected in Area 1 may be attributed to the possibility

that in Area 1 schools are larger and less a ‘factor in

| . o the community than in Areas 2 and 3, whereparents may have . {
more_familiarity with the schools and teachers. Parents in :
Areas. 2 and 3 may, thererore, be more comertable in
¥ ' : initiating contact ) N
The ‘data on the percentage of mothers, fathers,‘and
iiﬁ;; L é;ﬁ . -both parents respon:ing to general invitations seem consis-
B . tent, insofar as the ideal levels are concerned.. The -.1. ,‘_1'
ﬁf:‘..averages do not total 100 percent thus making it difficult
A ”to interpret the significant interactions which were found.

1What does seem apparent is that ideally, teachers tend to

feel that both parents shonld be involved in home-school

L . interactions,,bnththat,‘in fact, teachers expeot to see the

mothers much more so'than the'fathers, particularly'mothers

of primary-elementary school children. There .is some Andi- "

cation that teachers believe ideally that there should be

'less.interaction'with parents of secondary,school children
than with parents of prlmary-elementary students. Teachers.
e . R

';T'} o - may expect the oLder children to take more responsxbility

themselves for.theirAedncational progress. T . T

1Mode1 of Teacher Behavior and Stress Chanqe ':; f;‘_ . ,'e:f

;if;" ' - In Chapter 1, a ba51s was provided for the hypothesis

i, . v

' that change in teacher perceptions of panental egpectations

'igcould bring about changes in JLvels of Eeacher stress, and

4o .
Y — “

Lo ) . P
e :changes in teacher behavior. Figure 4 1S‘a“m9dﬁlfﬁh?0h . I

s . . ) v S .
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"action of the teacher s :Ldeal, the teacher k-2 perception of

'parent expectations, teache«r s ideals, and i.ncoming parent

'behavior and stress level wi11 e:fist wh;re tmeather s per-‘ )
.'ceptions of parenb expectations are not congruent with the

‘ teacher s ideal..v__

83

({_

'describes the interaction of teacher perteptions and parxent

interaction in the process of producing types of tedcher

behavior and stress. It must be remembered that—thetotal ——{

model is much more complex, involving the interaction of ;

students, school administrators, and other factors,,, in-

addition to parents.

The model assumes that current teacher behaviors and .
I Coi ¥

i'stress 1evels have been determined, in- part by the inter- -

N -1ocal parent expectations, and the participat:.on of the

N

"'10cal parents in the school. While these factors are '

obviously interactive and influence one another, .t.hey can .0 ‘.
be assumed to be constant *at a particular tJ.me, for example, -

when new families arrive in Newfoundland to work in an o.11 '

.

,de.velopment situation. - -

Changes 1n teacher behaviors and stress 1evels will

then occur as a consequence of the interact:.on of present

',

behavior patterns with the teache:s 5. perceptions of incoming

participation.' The model /assumes that teacher stress.

management techniques remain constant in the process. The

RS

'following prcpositions follow from the n’fbdel i-. .'“ AR

"i
o e . - S

Proposition 1- A POtEntial for change in teacher ’ " S

7

s

‘ . T
IR L 3
AN PRI S N I SR
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ProLos:Ltion 2 The level of parent participation

- " levels -of parent partlcipatlon will tend to lead to behaV1or -

' ' - change in order to alter the level of stress occas:.oned bym'
the 1nteractions . C S ’
N . q .; ) . . "‘ ~ .y _' v L . - . '. ‘I - VT

degree of change in teacher stre’ss will be related" to the

Lh e ’ *relative importanoe of the factor being changed S f‘-\“. o
Given the above propos:.tions, the follow:.ng general _

predictions can be made about ch/nges in levels of teacher

v ca T ‘

stress and- 1n teacher behav‘ior, given an influx of ne,w

) ' families moving to I\hgwfoundland to. work in the off-shbre oil
industry.‘- . - ". . . . ‘ “ ". a "/: . :‘ L ) :’ E“_ 2
'’ A "5. - .
Pred:.ction l. If the teachers perceptions of 10cal
K parents is different from their perceptions of incoming , ﬁ A
p_arents, ,then, Y . .4 - :,.'.’ L .I )5 i II :. ‘
/ S o 1f incoming parents are closer to the teacher s L

U E ideal teacher behavior will change in the direction of the ‘ g

o ideal, and there will be some reduction J.n associated B

.' v e : teacher stress. PO ’» "j.' - .;‘; o _,.."', |

. lb :Lf local parents‘are closer to the teacher "s ideal,‘-’ )

Ty | y teacher behavior wil,li,,_res:Lst change; hut dth’e‘re maybe some w
‘ 'change away froxn the steacher s‘ideal. _‘The"process will be

T I ORI P b R

mediates change in teacher behavior and stress. ﬂ;}gher <L

Proposition 3. Resistance to behav:.or change and the e SRR
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. , Since these .areas are seen to be relatively less important

“'to- the incoming parents and thelteachers themselves, than

o to the local parents, the changé would tend. to reduce the_ B

DT

T ————

.importance of homéwirk andtestingum.the-school‘program.

Since the partic1pa ion rate of incoming ‘parents is' expected .

et Nl

to be higher, reduction in teacher stress associhted w1th " C
homework and testing problems could result, if changes occur
.;-in this direction. )

yﬂ,ag: . The question of changes in the personal behaViors of

p

.....

'_ 7 ) teachers is an interesting one._ As in the case of homework Q_'ﬁﬂf";‘“
R RS R PR ‘. - . P
and testing, the perception of incoming parents as being Lo

"

"y more liberal and progresSive~in their views may explain this
ﬁinding. Certainly, in the past few years, the issues of o
_ teacher morality and lifestyle outside of schdol have been |
B 2o topical The data suggest that the teachers feel that -
:[ incoming parents Will be more tolerant of lifestyles which ;?
ido not. meet standards established by boards of education.
_ However, it appears unlikely that “by itself this perception
S would preCipitate greater non-conformity among teachers.\ g .

[N

There are, several areas where teachers believe that

Ly 4 . . i . . T .(J‘

incoming parents would agree on the greater importance of
these areas than would 1oca1 parents The use of equipmentl
the use of resource/referral sources outsiﬂe the school, the.
indiVidualization of- instruction, teacher knowledge, and '''''

classroom organization are areas which exemplify this belief

v - . :~ o These items are interesting Since they relate directly : fri.«

. to the ability of the teacher to enhance the instruction

>

1

o X X B o - , e el
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e O
offered to ‘the dhildren. _They are'also itens:nhich<might"
be readlly perceived by an interested or concerned parent
in one way or . another. In addltion, with the exceptlon of
the area of teacher knowledge, and the provisron of

1ndiv1duallzed programs, they are a11 areas which are g1Ven

-1ow prlority, even by the teachers.

One possible reason for these areas being percelved byﬁ3

teachers as 1mportant to 1ncom1ng parents but -1n general

. -

@

as less 1mportant to the teachers and local parents, 1s

that the Newfoundland school system has had an austere out—"

look Instruction was not lndividualized and tended to

-\ e
s

take place ';thah[thejdlassrdon Untll reoently, many

teachers were hired W1th only a hlgh school educatlon j

2 [

“7 supplemented by marglnal unLVerSLty trainlnq . Local parents

' )

grew up with thlS type of educational experience and mgy

o not therefoge, attach the lmportance to these factors that

teachers hJﬁleve the 1ncom1ng parents wr;l. 'f

I

There will probably be llttle pressure for change in

the areas of use .of equipment olassroom orqanlzatlon, and N
'“Se °f resource/referral contacts outside the school.- AS',‘“"'

‘ can be seenfln Table 2 these items are percelved to have

lower prlorrty relatlve to other ltems.; However,,change 1nx
e ; ,

o these areas mlght be relatlvely easy to execute. ;r
The aréas of ind1v1dua11zation “of! programs and teacher.ie

knowledge presumably go hand in hand, with the’ level of “71=‘

knowledge haV1ng a decrded 1mpact on. the ablllty of thel
-k .
teacher to 1nd1v1dualize.-’These areas,arelpercerved to__

T T e i S I C DS LA P S




.

) < t -

i . . R N . A T
- - B e o D . . . . .

PR o o e o T b ™ — PRI RN N [ T P
e A NGk SR n Y " v 'y - ¢ vy . RN R . A » ’ et .

f.. S Y T T NS RIS

88

5have a much higher prior:.ty than otherareas (Se% TabIe 2) e

: Incoming parents are perceived by teachers to be more con—‘-‘ .
cerned about these items than are 1oca1 parents, perhaps
because. incoming parents are thought to have experienced

S co _,educat’.l.onal systems with more extehsive provis:Lon for b

-,,1ndi~v1dualization. If the teacher s expectation of higher__ -

. ‘"rates of incoming parent participation materialize, AT AR P
v T !; n,” P '.‘ RS ) ": . ;:x' .
P ~_,pressure for cﬂange in the direction of g‘reater indiV:Lduali- MRS

zatiortvmay be expected. While the data suggest that teachers

! - '.‘."

-‘;5'ﬁwould be ! agreement, .'Lt is not possible to say if_change- o

-.j‘_"will be effected' Local parents are perceived to have a
cne lower priority in thlS area, and teachers may believe that
ST T ' B

U CL other factors prevent change. The potential for increase .

‘ i '1n levels of teacher stress is high with respect to this S
-'—-——a~‘factor-'—- B I A .
o Prediction 1b. Prediction lb d'eals with the case S
1 A ‘where the teacher ideal is congruent w:.th the belief the',_” '

'teacher holds abour. local parent expectations, but where.' Fp '

,-f",, ?(f: the belief ‘is that 1ncom1ng parents w:.ll have different

.”_expectations.‘v o ﬁ L ) . '.

g In the first 1nsta‘nce, teachers believe that they . | :

- would agree with local parents in assigning 1ower priority -
i e “than would incoming parents to the make—up of the educa- o " )
I o ‘tional "program inr terms of bas:n.c courses, other "extra" ‘ -
? ; conrses," and extra—curricular act:.v:.ties._ Teachers also : ’ B
: .felt that they themselves, and the local _parents, wou]d » i
! " v ' - . . - v I -
e I; ” mT...n_n..r_l.{.',.,r....[.,.',_;,,::r ”‘/.",';3.',';3',';'7".-'""':?"”'“7"?'-""?‘”,‘.’“"'i':'::’;'.' e e ' ’."\.;1 » ;
















Stereotype of the Incoming Parent e

' Based on the precedmg dlscus51on, it is pOSsible to

oy

speculate on. the sterectype th.ch teachers may have of the

ta

‘-...‘ ,.

[
S

deVelopment., ,D“‘-'

ol

llberal and progresswe 1n thEZLIU att%tudes

\

towa rd 'classroom

discipl:.ne g Atesting, homework

_ and the teacher s’ personal

Local par}nts may be stereotyped by teacheris as belng

concerned w;Lth more spec:.f:.c aspects of educatlor\ such as

"'f_, J.ncoming parent that is, the parent who willparrive in

the area as a consaquence of Newfoundland s off shore 011 R
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ma Vb of the students. , T "‘:},‘:“'" . oo
; h ' Wlth respect to the :Ltems} grouped under Area 1= Area 2/
S '-f-:;" = Area 3, the teachers perception of the provision for. ‘_“'~-_-"

' indiv:LdLgalized programs as be:.nq of more 1mportance to

'\l'ji-“'f A 'parents in Area L may reflect their‘perceptions of the )

',f'!'.;" availability of programming in the,.,larger center of Area 1,

. and the 1ack of such J.n the Lmaller towns of Areas 2 and 43-.".'

'Teachers may also believe that parents in ’Area_l are more
i . ) N B ‘;-

.:‘sophisticated and aware of the importance of 1nd:|.viduali-;

U—-;-,\_

Ak

: t :Ls 1nterest1ng that in Area 1, teachers perce:.ved

important~'than in the othe1r Areas.

Ve . ‘,‘_.‘.1..

'I'his may also r*’eflect.a

N

and less 11ke1y to take for granted that the teacher is

e | do:.ng the right things in the classroom.' - .
; | i The term grouping or streamlnq, found under the headinq
. . . I ofl Area 1-Area 3-Area 2, may be expla:l.ned as having been
J 1=.mp.e.:z‘:'cé:l.ved:by teachers as most important‘_ to parents J.n Area 1\ 4
,-__ “‘,;}j, S 'when cbnsideration :|.s given tc; the prelsentr practice of |
| v groupi.ng or stream:.ng 1n Newfoundland school.-_ Generally, o
y '~" N the larger schools, found in the lart.;.er"centers, utilize
_ grouping or stream;.ng becaus'egthe school population 1s .
L large enough to allowlfor this. .:.,'I‘herefore‘ since parents
LR g

ol o SRS 11’1 Area‘-'l are accustomed to grouping or streaming, eachers
to be of ‘mportan_c(e to them. In

S B
B R IOV Y ST )

feelinq that parents are more educationally sophisticated,







to parents of secondary school students since h:.gh school)

‘:teac‘hing, and the method of instruction as more important
i . KN _ £

‘-"i_"knowledge base, awareness and use of - varied methods: and

_'fexperience in the area they ,are teaching, to he Ip ensure

l. :
,..

i -,"that_ students are receiving adequate instruction.,{ ,:'I'he":u

M‘nt ..so”

-..:"evaluation of"secondary school teachers i as impo

Secondary schoolf teachers may have perceived the

v

; ‘, relationship the teacher has with the community as morae

f [IF

.

ablllty of most students at this ”level to comprehend what i i':.-.'
is occurring around them, and« to fol low the teachers'
O LD .,-'

behav1ors as an example, is an important consideration.

classroom may have been percelved as important to parents

‘of secondary school students smce older children are some—.,.-,dg

2 : v - e

_,;:times thought to present more disc1pline problems in the

fwclassrogm. wThus, the standard of pupil behavz.or may be

s - -

.‘_"cons:Ldered J.mportant because, A a certain‘f‘ tand’ard is not~

.

'-'fmaintamed ) impediments to effective classroom 1nstruct10n

St

nmay e rupt
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With regards to the items grouped under ‘Prlmary— LU
- : elementary SChOOl——ng‘h School téachers may have perceived
- ‘ s W l AR
. -the confidentlality of records as more important to the Lo

'; "parents of primary-elementary school students because quite

'1r

o,ten the records of- pupils at this school level contain (

refe'
X
necessitating greater go fldentiality The purpose for

most standardized test:.ng J.S done at the primary level .
IV,“'Frequently, .test:.ng aelates ‘to prbblems a child iséxper-
.‘"Q..;‘-iencing, and involves 1nvest1gation of a sensitivemature.‘
Parents may questlon the uSe of time fbr admin:.ster:.ng such

tests when they appear to haye little beneflt for the child

'may be perceived by teachers to be of‘ more importance to :
.,'parents O.f primary-elementary school children because itufs :
f_dur:.ng the early years of educatlon that J.t is very

L 1mportant to prov1de programs for: ch:.ldren so that they are

”1j‘,ln the

.‘-given a chance to overcome problems, or to partake of pro- i _
' _-‘l“»grams which Wlll glve t?'lem the best possibl educatlon. .
' :"'Withou provismn for re,#xedial and J.ndxviaﬁzlizedu programs B ‘:«:.'-
%rly grades, the benefits at the higher school ' ‘
.levels seem to be more difficult to achieve.,,-‘l;f "- i
Teache.rs may have perce:.ved th:; “'aesthetic appeal of n

‘the classroom and the organ:.zation cf the classroom as C

5nore J.mportant to par.ents of primary-,elementaﬂay school

e . . , Lo
hARETN . O i e g0 . . B 'r " - . .o .o .
“, vee. e . . v . ,- : . L /" N

e\ces to such info.rmatlon as the child's home 1ife,

and problems the child might be experienc:.ng, thus

R

. standardized testmg—may be —Ee-lated—te—the per’ception that

T |

'I‘he prov;s:.on for remedial and mdiv:.dualized programs o “

e ,\

o
e
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W;parents.

B o pr ‘

-

students bécause often parents feel that emphasis should
be placed on displaying student work, particularly the

©

work of young children in the lower grades An aestheti-~
cally appealing classroom also provides stimulation, which

.is often considered imPortant in the younger years..

L

e Spec1a1 meetings and scheduléd and unscheduled parent—»

-;teacher contacts were also perceived by primany—elementary

‘3";school-teachers as more important to parents of children at

this\school level. The study by Lucas and Lusthaus (1978)

t 1

as having more overall participation in cértain dec151ona1
}situations than did secondary school parents, and that

b
elementary parents were significantly more involved in

. - . 0

memberships in parent associgtions than were. secondary

-

Since primary—elementary parents may ‘be more

‘involved 1n their child's schoo],

ot . b

-contacts as’ 1mportant to them.

&
"

lRéCommendationSf“‘,-.}" R -_:; ‘ .
- ._', - e ’- I . @;
ThlS study has 11mited practical use as 1t presently

- ‘

Ithdoes prov1de a picture of the view teachers

v

stands.

Ld

&

n presently have about the parents they expect to arrlve

\

-matter, indiV1dual teachers can’ test their own

NN

. v1ews against the prevailing views of their colleagues.

[ N

3‘1n a similar fashion, sqhool administrators and incoming

u e,

rfvparents can use this study to better appreciate the beliefs'

Vo

Toe

At th e b WA £ S et

the teachers vieweduthese5

equence of off-shore oil development As;aﬂf”*”"“

['reported that elementa 3% school parents perceived themselvesh._f;”

2

s




T oil development familles does occur. In the area.of home- o

g e T

100 .

: : {
now held by teachegsal The fact that this study has
e

reported the central ndency of teacher belief, and ¢
considerable variation; exist from teacher to teacher,
must be . considered in the‘interpretation of the findingsg. *
| As it stands, this studv widl not permit a projection

of the outcome§ for the teacher, if7a major in—migration'of

.Zschool relationships, much more information 1s required.‘:,f

Z;First, and perhaps foremOSt, 1nformation is required on the

]

accuracy of present teacher beliefs about incoming parents.ﬁ:"".

s Studies need to be conducted to ascertaln Just how 1ncom1ng

b s ety N gn o [y ety et e laamahe T, B b s P a ot o) a T A8 e e Y
N - ' o st N

parents feel‘about those aspects of teaching which were
inveétigated~in this study and how the” 1ncoming parents view -
the educational system in Newfoundland. B o
‘This study provided some information which might prove
‘helpful in predlcting areas whlch might provoke stress in

xparentuteacher interacticns., Further studles are requlred

to validate these: predictions.

£y

Given that areas of stress and pressure for change can '

i be identified, studies should be undertaken to determine

o

-the attitudes of teachers toward change” in’ these areas.
Also, the teachers belief in their abllity to-affect
change in these areas should be investigateda,h:

. In. any study of teaching, the u1t1mate focus. must be
on the teacher and the ‘child. Studies should‘be undertaken

Jto determlne the characterlstics of ch11dren who might -

enter Newfoundland schools as a,resurt of oilldevelopment;

et Rt PO N PPN NS ST R Sy PR
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" Q=Sort:Categories, -Items, and Ttein Descriptors ST
I D R & RN
T, T R T S e o
’uf‘ttatégory?A=_‘v;” o » 'Homework Requirements ' . /-»<\. I "
oo S - CoL e T N s
PR S Rt 5 : i
» v N 4

01 - Amount of Homework Assigned h'ﬂl.hk"u ‘7-.; e

R '1ff‘f"'}i_ffThe: mount of homewdrk studentd ar equired to g
w7 o L compiete each night on the average. R
i > . ol - 4 . POer R LR

b . . .
1 N . it

A:The cfiteria the teacher uses to judge the accept—
' 1ability of hOmework assigpments, é{g., neatness,,'“t”

.y .g.,fspread\:“
over ‘the- week fconcentrated on,school nights, con’
centra%ed ‘on- the weekend M

A } . Testiné Techniques
' ;ﬁj f;$5?u_“( 06" Fcrma%,of Tests -“ﬁf,r o . g
e _f.{gf.fifgfﬂ' The manner ir’ Which test quegtions abe stated e, g.,'
: f{-dg,jf“{gﬂfz‘ multiple choice, objectives,vessay. P :

5:e “12'79 ount of Notice Before Testing ‘. 2
. The length of’ time the . teacher allows for students
\ﬁ*gl ~tQ prepare for an examinationd e g., one night, one
SR week ' : ) . .

9 - Frequency of‘Testing

How often unit and term tests arefﬁ

-
-
L.
y R
¥
H .

.overhead.pr03ector,.tape recorder, and the
*{of ‘use..: Ca R 4 R




— ] \, ' < . . i
“5”4]Catégory,n;1‘;,;‘frgg;r,xffsrouping?’:*ﬁ“i; R '
o e i i;iu,5<u.fs E$ ; . UV ) ;

;;h} 'f; 25- —‘PrOV151on _for Ind1v1duali2ed Programs LT T
. “The. availabillty of, individualized programs,‘within : ;4”51"

i : L v s
Category E? Home School Relatlons ¥
e . 2 .» 1’,.» \ ' . : e '«._, ) .‘ :_. .(;.‘,: SRR = i

) Y . . . . ‘“ B + L . "
. b . RN = R N
. . . PN s, e
2 ~ . R - ' . - - e a . .. s ‘
. : ;
e e E e o . -~

. s
. - -

Category C (Cont' d) o

14 - Method of Instruction ' o 7 N

. The type of instruction the teacher uses in the:;
classroom, €.9%, 1ecture, discussxon._

-

- 30 .= Chlld's ‘Reaction' to Classroom Instruction .

.cThe ﬁeelings the child. has’ toward school,‘and the way
,‘Nmaterialuls presented in the classroom, e. g., bored
;interested.- R . ; -

. '\'

10 - Provision for Remedial Prcqrams

The availability of remedial programs in the class*wf‘
room:to benefit:. groups-of students who .are . Qe
experienCing difficulty inza’ speC1fic area of" the
curriculum, &% g., reading, mathematics.r ~”3_“

'I;.

". N .'. . .. . . . "I"
o v N

-

..the classroom, for these students who have some .
pecial need e g., phy51calﬁ¥\handlcapped gifted

(AL E - : L T o
L 37 - Grouping .or Streaming e 1 RS X
5~‘ The groupinq or g%reaming of students 1nto classes SRR

according to academic ability.,;,:ﬁ’ﬁ._‘w RS

05 - Special Meetings’:}ni"g <l§1‘fwfﬂ

The availability of special meetings 1nvolving“‘_"~ -
‘teachers -and. parents, to inform parents;of: school ™
procedures ‘and. events, e g.,‘school rules, new :
curricula, fund raising events.~r,,.

o . for dlscu551on of. the child's _academic progress, and
'general school concerns, ‘€. g., parent nights. o

109,

‘The availability of scheduled parenéiteacher contacts 2




- ' . _ j N ’ " K‘?’ . i : , A.' . ' ’.A: ‘ .? llO h) f
- e Category E (Cont‘d) vlrii;,gﬁ j}df‘j} ~_f'f. B
v Z{ RN 32.- Unscheduled Parent-Teacher Contacts _":filh”hii.;ﬂt” ﬁi ‘;
R ' The aVailability: of" unscheduled. parent—teacher conm. o
i ,,T‘ “tact time "to discuss speCific-concerns thé ‘parent or e T
. B teacher may  have: concerning ‘the problems %of a: child._“;f'ﬁfﬂ.ff'
N ) .g_m,ﬂgi); This “eould ineclude, home visits, telephone, parent ST
N T visits after school. S T B
sl
=z Voo ‘
SR :
3 S | The meanSrby which the:'teacher maintains dlsc1pline in . k!
':-;”uj 1;,,,“- Lthe .¢lassroof; e. g., reprimands, 1gnor1ng undesirable i :
. :f?"' behavior,lsending child to principal; L ore i
: 'i:; . 4Df— The Ability of the feacher toxControl ngil;:f'”
- ‘ o ;‘.’ Behavior P oy BRSSP O TP
T o . The - ability of the” teacher to-control pupil behavior'f'
ol . n in: Ehe classroom.:f‘ o T e T U
. .Jaﬂ r¥:5'¥~1 'C'f'g R ;u’7‘>nﬁ'ﬁ TS 5uf-’ui'€
T L 42 = Standard of Pupil BehaVior 'Maintained 'in
R L ;‘.:‘ the Classroo e T ‘
L ar BT R The amount "of" n01sé, talkingt and movement whlcﬁ.'
R present 1n the classroom—”*“ .
B ; 07'— Confidentialigy,of Records
. - SN The confidentlality Qf - recordB*kept on the child
: N . .. R ugxthe degree of accesa to the Tecord R AR
. " L e ' IR .
N L - The reason “for’ maintaining school records,feﬂg., for,
‘E oA . c;future disciplinary action, “for - assistance ln place-'j .
Ty S 4 . ment into! programs, for transference to future Schools»:
. BRI gthe child may attend Co - .




/ B 0 'the Teacher R

:, -. ';‘.,:','- :jl-' ‘ D -4_..- : Teacl]ing R ‘." e . R

. it : oy
‘.Ltif_:-'. ) . B

.13; ; ‘ {; . ;»in -

1 . ' EER oy L
: ; L , c : L1
B Category G (Cont'd) Q'fixl;ﬁ"f: R
E . = S 22 - Completeness of Records .. ot :

A ' ‘! The degree “to. which the child's record is kept up
L to date by the teacher.A;' .. - e
- B T ' A

o Tif'l.{'ﬂfCategoryij" ProfeSSional Characteristics of

'hé7 Teaoher s Knowle@ge of the Substance_of

Pt

-’The knowledge the teaCher has cf the academic areas

f . whrdh-are being - taught by the teacher, e g., reading,l.
vt mathematics, social studies. g SR

. ‘The oVerall dedication to ‘the. teaching of students
" which, ‘the "teacher- ‘possesses, 'e.g.;, conceéxrn* ‘for" the Njn

':E)L?vf?h:»ffifﬁﬁ; f\:child interest,in the child attitude toward the child

AR R 43 - Experience of the Teacher P w e
e L) L f “The number OF" years the ‘teacher" has been teaching,

e b roosoeal 70 and the number of. years ‘the - téacher: has been: teachlng

A T - § specific subject, or ina SpeleiC level,-1 el B

e LT o primary, elementary, secondary.-;,". ' v

. S Category I _ . “I. ... Teacher Evaluation: -_.. TN

Og , Instructional Criteria Used to Evaluate Teachers

Pl .[:“}g}ﬁ‘f‘j{ Consideration of instructional variables in’ thes

B N LS - evaluation of -the teacher, eig.,. examination ofﬂpu§31

o ;.'“'1-1;.'jf,"7__work, student academ1c.perfommance, teaching methodsrv'
. . “':‘-,‘;?i"-."“,j-.' _ ) ~' ‘ oo .” " ,',.". 5 ‘~" . «n : a
o ERIEE ’36 - Freguency of Teacher Evaluation ﬂifffﬂ;;. SE
- : 23'74 How oftenaevaluatlon of teachers 1is carried out, €3 g., 1
, RV monthly, bi-annually. T e TR R TS N
: . '44 , Non—Instructional Criteria'Used to Evaluate_fﬁfe“
SR L Cons1deration‘of non-instructional variables in the Lo
B S T :
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. } . . ? . . !
v -, } , N .
i _ Category L Personal-Characteristics of the Teacher .
§ - . . ‘
' : K - ' N .
{ . Y o 03 ~ The Relationship the Teacher has With the
. ) COmmllnl tz . B
The degree to wh@ch the teacher becomes invoﬂved in »
the*community as a leader or a helper.:
R 08 - Persoﬁality'ana Appearance of the Teacher B I
: i The. characteristics of the teacher as a person, e.g., '

- . honesty; s1ncerity, and 'the .general grooming of -the
w - teacher, e. g., manner of'dress, cleanliness, neatness,

: L posture. . ) ’
L9 T B ’ .
15 -. Teacher Behavior . . *ﬁ
The manner in Wthh teachers conduct their personal o
,lives, e.g., interpersonal relationships, involvement
in the, church types of entertainment T .m',:,ﬂ'x S R
. R TR V’fﬁ“». AR I
T;.k'-. TR ’,1." J» ) ','l- - Yoo : . i

e Category M S "Resource/heferral'contacts.

Y - - I3 - Teacher's' Usé of Resource[Referral Contacts ¥
K I g ‘ OutSide the School - : B

2 ”jThe usé the' teacher makes of resource/referral ‘contacts

i out31de the school, e.g ’ doctors, clergy, policemen.

. :; Lo . ) ‘ - s ' s b_ . K . o " ) 'A o . oy ‘_‘ '

. . . . 33 - Teacher as a Primary Resource for Dealing w1th

by S _ .Special Problems of Students ' '
. ' ! ‘The ‘teacher deals with mos t problems students may N

e encounter of-a personal/social/educational nature,A
' ‘ e 9., Selecting courses, learning prcblems.

PR

.

N
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o4
5
{
B
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C
X
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¢
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VIWV'T“.‘,\ S /45 , Tehcher s Use cf School Based Resource/ N PR
: e - ) ,sé Referral Sources T - R R

L " . .
-L?'- T L The use ‘the teacher’ makes of | resource/referral sources a
;}3“ oL : within the school, e.g., guidance counsellor, L ST . R
ERS ST pecialist teachers. S . : e IR RN
.“‘ i . . S . " . . R
o R ' 5 . ‘0.
E * M Y - N -I’.
! L ' . ril
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" Ccategory N o Student Evaluation

'26 - The Nature of the Grade Assiqned to Tests
. and Other Pupil Work

' The type of grade assigned by the teacher to tests
and other pupil work, e.g., numerical grade,.letter
grade, points..

31 - Generalizability of Grades

The extent to which grades assigned’to -students can

be generalized: £rdm teacher to teacher at the same
grade devel in the same school- from school to school
within the Province; from schools 1n the Province to

'<fl - - **schools outside the Province. Lo

38 - The Overall Evaluation of a Course." IR ~,.m"'

'iiul;“':r_m . :.f‘z.: The weight given. to. tests, pro:ects, assignments, and
et Lo ' other pupil work, to arrive at a final grade.,¢ RN

. . e v
‘,.' o e e - “p

O h‘”.',.'. ' Gategory o ", o : Curricﬁlom‘offerings o o .

;q_‘ - o .~ .02 - Thé Avallability of B Basic Courses

The availability of basic cours®s: _in primary/
elementary school, the teaching of sc1ence and ‘social
X studies; in high school, the availability of options
, LN .- in science; social studies, and math. @In both e
nl g : ) primary/elementary, and high school, having courses in.
these area at the ability 1eve1ﬂof the students. -

-

- ) - 34.- 'The." Availabilrty of . Other Courses

™ : The availabmdity of other. courses- in’ primary/
elementary, and-high school " the teaching of art, music,
~phy51cal education, ?rench, religion, industrial arts,'”
“home economics, family life,‘and career education.v

Eﬁﬂ - . Lo . .35. - The Avallability of Extra—Curricular Activities S

o C L 1The availabllity of extra-currlcul r activities within
?1}'.“' A ".. the school, e.g., clubs, sports, 'ikial events, S
ekl e yearbook newspaper.'h‘ . :

e . - . . o "
' °
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' Procedures for Q-Sort (1) ) o

T . The purpose of. thls '‘procedure is to ascertain how important
e . you feel certain factors related to education are to the : . ‘,X
Earents of the children you are Eresentlz teaching. '

_Procedures: - Enclosed is a package of fifteen (15) sets of
T - cards. Each set has.'a different .letter assigned
to. it. Each card in each set has a number, a
5~”u¢‘ - ,headlng, a descrlption, -and the letter which
B ¢ , , * designates the set to- which the card- belongs. '
T : e "Also enclosed is an answer ‘sheet. ‘ .

3 .Step)#1=‘”:inPlease check to see that You have flfteen sets ‘“75;-‘%
e e T .. ooof cards.as. follows. e T :‘
el 2 setin '3,.sa:;ds o
- LiierialseEie < 3icards” ‘.
: o ey gee D 3 cards
-;: 2, " - SSet E- - 3cards | L e )
. '! { “'f": }n6 TSEtff!I; 3 cardsﬂi'| '
L+ 7 ‘Set G T U« .3 cards )
E o ,8-?$§E'H f “3'cards » Y @
: L 9 Set I '3 'cards . 'W': S
T Lo . 10.8et.d ‘3.cards {.'
¥ ’ P 11~MSet'Kui PR cardsi' ' ] :
y i }QJﬁSetjh s ‘cards - .2“ o T B
é o e {.3i Set M - D3 ‘cards, * : o B -
;;o q - 14 Set N _“3, cards | o ::‘. " ‘ ' u‘
| YL 15 Bet O 3 cards . SR

,,T .§EEE;£§;?ﬁ CODSlder the following.zlfti\
A ,vtfi‘ - e There are; many factors related to educatlon, and_ llrigﬂc
e o e e S thes teaching of ‘children.” Which ‘factors do you
S R percelve +6 'be’ of: most and, least importance to the: .| - s
LW Earents of the students you are EEQEEBEEX teachlngy L

o - 3
- ...
. . ] ;
C# o : - . 3 .
i f h '. L. ! L. . . -
- . N J ‘ : . M . . g B
PR .o A . \ v
SO . o N .
. 0 . . o ) .
; ! s . [ v .
. I N A . ) . )
2! s L. LR . v - P : -
: - . [N - L . + e
- A ’ R . - . e
: - - R g ' 4 .. ’ -
- . w B : \ .
AR R - .
et S Toe, : S . . P
: . "  r oo v
e i = s 2 . o .
) : ¥ E ¥ e e e
. ’ PR Law e
> .




. SteE $3:

Step- 5 -

p #6

L
A .’
K N

remaining‘ card would go in- hetween the other two. .

© the students’ ygg-'gresentlz “teach.:. The card

$licte b et AU R St
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Procedhres for Q-Sort (1) ‘ e y
' Page 2
Take each set of cards in turn. For each set sort-"

the cards according to how you perceive the impor-
. tance.of the factors .in that .set to be to the par=
‘ents -of the students you, presently: teach . Put the
cards in order with the nost important on top,- and{ C
the least important on. the bottom.» e e AP

’.‘«.
-o

. Take Set K as an example._. If you, feel" that the A

. Organization- of the- Classroom is- most” important to
"the parents. cf children you presently teach I & ‘
would go..on top of’ ‘the; pile.,. If . you! feel that the .
- Structural Aspectg’of ‘the Classroom. is” least impor— L
.tant to-the: parents of ch:. 1dren you present teach, ‘;
L you- ‘would. put it on" the bot;tom -of the’ pile. ..fI'he

Now that you have sorted the f-ifteen ,sets of cards,
- choose” any three 'sets. Look.at thé thrée -cards on - 7.
" top.. . Pickithe card that - ‘you ‘think ig mogt:. impdr- LR

“tant’ to'the parents.of the children you teachl.. . ¢ .l [

Remove that ‘gard and’ turn it Upside down., .. Look at
. thé" remaining cards. . Pick .the most. important,

M ]
T

.remove it' and -plade’it. upside down 'with the others. qa }-'{"'"-'

Continue thJ.s until all . nine ‘cards’ in ‘the three :

' sets have.beén removed. .You shou1ld row:have a .*. .~ _

" 'stack:6f nine- cards, the most important on'top, - ..t
‘and the -least important-on'.the:bottom. .Repeat . 7 |
this. process until you have five stacks of nine
ards each K s o .

Place all five stacks of cards in front of you 80"
you ‘can conveniently réad’ the top card - ‘The- order

ort placement of” the- stacks -ds’ not important.. C e f{-j.,“;_’

. ", . oyt s

Take .the answer sheeta From the top card of the
five stacks" of cards, ‘select ‘the: one: which you i ;;- ‘
. feel is‘the very.most .imgortant to the Rarents of

Selected must be one of the cards on! 'I'OP

L % K s e e

.-',‘.-: -‘~‘
' o

Write the -s’number of the card selected in the first*‘ .
blank 4in* humber: ‘one- ‘oh - the answer®. sheet. -Put that =
card asxde, face down, Do not consider it again.







f
. .

The five next‘ most J.mportant

. The elght nexﬁ moSt 1mportant; ‘ .~'

& e T '
" - S 119¢
»:\is ‘f R '
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; ANSWER SHEE’I‘ (1) DR, .
e ' , ke ' \
1, . The two most 1mportant T R
s, . ‘) - N N
'I‘he three next most important T .

t
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Procedﬁres‘for QéSort.ﬂz)”.

;The purpose of thlS procedure is to ascertaln how important/-f Toonel
“,you ‘feel certain factors related tofeducation would be to the

T . . . .

f“&fﬁwjlffz C parents. moving to Newfoundland to work in.oil’ related jObS. “5_ A

,.’;Proceduresgf Enclosed is a package of fifteen (15) sets of - :
T ar cards. . Bach set ‘has a- different lette? assxgned s
‘w’ .. . .to.lt, -Each card in-each set has a. number, I
oL headlng, a description; -and. the letter whlch
S _ - . . de51gnates the set to which the card belongs.i,
LTS T A Also enclosed is an anSWer_sheet. o
O R ol L

e gt; . -
. Av-,' ERNE . ; st .

. >
v -

,'_:j;fstep,#1$7f?- Please check to see that you have fifteen sets_35§ .
LT e of cards as follows- : o ; . T

1 st A
\2 .Set B,
3'*Set C
4 set:
"6 set
“set
‘8. - Set
9 Setr
Lok L  v.“.“:set

.U

gpﬁzws‘v;%wm+vemmaa=e?

.j " “ :1 " :\ ‘.4 K _ '. 12: Set ‘ “":.
| LA Set N 3 ;
h Cort U5 Set) a <
: E ‘W'QLL\f‘ o o
‘“7fCon51der the followang-'~:y;ffd§-ﬁf;;-i{ﬁzdf~ ;
There are many factors related to education, and i
the" teaching of children. Which factors do. you v
perceive would be 54 most. and . least importance t£o
. the 'parents’ mov;ng to: Newfoundéand to.work: in: oil,
S .;Nrelated .jobs? " Please -make:you Judgements based
‘ijlj‘f-ﬁ on .your - present knowledge and bellefs about "011
Lo famllies" o o Cenel g : el e 3
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e en . Procedures for .Q-Sort . ’ . RN T .
y Page 2. . - - oA ; :
o .7 step #3: - Take edch ‘set of cards. in turn. “For ‘gach. set, e e
U e " .. sort . the cards- according to how. you perceive i K

R L "f_ﬁ'in? -the "importance. of ‘the’ factqrs in that set would :: Co L
_ e L " be to . the parents mov ing to Newfoundland to work . T W e
e ot T in oil related ]Obs. o ST t R BRI S S

+ Take.. Set K as an- example., If you: feel that ‘the - St
Organizatio ‘of "the. Classroom would be most 11“- AR

o oo - important” to. the parents. moving- to Newfoundland
T . B .;3" “to work ‘in’. oil related: jobs , it would” ‘g9, on top

~of - the 'pile, . If-you feel that. the §tructural.
i ; Aspects of the Classxoom would be’ 1east important
o - to these parents, you’ would put it on the bottom:
L of the pile. “The: remaining card’ would go m
- - between the other two. - o ST
- . .‘. K ‘x. RIS . . AN ...r'j. | <
R Now that you haVe sorted the fifteen Sets of
A SR q‘U‘“f".i. cards, -choose- anz ‘three: sets. . Look‘at.the three

covoeas onr Dot i cards, on top. - Pick the card- that you -€hink’ would -
S T ?.'?>‘ be the: most important £o the: parents: moving Lo T
R S . Newfoundland to. work -in . n.oil- related jobs. Remove R
I that rard and turn it . upside down.. -Look- at the ?.u'ilﬁ S TR
AR o S f . remagning-. cards.; Pick the. most inmortant - remove AP O A
Y - © . v ik, and place it upside down with the ‘'others. .You. .- . I
N L0t  may pick from the samg: stack ‘as:-last time if you :‘” S
. C T . wish.. Continue" thls ‘until. all Tine cards; in: the - "¢
three sets have been removed 'You should. now. RO
L N haVe A’ stack of ‘Aine ‘sards,. the most” important on EEPOR :
TR T top, ahd the least important on.the bottom, .. ... .7
e Repeat‘this process until you have five stacks of
RSO nine cards each ST , ék S -

-~ . . . oo o o, . b . [y ,‘,"" L U : .', Lo
-y PP . . . . s B .
'

¢'7E*l: o {“i._lsteptfdt < “Place. a11 five stacks of .cards' in. front of«you so
aoRTe e e e T youtean conveniently ‘read-the top card. ' The L sl
A e order or placement of the, stacks is not important. .

R [ o o, '. - _-' _“‘ s . ' N - Y,
cole o step #6:”" Take the answef sheet From the top card of ‘the NI
L Lo~ T five stacks of! cards, Select the one: which you ;,L_' BT
IO LT e " feel would 'be the Very most: Amportant o “the- p,{ ‘
s . S L parents. moving to Newfoundland to work i in‘oil- R
et ' ﬁj¢7?fz"£ “‘related.,jobs: The%card selected’ must be" one.: of e T
e 3,;j”~"_ tMcmﬁmTw e ,g__m;i%',‘fﬁ
S ey ol o B s ) T I o







'I‘he three next most J.mportant

":j ’I‘he thne.e'next most: :meortant

\..

»:

Y

o T






" part of. the offshore oil development.

'hfg;the school year? M‘"p, o

"f;c) What percentage of both parents Wlll come?
7"" ,'Please make aryadditf(nal comments you wish

- T - L 127

. ¢ ' QUESTION sgeeT (2

& ,

Please answer in ternis of what you think parent/school con=-
tacts 'will be like with parents who move to Newfoundland as

H ) . . o~

14'-What percentage of these parents will . -

initiate contact with you.about some ' .
-dspect of .schooling, or -their children, . . <
'sometine during the school. year? :

;Of ‘thése: parents initiating contact .how"
" ‘many-.@ontaéts ‘d6 you 'think’these parents -
Lwill make with you, -on” £he average, during ;35'

‘lWhat percentage of these: parents'do you i
;;;jthink ‘that you will have ‘to.initiate" Y
.j*contact w1th during the SChool-year? a

,f!Of those parents that you will have to S
“"gontact,} How often; on.the average; ‘do.’
“.you think you will have to’ contact them :
faduring the school year? S ,g-*t‘w
' zAbout how many general 1nv1tations to
'_Visat school (for- report cards, . program
xexplanation, ‘etc:); will be.required for
ﬂ_these parents during a school year?

D .~

/-When‘general 1nVltathnS to vrsrt the B
|'3teacher ‘or sohool are’extended to these o
wparents,’ :

.', -~

pf,a) What percentage of mothers only Will come?
b)Y What percentage of fathers ‘only. w111 come?

i

‘about ‘what you.thin ome/school rélation- ©
ships with “011 development" parents will [P
beélike.<:-- o

i
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- i b - -
. o Procedures for g-sort A3 -
ol s
. / . . . . - L

fi; L4 . The . purpose of this procedure is to ascertain how you, as'a

- teacher, ¥iew the importance of certain factors’ which are o -\
% - “Trelated to teaching. 4 , o : " ‘ :
."' v . ';|
"_ . . . ¢ N V
o ' Brocedures: Enclosed is a. package of fifteen (15) sets of
N : cards.. Each et has: a'different letter asslgned
! to it. Emhcudinemhsalmsanmma,a
R s heading, a description, -and ‘the iefter which - )
N S v . ‘designates the set "o which. the card belongs. T
RN . L . Also enclosed is an answer sheet..‘e,, N S
Dy e e TR T ”"‘wﬂ' I R T
DI N ‘ SRS

el T Step s ;V'Please check to see that | “you have fifteen sets
Caeooo e i Ty o of feards Tas follows. M;.g'-{'-(f . . L

N

SR : 'er;SéE¢Af ‘xlfjj'ZS cards;- 3f;ﬂ‘lrffﬂu”
N ST et BTN LS cards. ,:{iu,iffm o ’
’ t;35*$éﬁj¢l.9”;,.Afl3icards j-fpn:'gfff‘{‘;:5~“'73¥n“-£;i1. :
) }éi?ééﬁ'ﬁ_ff. “?"-3.cards'_ﬁ.lf:~f”2 A .':fffﬂi;T:J ﬁéf”
. P ‘5 "Set'E. . ’-3"¢ar652ff;'“ i - T o S %?
i : 7 8t 6 .- ' 3cards . .. . c '
o RN 8 .Set ® . . . '3 cards’ - . R
S IR ‘9. sék T . . “3cards o -.
i ' L 10 Set J 'm\g. N 3'°ﬁfﬂ5'?"“"[. DR -
) 11 set K\ 3 cards . : o
, ; fr e 12 :8et L = 3 cards . ° o ; i
: ' - }ffHSet;M'. ’ .i'cardsle_"'; R s f.ﬂ.f'“‘.51: {f
-{ B o140 Set'N:. “.3}card§i.‘. if' ': l, ) h:‘i
' . f;_fi-fl K f'_ 15 Setfd;~ ?,éro;?§$;= e ,a‘«a_:<fﬁ'1;f~~;i y

ﬂSte 1'2}j”;,yCon51der the following 73:s“¢“ fj?7ﬁ ;'7$

'r_ﬁThere are many factors ‘Telated’ to education,vand . ' "“',ﬁj;
-, the teaching’ of ‘children. "Which -factors.do you = ~:° ' .3

,‘think are of the most, and least meortance. )

N
il . '.' ‘.
' b3S . LT
* N . el
. > : N 1] AT
; " 1N T ANaling tnaitesdietabie - X ' e ot
S



Procedures for Q-Sort

Page 2
.Step #3:
e . .
T
| Step #d:
o S
- . Ste 5:.
.. Step 46

.
. . :
N
. ¢
v 4 . N
« N N
v L
-y T
W~ L
L 1.
o .
N -

'*'icards on top. -

"3.fTake the answer sheet.

. - . ¢ .
a, :. . . .
: g A
. . ‘ e ’
) . PR . o .
» . = .
. “ . ¢
o N .
- -
: < W
- . o
.
v
RN
h o
. Lt
Ry kY P YN Jekinth
A " SRR A -

. H -
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(3)

0

Take each set of caids in turn.- For each set,
sort the cards-according to how-you perceive
the importance of the factors in that set to be.

Take Set-K ‘as an example. If you feel that the
~ Organization of thé Classroom is ‘most important,
" it’'would go :6n. top. If yow feel that’ Structural
- Aspects.of the Classroom are .least important,

- put- this card ‘on the bottom. Put the remaining

“card between the other two..f it

. f
s, ‘..

\%Now that you have sorted the fifteen sets of
" cards,”choose ‘any ‘three. isets; 7

| Hiost - important. .Remove .that card. and’ turn.it’
.. ugside: down.‘ Look‘at ‘the remaining cards. . Pick

‘the most "important; remove it and place: it upside’
You' may’ pick from: the 'same,
Continte this - -

“down ‘with. the: others..
. stack:as last time if’ you wish.
t‘until all nine cards’ in the three sets ‘have  been
" removed. You should now have a stack of- nine(-'
.-cards, thé ‘most . important on top, ‘'and. the- 1east
‘.important on.the bottom. . Repeat ‘this ptocess -
gyuntil you have five stacks of nine cards each.

. . you can’. conveniently read the. top:card.
. or placement of the stacks 1s not important

Y

From the top card of the

- five stacks: of cards, select the one which you

. feél is"the 'very most:. important. : The card:
'selected must be -one of the cards on: top. ',,’\

A [ G

'.H:,,

o SO . s

f'Write ‘the number of the card selected rnwthe :

- first blank in number ome’ an-the’answer -sheet.

' ~Put that card aSide, face down._ ‘DO npt

Look at_ the” three':,.'
“Pick ‘the .card that:you. think is.sfnﬁ“'

. Place aﬂl five stac&s of cards. in front of you so .
-’The‘order?, i

N

ol v

&onsiderflf'iT“
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INFORMATION SHEET

,

1,

TR

Please ‘indicate the following:

T

L

.Name ©f c¢ommunity in which you teach:

I IERRREN

‘s

IR

Level at whlch ybu teach (where your concentratlon "fffw

of subject areas exists)

Primary/Elementary (K 8)

W, : -

,,a . AT EN
\. . .
1
H
4

Secondary (9 11) ﬁ*"f“lf

« .

""’""-'1"5‘-—».5,[..‘l'n‘,,{m" 4 T, - n.\.-.;“-\-w:‘ag—‘_:—i; 4‘
= K . : DR S A
SR .
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o QUESTION shzET )
A :

‘Please answer .in terms of whatiyou think 1deal ‘parent/school

! contacts should be - llke to best support your teaching, taklng": ’ N .
into accouht your total experlence as a teacher. o
1. What percentage ‘of parents should lnltlate.f .
" contaét with you ‘about-sork aspect of
schooling, or their chlldren, Qurlng‘the : :
;'school year? o L ﬂ ~ ‘ - o
2, _Of those parents 'who' should 1n1t1ate . . ”3\
o contact with you, How many .contacts, on J ' ooy
© .. the. average, should they make durlng the AR
L JAschool year? . Evﬂ ﬂ,_'.%.. ‘ ,,‘_J . M
yjf 'fiffﬂWhat percentage of parents "should" you.haveﬁnf“"‘ ﬁ

A e ot 1n1t1ate contact w1th durlng the, schoori‘inl'
R ';;ﬁ‘year° ‘ PR . ‘

:'v: 1.<

)
oL,

:/ ?Qf{;f;.fi;;'”4;f70f those parents you should contact, how

,,,,

2 50 How many general 1nv1tatlons to v151t the 3

e PN school (for: report cards, program explanatlon,.,<
LA . . . etc.) shéuld, be: lssued to parents durlng a_f

R o school year7 IR 5‘13,. C

Fa
N
i
'

a

)

LR G;V‘When general 1nv1tat10ns to visit the teachers"
- or school are extended to parents,,‘ :

“ua) What percentage of mothers only should come?
b) What percentage of fathers only’ should come?
'c) What percentage of both parents should come7

'ﬁiﬁ”7f:¢Please make any addltlonal comments you w1sh

‘about: your views of” oertaln factors related
to teachlng. . c e

-,
‘ <

\
in
. . .-
s T
















