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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Teachers for the public school systems in the United States are 

required to be certified for teaching at institutions of higher educa­

tion that have approved teacher preparation programs as a function. 

These teacher preparation programs are usually from four to five years 

in length. One measurement of the effectiveness of these teacher 

preparation programs is that the graduates obtain teaching positions 

and continue in the teaching profession. 

There has been evidence of teachers electing to leave the teach­

ing profession even before the decline in school enrollment began to 

occur. A National Education Survey of the 1972-73 school year reports 

that teacher turnover equaled about 8.7 percent of the secondary 

school teachers, while turnover in the elementary sector was estimated 

at 8.3 percent. Previous National Education Surveys (1971-72, 1970-

71) show this statistic as being only eight percent, which indicated 

an increase in the public schools in regard to teacher turnover. Thus, 

at the time of the 1972-73 research survey, the teaching profession 

has been losing increasing numbers of teachers from the classroom. 

Further, Wolf and Wolf (1964) write that only 60 out of 100 

certified new teacher graduates enter the teaching profession each 

year. Of these 60 beginning teachers; 53 will return to teaching the 
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following year. Results show 

• • • two years after the original 100 prospective 
teachers graduated, less than half are engaged in 
teaching, and, after 10 years, only 12-15 of the in­
itial 100 prospective teachers may be teaching in 
elementary and secondary school classrooms (p. 193). 

These statistics show that many qualified individuals are not in the 

teaching field. 

Many factors contribute to the growing teacher dropout rate. 

Cruickshank, Kennedy, and Myers (1974) found that teacher failure is 

caused by non-exposure to typical classroom events during the pre-

2 

teaching experience. The teachers did not know, when faced with these 

occurrences, how to cope with or interpret the situation. 

Selden (1969) reports that basic causes of: teacher dropouts are 

poor salaries, lack of fringe bene~its, frustration, and lack of 

status. Frustration, Selden (1969) reports, has been caused by 

teacher workload which restricted teachers from participating in pro-

fessional related activities. He further states that 

• . • the underground railroad out of the classroom, 
more often than not, terminates in a non-teaching job 
within education. • • • Many a capable teacher is 
pushed out of a classroom by intolerable working con­
ditions (p. 61). 

Bush (1969) has stated a reason for teacher dropout as the af-

feet of socialization of the beginning teachers with their more ex-

perienced colleagues. If satisfaction is seen from these experienced 

teachers, then the beginning teacher may feel a desire for the same 

satisfaction. If, however, the experienced teacher reveals dissatis-

faction, then the prospects of losing another professional to the 

dropout ranks appears inevitable. Edgerton (1977) reports a similar 

conclusion. Behavioral changes occur within teachers who are 



discouraged by what they view as their role in education. First and 

second year teachers observe these changes and become convinced that 

they do not want to remain in the classroom because of what they see 

happening to experienced teachers. 
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Pratt (1977) cites the availability of careers offering more 

opportunities as a teacher dropout factor. The researcher mentions 

reasons given as a return to college, maternity leaves, and job trans­

fers of husbands as being additional factors. The problems mentioned 

above (as revealed by research studies) show that the decision for 

teachers to drop out of the teaching profession is caused by many and 

varied factors. 

The many problems encountered during the first and second years 

of teaching have been the deciding factors as to whether the teacher 

would remain in public school education. Graham (1968) acknowledges 

the inadequacy of teacher preparation. The beginning teacher is 

pictured as having run the gauntlet of university coursework. The 

student ·then proceeded to the eight week classroom experience up.der 

the supervision of one teacher with the experience taking place in a 

reconnnended "good school." Graham (1968, p. 51) reveals the conse­

quences of these beginning teachers as then being "swallowed by the 

classrooms at the first of September, reappear shaken in June, and 

too often, disappear from the scene." 

Further evidence of attitudinal change of teachers is reflected 

in the National Education Research Division, Teacher Opinion Poll 

(1972-73). When asked how they would compare teaching as a profes­

sion now and teaching as it was five years ago, the responses indi­

cate that teaching is improving. Specific figures reveal 34 percent 



viewed the profession as improving, 26 percent thought it is getting 

worse, and less than 10 percent revealed the opinion that no change 

has occurred. Sanoff (1978, p. 3) reports a survey which "shows a 

rise from nine to 19 percent from 1966 to 1976 in the proportion of 

teachers who would choose other careers if they could start again." 
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With a rise in statistics concerning selection of teaching as a 

career, the decision as to why individuals select the teaching field 

is questioned. Research by Cohen (1969) supports the idea that teach­

ing is not chosen to provide individuals with an identity. This re­

searcher (Cohen) also states that student teachers know what is 

expected of them when they enter the teaching profession. Hilton 

(1960) reveals three factors that have been ideµtif ied by students 

pursuing professional training in ~ducation. These factors that 

help influence them in their decision to teach are: "a perception of 

the role in question, his conception of an ideal or optimum role for 

himself, and his perception of his present role" (p. 210). 

Research regarding expressed reasons for selecting a teaching 

career reveals a unifying goal. The reason most commonly given ac­

cording to Haubrich (1960) is the expressed desire to work with 

people. Other studies by Birkinshaw (1935) and Clark (1968) support 

the people oriented concept that characterizes teachers. Edgerton 

(1977, p. 120) states that those entering teaching do so with the 

desire "to help people learn, cope and create." 

This expressed desire of teachers to work with students and to 

see achievement occur would be of utmost importance in their decision 

to remain in teaching. Teachers are able, through their teaching, 
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to achieve a feeling of personal and professional rewards and have a 

desire to continue in the teaching profession. Yet, the fact remains 

that many beginning teachers leave the profession after only one or 

two years of service. Therefore, there remains a need to gain insight 

regarding factors in the student teaching experience and actual teach-

ing experience that supports a feeling of satisfaction or dissatisfac-

tion with the teaching profession during the first year of teaching. 

Purpose and Objectives 

The purpose of this study was to discover why beginning teachers 

in home economics were making the decision to continue or withdraw 

from teaching after one year of teaching experi~nce. In order to ac-

complish the purpose of this study the followin~ objectives were 

formulated: 

1. To compare the difference in job satisfaction of first 
year home economics teachers who remain in teaching 
their second year with those first year teachers that 
leave the teaching profession. 

2. To determine if specific variables in the student 
teaching experience influence the decision of first 
year teachers to remain in or to leave the teaching 
field. 

3. To determine if specific variables in the public school 
system influence first year home economics teachers to 
remain in or to leave the teaching field. 

4. To make recommendations for further research studies 
in the area of teacher persistence by home economics 
teachers. 

Hypotheses 

The null hypotheses formulated for this study were as follows: 



There will be no significant difference in job 
satisfaction of home economics teachers completing 
the first year of teaching in relation to their 
decision to remain or not to remain in the teach­
ing field. 

There will be no significant difference of first 
year home economics teachers' decisions to remain 
or to leave the teaching field in relatiop to the 
student teaching experience. 

There will be no significant difference of first 
year home economics teachers' decisions to remain 
or not to remain in the teaching field in relation 
to public school teaching variables. 

Assumptions and Limitations 

The assumptions fonnulated for this study were as follows: 

1. The student teaching,experiences completed by the home 
economics teachers were similar in~structure in the 
institutions of higher education certified in teacher 
education. 

2. Home economics teachers' perceptions of the teaching 
profession were influenced by various factors in 
society. 

The limitations of this study were the following: 

1. The specific sample was limited to home economics teach­
ers who had completed one year of teaching home econom­
ics in Oklahoma,· Arkansas, Missouri, Louisiana, and 
Texas (Areas I, VI, VII). This was Region VI of the 
American Vocational Association, excluding New Mexico. 

2. the Louisiana sample of first year home economics teach­
ers was not complete because a comprehensive list of 
beginning teachers was not available. 

3. The Arkansas sample of first year home economics teach­
ers obtained from the State Department did not include 
addresses of those teachers who had left the teaching 
field after their first year of teaching. 

4. The list of first year teachers obtained from the 
state departments in Arkansas, Texas, and Oklahoma and 
the state teacher education universities in Missouri 
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contained some names of teachers who had graduated 
from college at a time other than 1977-78, as speci­
fied in the study. 

5. Addresses for teachers, who had not returned to the 
teaching field, were not always available, there­
fore, most of the invited sample were teachers who 
were presently employed in the teaching profession. 

6. The first year home economics teachers in the study 
were both vocational and general teachers. 

Definitions 

In order that complete understanding of the research report be 

accomplished, the following definitions have been selected to give 

the same connotation of the words whenever they are used in the re""' 

port: 
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First Year Home Economics Teacher (returning teacher) - A teacher 

who has completed the basic requirements for certification for the 

teaching certificate and has completed one year of teaching home eco-

nomics. 

First Year Home Economics Teacher Dropout (non-returning teacher) 

- A teacher who has completed the basic requirements for certification 

for the teach~ng certificate and has completed one year of teaching 

home economics, and has made the decision to not return for the second 

consecutive year of teaching. 

Home Economics Education - A professional program offered at 

the senior college and graduate levels for prospective teachers and 

teachers in the service in the field of home economics (Good, 1973, 

p. 285). 
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Job Satisfaction - Pertains to teacher relationships with stu-

dents and feelings of satisfaction with teaching (Bentley and Rempel, 

1970, p. 4). This is Factor 2 of the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire. (PTO). 

Public School Experience Variables - Factors of the PTO that ex-

plain the public school experience variable are: 

Factor 1 - Teacher Rapport with Principal 

Factor 3 - Rapport Among Teachers 

Factor 4 - Teacher Salary 

Factor 5 - Teacher Load 

Factor 6 - Curriculum Issues 

Factor 7 - Teacher Status 

Factor 8 - Community Support of Education1 

. ' 
' 

Factor 9 School Facilities and Services' 

Factor 10 - Connnunity Pressures (Bentley and Remple, 1970,. p. 4). 

Factors of the Purdue Teachel;' Opinionaire Supplement (PTOS) that ex­

plain the public school variable are "Teacher Rapport with School 

Board" and "Teacher Rapport with Superintendent" (Bentley and Remple, 

1970, addendum). (See Appendix A for a description of each factor on 

these two instruments.) 

Student Teaching Experience - The program of learning experiences 

specified by an institution, incorporating the nine factors identified 

by the Purdue Student.-Teacher 0pinionaire (PSTO). Those factors are: 

1. Rapport with Supervising Teacher 

2. Rapport with Principal 

3 •. Rapport with University Supervisor 

4. Teaching as a Profession 

5. · School Facilities and Services 



6. Professional Preparation 

7. Rapport with Students 

8. Rapport with other Teachers 

9. Student Teacher Load (Bentley and Price, 1972, addendum). 

Descriptions of each factor are located in Appendix B. 

Homemaking Teacher - A teacher who has completed a degree in 

home economics and is instructing consumer and homemaking education 

classes that have as the main purpose ·to improve the quality of life. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Law of Diminishing Return 

The law of diminishing return was first given its description 

by Cournot, cited Moore (1925, p. 360). Mathematical form was used 

by Cournot to explain his theory. He used mathematical definitions 

of three laws of returns without identifying them by names as "the 

law of diminishing return, the law of constant return, and the law 

of increasing return" (p. 360). 
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The law of diminishing returns can also be traced to the year 

1815 when some English economists, writing independently but approxi-

mately the same time, expressed the diminishing return idea as applied 

to agriculture (Patton, 1926). These economists, Edward West, Robert 

Torrens, David Ricardo, and Thomas Robert Malthus, expressed the idea 

as "every increase of produce is obtained by a more than proportional 

increase in the application of labor to the land" (Mill, 1965, p. 177). 

The idea of these economists was so accepted by other economists at 

that time "that the law of diminishing returns, as the proposition 

was called, was almost innnediately admitted to the canon of accepted 

economic principles" (Patton, 1926, p. 10). 

Davenport (1908) cited 11 different concep,ts of the law of dimin-
' 

ishing returns. He stated that three were related to economics: 

1. A dynamic and sociological generalization foretelling 
a diminution in the pre~capita command of consumable 
goods, by reason solely of the society coming to con­
tain more members, these being assumed to be unmodi­
fied in all relevant aspects. 

2. A law in the dynamics of competitive economics; a 
forecast of changes in the relative distributive 
shares accruing to different agents and instruments 
in production technologically viewed, changes due 
solely to changes in the relative supply of these con­
crete factors; thereby changes in their relative value 
through the capitalization of their income-earning 
power; and thereby, also upon the supply side. 

3. A static, competitive, entrepreneur law expressing 
the disadvantages accruing to the entrepreneur from 
any relative excess or defect in the quantities em­
ployed of any productive agent or agents, in view of 
the existing levels of compensation for these differ­
ent agents (p. 506). 

Fetter (1918) expressed a different view to the law's most im~ 

portant aspects. He saw the law as being confused with the law of 



proportionality. Furthermore, Fetter cited three problems: 

1. technical proportion, the best mechanical or physi­
cal combination 

2. profitable proportion, the enterpriser's best combin­
ation of factors at existing prices 

3. diminishing returns, the social economic problem of 
the relation of population to resources (p. 440). 

Fetter stated the law of increasing and decreasing returns as the 

following: 

The amount attributable to the labor element of a whole 
population varies with the amount and efficiency of the 
material agents at the disposal of labor, increasing if 
they increase more rapidly than population and decreas­
ing if the population increases more rapidly than they 
do. It is one aspect of the law of proportionality as 
applied, not to a private enterprise, but to the relation 
of the whole population to its resources (p. 435). 

I 
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Patton (1926) described the law of diminishing returns as follows: 

When on the application of two successive equal doses of 
productive power, the increment of product due to the 
first dose is less than the additional increment due to 
the second, the law of increasing returns is said to act; 
and conversely it is a case of decreasing returns when 
the increment due to the first dose is greater than the 
increment due to the second (p. 17). 

That there is not just one law of diminishing returns was expressed 

by Patton (1926). The author stated, based on a study, that three 

groups of statements actually constitute diminishing returns. These 

statements relate to the "phenomena of physical, entrepreneurial and 

secular returns" (p. 92). 

Canaan (1967) related the law of diminishing returns to agricul-

tural production. He stated: 

• • • the belief that the increase of population, in spite 
of all improvements, in the long run necessitates the em­
ployment of a larger and ever larger proportion of the 
labour of the world in the production of the prime neces­
saries of life, practically implies that as population in­
creases, mankind becomes poorer and poorer, unless the 



diminishing productiveness of the labour of the agricul­
turists is overbalanced by increasing productiveness of 
the labour of the remainder of the community must be a 
diminishing proportion of the whole (p. 133). 

Thus, researchers indicated that the law of diminishing returns 
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is an economically based structure. The concept of personal satisfac~ 

tion was not included; however, there may be a relationship between 

personal satisfaction and economics. The question of the degree of 

influence that personal satisfaction and economics relate to the law 

of diminishing return can be compared to beginning teacher dropout 

and the economic losses incurred in a public school system. The 

personal satisfaction of beginning teachers that is derived from a 

particular school system can be seen through the economic loss or 

gain of that system. The public school system is obligated to spend 

their funds on the adjustment periods needed by new faculty members. 

If increasing numbers of faculty are replaced year after year, then 

the school system is economically affected. If personal satisfaction 

is an influence, then the relationship to the law of diminishing re-

turns can be identified. This study was designed to determine why 

teachers were making the decision to stay or withdraw from teaching 

and to determine if job satisfaction was an influence in the decision. 

Factors Relating to Beginning 

Teacher Dropout 

The large numbers of beginning teachers who leave the profes~ 

sion after only one or two years of teaching do so for a variety of 

reasons. Nelson and Thompson (1963) compiled a list of 19 factors 

believed to be influential in this exodus of beginning teachers. 



Those factors listed were as follows: 

•.• salary, teaching loads, assignments beyond reg­
ular classroom teaching, inadequate supervision, poor 
assignments, discipline problems, pressure groups, 
poor mental hygiene, marriage, inadequate preparation 
of major or minor fields of study or knowledge of sub­
ject, inability to handle classes, unfair teacher eval­
uation, inadequate facilities, poor faculty relation­
ships, lack of opportunity to develop new ideas, routine 
clerical duties, competition between schools and in­
dustry for trained personnel, poor school boards, and 
health (pp. 467-471). 

The researchers emphasized "that although any one of the factors may 

be influential enough to cause the new teacher to resign, it usually 

is a multiplicity of these factors" (Nelson et al., 1965, p. 472). 

Another study relating to specific causes for the high teacher 

turnover in Montgomery County, Maryland, was conducted by Browning 
I 
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(1963). The results of a mail survey of 241 te~chers employed in the 

school system and teachers who had left the system voluntarily 

"showed that far more had quit out of necessity than out of unhappi-

ness with the district" (p. 81). The home and family or the family 

situation was given as the main reason for women's departure from the 

system. Men cited reasons "associated with status improvement" 

.<P· 81). Respondents revealed that the most unfavorable categories 

on the·survey were "excessive pressures and work overload and dislike 

for administrative and supervisory practices" (Browning, 1963, p •. 81). 

The data revealed that those areas of least importance were salary, 

quality of students, leave of absence, and military service. 

Major Problems of Teachers 

The National Education Association Research Division conducted a 

teacher opinion poll in 1971 to ascertain what problems were of utmost 
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importance to teachers in their work. Nineteen problem areas were 

listed with the teacher to respond by indicating if they considered 

the problem major, minor, or not a problem. The areas denoted as 

being major were·large class size, insufficient time for rest or 

preparation, and lack of public support for schools. Each of these 

areas was seen as major problems by more than 30 percent of those in 

the study. Problems receiving 10 percent or less were the lack of 

opportunity for professional growth and negative attitude of col-

leagues toward teaching. 

Daniels (1915) related some problems of the first year teacher 

in physical education that were considered problems to experienced 

teachers as well. Daniels stated 

Though these problems do not ~pply exclusively to the 
first year teacher, they are compounded by the fact 
that he/she is operating independently for the first 
time, with full responsibility for his/her actions in 
dealing with these problems (p. 134). 

Problems common to physical education teachers, according to Dani~ls, 

were: 

1. discipline problems 

2. the inability to teach a variety of activities 

3. problems r·elated to cultural and racial differences 

4. communication p.roblems with school personnel 

5. large classes 

6. limited equipment and limited facilities (p. 134). 

Daniels stated that first year teaching experience was unique and it 

was virtually impossible to prepare a future teacher for all situa-

tions. Therefore, "it is necessary to make the professional prepara-

tion program such that physical education graduates can face and 
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resolve unforei:H~enproblems" (Daniels, 1975, p. 135). Daniels further 

stated that an "inservice program should be an extension of profes-

sional preparation" (p. 135) and give more support and direction to 

the first year teacher. 

Kennedy, Cruickshank, and Myers (1976) studied perceived prob-

lems of beginning secondary teachers on the basis of school location. 

The purpose of the study was to attempt 

. • . to describe and compare those areas of personal 
and professional goals, consciously or unconsciously 
held by beginning teachers, that are chronically being 
frustrated in inner-city, outer,-city, suburban and 
rural classrooms {p. 170). 

The participating sample consisted of 175 beginning teachers in sec-

ondary schools in Ohio. The stratified sample ~as based on areas of 

secondary specialization. Findings reported were that 
' ' 

Beginning inner-city teachers report a greater frequency 
of certain kinds of problems but, as a group, they are 
not as dissimilar as their rural, surburban, and outer­
city colleagues when it comes to reporting the extent to 
which classroom problems personally bother or disturb 
them (p. 171). 

The researcher further noted that "teachers hold a job-fulfilling 

prophecy. They expect certain kinds of problems to occur and when 

they do they expect to accommodate or live with them" (p. 171). 

Administration 

"Public employees are gaining the right to collective bargaining 

in increasing numbers," stated Sebring (1978, p. 37). As profes-

sional associations gained more power, the fact that administrators 

have developed an antagonistic attitude towards those associations 

became apparent. Sebring stated "nowhere has this been more apparent 
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than in public school education" ('f>. 37). The author further re-

vealed that this shift in power was adversely affecting public atti-

tudes toward the schools. Further, educators were finding themselves 

pitted against one another. Sebring related 

Collective bargaining rights have caused educators to 
position themselves in opposing camps; administrators 
versus teachers; teachers versus school boards; connnun­
ity versus teachers (p. 37). 

The teacher demanding more involvement in the decision-making process 

was the most overwhelming view expressed in the various groups. This 

continued to remain a contributing source of conflict because the ex-

tent of involvement of the teachers in decision-making was an important 

consideration and one that needed to be carefully evaluated •. 

Snow (1963, p. 318) reported that "today the teacher is being 

recognized as the key to school improvement, and commendable steps 

are being taken to help teachers operate more fully." Among some of 

the areas being improved in public school education were better in-

structional materials and equipment and the grouping of student abil-

ity. Yet, one condition not being improved and cited by Snow was 

A teacher is, by the very nature of his work, denied 
clear-cut, indisputable proof of his effectiveness. 
He has no dependable means of tracing the consequences 
of his teaching, of discerning the precise extent to 
which his efforts have helped students learn (p. 318). 

Evaluation of their teaching ability dependend on supposition and in-

ference. The teachers based their self-evaluation largely on the 

judgments of others. An observation of their classroom teaching by 

others had varying effects on their teaching. Snow stated the con-

clusion that 

•.• if teaching is to improve, there must be a con­
tinuous channeling back to the teacher of reliable 



information about the effectiveness of his efforts so 
that future teaching may be adjusted for better re­
sults (p. 320). 
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The increased bargaining power of teachers through their profes-

sional organizations has assumed negative proportions. Bruce (1964) 

saw a problem between teachers and school boards as neglecting the 

interest of the children, parents, and communities. He further stated 

that 

Unless the interests of parents and communities are more 
clearly defined and placed in the forefront, the differ­
ences between the teachers and boards will continue to 
be seriously harmful to the schools and communities (p. 29). 

Belasco and Alutto (1972) examined the relationship between sat-

isfaction levels of teachers and their decisional participation which 

took place in two school districts. The researchers defined satis~ 

faction as "the willingness to remain within the organization despite 

a variety of inducements to leave" (p. 54). Results of the study in-

dicated 

. that decisional climate is a major factor influenc­
ing teacher satisfaction levels. Those teachers with 
lower satisfaction levels also possess the highest level 
of decisional deprivation •.•. Furthermore, those teach­
ers experiencing highest levels of satisfaction also re­
ported less felt job tension and less militant attitudes 
(p. 54). 

The respondents surveyed indicated the following: 

. . . a certain substrata of teachers who desire more 
participation in organizational decision making than 
they currently enjoy and report low levels of satisfaction, 
while others concurrently desire less participation than 
they currently have and report high levels of satisf ac- . 
tion (p. 55). 

With this variation in strata, the researchers suggested developing 

a participative management program that would meet the needs of 

those teachers who feel themselves deprived. 
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Supervision 

Lovell and Phelps (1977) reported on a study conducted by the 

Tennessee Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development 

(TASCD). The purpose of the study was "to collect data describing 

the practice of supervision in Tennessee during the 1974-75 school 

year" (p. 226). Random sampling of teachers and principals was used 

as well as the "population of instructional supervisors as listed by 

the State Department of Education" (p. 226). Conclusions drawn from 

the study as reported by Lovell and Phelps were that "principals were 

perceived by teachers to be the major source of instructional super-

visory support" (p. 227). Furthermore, conferences held with teach-

ers and principals were short and were not based on classroom 

observations. Teachers perceived these observations "to be uncon-

trolled, unplanned, and haphazard" (p. 270). 

Attitude 

Indiresan (1976, p. 277) reported that "the teacher is at .. the 

heart of the educational process and the success of an educational 

institution depends largely upon its faculty." The researcher con-

ducted a study of background variables and attitude variables with 

expressed job satisfaction of engineering teachers. Respondents to 

the study were 158 engineering teachers in nine different institutions 

of higher education. Nine background variables were used in the study 

and results revealed: 

• • . only involvement in research work and research out­
put, showed a significant correlation with expressed job 
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satisfaction. The remaining variables, namely, age, ed­
ucation, occupational level, length of service, salary 
and consultation do not show any correlation with job 
satisfaction (p. 298). 

Furthermore, stated Indiresan 

•.. of the six general attitude variables studied, 
the variables overall job satisfaction, career plan, 
time satisfied and the factor financial position are 

· correlated with job satisfaction (p. 298). 

Results also showed that those teachers who revealed expressed satis-

faction intended to remain in their jobs. 

Discipline 

Wells (1978) stated: 

Few teachers are prepared by training or e~perience to 
cope with the problems filcing them. The extent to 
which discipline problems have caused teachers to leave 
the profession as not been clearly established (p. 68). 

The author further stated that teachers find themselves in a vulner-

able position when attempting to discipline students. 

Discipline is an important problem in the public schools for all 

concerned. Discipline was the number one problem .in minds of the 

adult public as expressed in the Ninth Annual Gallup Poll of the Pub-

lic's Attitu4es Toward the Public School. The percentage of adults 

that cited discipline as a leading problem in the most recent poll 

was higher than at any time within the past.nine years that the poll 

was administered (Gallup, 1977). 

The National Education Association publication, Today's Education 

(1972) reported on assaults of public school teachers. Specifically, 

the article stated "the increase in assaults on teachers in the past 

few years is a symptom of the times; an era of increasing violence 
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in America" (p. 71). The author further stated another cause of 

violence was the new permissiveness and racism. Besides these so-

cietal causes, there are several in-school causes of violence. 

These were inadequate facili·ties which actually promote disruption, 

disputes between students and educators; disputes that occur when 

there are large numbers of people from different backgrounds and 

"increasing politicalization of schools" (p. 69). 

Cramer (1978) reported that parents state their desire for the 

public school to make students behave, even when the parents them-

selves lack this quality. Cramer (p. 29) further stated that it was 

those people who reveal their desire for effective discipline manage-

ment that ". are the same ones who will slap a lawsuit on the 

school board and administration the moment disc'iplinary action is 

taken against their little Eloise or Reginald." He further stated.: 

A gaggle of laws and legal rulings seems to restrain, 
constrain and detain school officials from taking what 
they might consider effective disciplinary action. 
One U.S. Supreme Court ruling, for example, makes 
school board members and administrators personally li­
able for violating a student's civil rights--even un­
wittingly (p. 29). 

Health and Facilities 

Landsmann (1978), as editor of Instructor, conducted a study re-

garding teacher health. The study, conducted in 1976, included a 

questionnaire published in the September, 1976 issue of Instructor. 

Nine thousand teachers responded. Results revealed that 10 hours per 

day were spent on preparation and work. The average amount of sleep 

was seven and one-half hours. Average absence because of illness. was 

four and a half days a school year. Of those days missed, 75 percent 
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of the respondents reported them to be stress or tension related. 

Regarding the physical environment and health, respondents indicated 

no negative effects. When asked if their view of teaching had changed 

since they began, 80 percent said yes. When asked if they believed 

there were health hazards in teaching, 84 percent said yes. To the 

question of whether their principal took an active role in helping 

teachers stay physically and mentally healthy, 61 percent said no 

(Landsmann, 1978, p. 49). 

Landsmann (1978) cited 84 percent of the teachers believed there 

were health hazards in teaching. Open-ended questions revealed three 

major health hazard areas: "stress, weight, diet, and a~ercise, and 

physical environment" (p. 49). 

Teachers believed that stress was the major force affecting their 

health. Stress, in the form of tension and pressure, arose from: 

. large class sizes, lack of teaching materials, in­
crease in discipline problems over the past few years, 
more public pressures on teachers, schedules· that permit 
few breaks or none (Landsmann, 1978, p. 49). 

Other areas of stress noted were the inability to leave problems at 

the school, lack of in-service education in general areas, lack of 

preparation for newly formulated programs and "the difficulty they 

have in accepting that there are limits to what schooling can achieve" 

(Landsmann, 1978, p. L19). 

The second most important health concern was that of weight, 

diet, and exercise. Many teachers responded by stating that they did 

not get enough exercise, and lunch at school was unsatisfying. Sug~ 

gestions for improving these concerns were for an exercise period 

to be set aside and a variety of food products to be made available 
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to them. More than one third of the respondents stated that the 

third major concern regarding teachers' health involved the physical 

environment. Aspects of the physical environment cited by Landsmann 

(1978) were: 

. poor lighting, flickering fluorescent lights, or 
too much glare; poor acoustics or too much noise from 
the neighborhood; cold cement floors, dirty classrooms, 
and smoke-filled teacher lounges (p. 50). 

One facet of the environmental area involved school injuries. Lands-

mann (1978) reported that 

. . • children caused most of the injuries cited. 
Children have bitten and scratched teachers, belted 
them when they were breaking up fights, and caused 
them both deliberate and accidental playground in­
juries (p. 50). 

To the question of what teachers could do to improve their own 

health, the respondents placed the burden on the principals. Lands-

mann (1978, p. 50) not.ed that "good health has to do with attitude 

and morale as well as disease." Teachers expressed belief that the 

principals influenced many causes of health problems. Landsmann 

further noted that 

.•• principals can offer more positive reinforcement; 
help with curriculum decisions; act as buffers; and aid 
teachers in improving school/community relations. They 
can help reduce class size, foster more open communica­
tion among staff members, provide adequate in-service 
preparation, sign the work orders to fix drafty windows, 
and enforce policies that keep sick children home until 
they are well (p. 50). 

Despite these numerous problems, Landsmann reported that teachers 

were taking their concerns into their own hands and trying to work 

out feasible solutions to each of the problems. 
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Marriage and Sex Role 

Mason, Dressel, and Bain (1959) researched the sex role and 

career orientations of beginning teachers. The researchers stated 

that "an understanding of the career orientations of teachers must 

start with the relationship between sex role and occupational role" 

(Mason et al., 1959, p. 371). A national sample of -7,150 beginning 

teachers completed the questionnaire on career orientations of men 

and women. Results of the study revealed "few new teachers intended 

to stay in teaching until retirement" (p. 382). Women were reported 

to have chosen their sex role over the occupational role by stating 

their desire to leave teaching for homemaking responsibilities. Men 
' 
' reported the desire to move from classroom teaching to administrative 

positions. Mason, Dressel, and Bain (1959, p. 382) stated that "both 

the contingent career commitment of the women and the limited connnit-

ment of the men were seen to be impediments to the professionalization 

. of teaching." The researchers hypothesized: 

. . . that the career plans of men would be more closely 
tied to factors intrinsic to their own work and to _their 
job satisfaction, while the career plans of women would 
depend more upon extrinsic factors and be more independ­
ent of job satisfaction (p. 382). 

Results of this study showed both hypotheses to hold true. Addi-

tionally, women were more satisfied than the men were with teaching 

as a profession. The major conclusion drawn from the research was 

that school administrators wishing to maintain their staff "must 

seek in part different solutions for their men and women teachers" 

(p. 383), if they hope to retain them in the teaching field. 
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Morale and Mental Health 

Edwards (1963, p. 17) reported that the teachers work was chang-

ing over the years and the teacher was not only more "responsible for 

a mastery of subject matter but also for the social-emotional develop-

ment of each of his students." This added responsibility "calls for 

character and personality traits in the teacher that are different 

from those admired by previous generations" (p. 17). Edwards also 

related that 

. the teacher affects his students by his personal­
ity and by his ability to observe and understand behav­
ior situations which will affect the mental health 
atmosphere in the classroom (p. 17). 

Because of these pressures within the classroo~, the teacher needed 

the security of being in a school situation where integrity and har-

mony were maintained. Edwards further stated that our school systems 

fall short of this goal and as a result teacher morale is low as well 

as the fact that mental health of the teacher is also affected. 

Coverdale (1973) researched some determinants of teacher morale 

in Australia. A random sample of 165 employed primary and secondary 

teachers completed the questionnaire. The six parts of the question-

naire were as follows: 

(i) the role and the self-image of the teacher 

(ii) a list of problems raised by teachers to be graded 
on a four-point scale ranging from the category 
of 'highly important' to that of 'little or no 
importance' 

(iii) social background of the teacher and his family 

(iv) retrospective assessment of teacher training 

(v) recommendations by the teachers themselves for 
improving the profession; and 



(vi) some personal details of the respondent (p. 36). 

The purpose of the research study was to "uncover factors to account 

for the high level of resignations and the general dissatisfactions 

with present conditions of teachers in New South Wales" (p. 34). 

Results showed that teachers were concerned more with conditions 

of service. Coverdale stated 

. • . the inspectorial and transfer system, promotion 
structure and status, class sizes and the demands on 
the teacher and scope of the curriculum were all ranked 
as highly important issues affecting morale by a major-
ity of the teachers (p. 34). · 

Other factors that affect morale, according to Coverdale, were con-

tinuity of occupation, motives for entering teaching, and teacher 

training. Results relating to con~inuity of occupation showed only 
I 

30 reported parents that were in the education field as teachers. 

Thirty-five percent of those entering teaching gave as their main 

motive "a sense of vocation" (p. 38). Twenty-two percent stated 

"lack of alternative opportunities" (p. 38). 

Other reasons for selecting teaching were for the initiative 
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and creativity it would offer the individual as well as being a sat-

isfying career. Security, salary, and working conditions were also 

important. In regard to teacher training, Coverdale. reported two-

thirds of the sample with the opinion that their training had been 

inadequate. Most (Coverdale, 1973) of the respondents stated that 

"too much emphasis had been placed on content and presentation and 

not enough on a sociological understanding of the child" (p. 38). 

A study by Bloch (1977) revealed that the constant battle with 

. students resulted in the following psychic and physical damage to 

teachers: 



. . • psychological and somatic problems; anxiety; lack 
of preparedness to cope with discipline problems; diff i­
culty in reporting incidents to administrators and lack 
of understanding on their behalf; overcrowded classrooms; 
poor leadership and ultimate breakdown in morale; diffi­
culty in obtaining transfers from stressful situations 
(pp. 61-62). 

Testing 

One method developed to study morale or job satisfaction of 

teachers has involved the use of the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire and 

the Purdue Student-Teacher Opinionaire. In the present study, these 

two tests were used to determine the underlying factors which caused 

home economics teachers to become satisfied or dissatisfied with the 

teaching positions where currently employed. A brief discussion of 
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the development of the Purdue.Teacher Opinionaire (PTO) and the Purdue 

Student-Teacher Opinionaire (PSTO) and research utilizing these tests 

follow so that the value of the tests in this particular study will 

be understood. 

Purdue Teacher Opinionaire 

The Purdue Teacher Opinionaire (PTO) was designed to measure 

teacher morale by indicating a general level of morale as well as pro-

viding sub-sets which break up the concept of morale. Bentley and 

Rempel (1970) described the ten categories contained in the Purdue 

Teacher Opinionaire as follows: 

Factor 1 - "Teacher Rapport with Principal'' 

Factor 2 - "Satisfaction with Teaching" 

Factor 3 - "Rapport Among Teachers" 

Factor 4 - "Teacher Salary" 
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Factor 5 - "Teacher Load" 

Factor 6 - "Curriculum Issues" 

Factor 7 - "Teacher Status" 

Factor 8 - "Community Support of Education" 

Factor 9 - "School Facilities and Services" 

Factor 10 - "Community Pressures" (p. 4). 

For a detailed description of the factors, see Appendix A. 

The design of the instrument facilitates making comparisons 

among teachers' groups in various subject areas. Bentley and Rempel 

stated: 

. the Opinionaire provides specific and valid informa­
tion about crucial problems and tensions which concern 
the faculty and have an adverse effect on :their morale. 
Very basic to improving the level of morale is an adequate 
understanding and diagnosis of how teache11s feel about 
their particular school situation (p. 1). 

The original form of the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire contained 

145 item statements which had been validated using "peer judgements 

made by fellow teachers" (p. 2), stated Bentley and Rempel. Three 

groups of teacher morale resulted ;from this process. "High," "mid-

dle," and "low" groups were differentiated. Mean scores were cal-

culated and significance was established beyond the .05 level. 

Bentley and Rempel (1970), in designing the statistical analysis, 

stated, " ... the multidimensional nature of morale suggests the use 

of factor analysis methods in identifying and describing such dimen-

sions" (p. 3). The researchers (1970) further stated that ". the 

procedure used was a principle components analysis of the image-

covariance matrix followed by an oblique rotation of the extracted 

factors" (p. 3). An analyses was completed using a sample of 570 
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teachers and "factor analysis procedures were applied to 'high,' 

'middle,' and 'low' teacher morale groups. These additional analyses 

made it possible to identify ten rather than eight factors" (pp. 3-4). 

1'he 100 item revised instrument was "administered to the high 

school faculties with 20 or more teachers in Indiana and Oregon'' (Bent-

ley and Rempel, 1970, p. 5). Test and re-test data was obtained and 

analyzed for the 3023 teachers included. Factor correlations were 

above the .60 level. Inter-factor and inter-item correlations re-

vealed that they "were sufficiently low to make factor scores meaning-

ful in assessing the status of morale for an individual or for a 

group" (p. 6). Validity of the instrument was further .evidence by 

using principals' reactions to the Opinionaire.1 The principals were 

to respond as they perceived the faculty members' response. Bentley 

and Rempel stated, "differences between the median scores for teach-

ers and the median scores for principals were not significant" (p. 7). 

The researchers further revealed that 

Although a quantitative study relating teacher turnover 
to scores on the instrument has not been made as yet, 
we have observed that when morale scores were low in a 
particular school, teacher turnover was frequently high 
the following year (p. 8). 

Purdue Student-Teacher Opinionaire 

The Purdue Student-Teacher Opinionaire (PSTO) was developed by 

using the 100 item statements of the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire (PTO) 

with an additional 56 items. Fourteen factors pertaining to student 

teaching made up the initial opinionaire of 150 items (Price, 1971). 

The final form of the instrument was derived by administering 

the experimental instrument to 299 student teachers. The student 
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teachers completed the questionnaire at the end of their student teach-

ing experience. Price (1971) stated 

. • . a factor analysis of item correlations as an item 
analysis of each item against each of the 14 hypothesized 
dimensions provided the basis for selection of items for 
the final form of the instrument (p. 47). 

The reliabiljty coefficient for the total scale was .96 using the 

Kuder-Richardson test. Factor analysis involved rotation to the 

varimax criterion. Price (1971) further noted 

• fourteen principal components were extracted on 
the basis of the hypothesis that student teacher mor­
ale was composed of the ten (PTO) teacher morale fac­
tors plus the four factors which were written specifi­
cally for the instrument. The 14 principal components 
accounted for 56% of the total variance (p. 47). 

Twelve factors involving 100 item statements weire included in the 

final instrument. The title.descriptions of the factors as stated 

by Price (1971) are as follows: 

1. Rapport with Supervising Teacher 

2. Rapport with Principal 

3. Teaching as a Profession 

4. Rapport with University Supervisor 

5. Connnunity Support of Education 

6. Student Teaching Load 

7. Rapport with Students 

8. Rapport with other Teachers 

9. Satisfaction with Housing 

10. Professional Preparation 

11. School facilities and services 

12. Curriculum Issues (p. 481). 
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A shortened version of the PSTO, called Form B, was developed 

based on continuing evaluations of the instrument {Bentley and Price, 

1972, addendwn). The new Form B eliminated 41 of the original 100 

items and three of the factors. Form B contained the 59 remaining 

items and one new item. Nine factors were retained for Form B. (See 

Appendix B for complete description of the factors.) 
'. 

In a study to determine the morale of agriculture teachers in 

Virginia, Miller (1976) used the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire (1970, 

p. 1) in which the authors Bentley and Rempel defined morale as "the 

emotional and mental reaction of a person to his job." Further, 

Bentley and Rempel stated that morale 

is then determined by the extent to which ~n individ­
ual's needs are satisfied, and the extent towhich the 
individual perceives satisf actfon as stemm,ing from the 
total job situation (p. i). 

Miller stated that "prof essiona:lism and morale should have a direct 

relationship" (p. 116). 

The purpose of the Miller study wa.s to determine if morale of 

first year teachers differed from morale of experienced teachers. 

· Experienced teachers were defined as those with more than one year 

teaching experience. The two groups revealed no significant differ-

ence in differentiation of morale. 

The.study also selected variables relating to school activities 

and professional responsibilities to determine if morale was affected. 

Variables used were 

class size; periods taught per day; years of teaching 
experience; type of certifieate held; length of c.on­
tract; adult, young farmer. or FFA work; home visita­
tion or length of work week (p. 116.). 



Miller again reported no significant difference between the two 

groups when these var1ables were used. 

A third part of the study by Miller compared three groups of 

teachers. These groups were the Agriculture Education teachers 

used in the other studies previously reported, a norm group of rep­

resentative junior and senior high school teachers, and the third 

group consisted of all those who make up the total normative data 

for the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire. 
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Miller's (1976, p. 117) research revealed that first year and 

experienced agriculture teachers were rated above the 50th percentile 

on "teacher rapport with principal, rapport among teachers, curricu­

lum issues, teacher status and community support of education" when 

compared with the representative junior and senior high teachers. 

The group of experienced teachers was rated above the 50th percen­

tile on connnunity support of education. 

The first year and experienced Virginia Agricultural Education 

teachers' morale, compared with tenth and 50th percentiles of the 

Purdue Teacher Opinionaire norm group, revealed that "curriculum is­

sues was the only factor that placed any group of Agricultural Edu­

cation teachers above the 50th percentile, and that was for beginning 

teachers" (p. 117). Factors on which all the Agricultural Education 

teachers placed below the tenth percentile were satisfaction with 

teaching, teacher salary, and teacher load. Miller's (1976) conclu­

sion from the study was that Agricultural Education teachers are "less 

satisfied with teaching, more adversely concerned with salary, load 

and community pressures than the typical teacher" (p. 117). 
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Ross and Swick (1969, p. 112) conducted a study "in the develop-

nient of positive changes in student-teacher attitudes toward inner-

city teaching." The study involved two hypotheses related to student 

teaching. The researchers stated the first hypothesis as 

positive attitudes toward teaching in the inner'"""city 
can be developed by providing a positive or success~ 
ful experience with the inner-city conununity, schools, 
and inner-city teaching (p. 113). 

The second hypothesis proposed by Ross and Swick was "that changes in 

positive attitudes toward teaching in the inner-city differ between 

particular school systems" (p. 114). 

The study (Ross and Swick, 1969) involved the use of 19 student 

teachers during the 1968-69 school year at the University of Connecti-

cut. The student teachers were administered the Purdue Teacher Opin-

ionaire (PTO) as a pre-test and a post-test. The subjects were also 

asked to respond to the Purdue Student-Teacher Opinionaire as a post-
' 

test. 

Results of the pre-testing of the PTO showed that "this group 

of student teachers had a below average opinion of teaching" (p. 114). 

Other significant findings reported by Ross and Swick (1969, p. 114) 

were: 

(1) student teachers responded affirmatively to state­
ments related to their teaching self-image and 

(2) in relation to statements that were oriented 
towards the educational establishment, student 
teachers responded in a negative manner. 

Post-test results, using the PTO, showed an improvement in. attitude 

over the pre-test. Specifically, the researchers (Ross and Swick, 

1969) reported the following: 



(1) the group of student teachers· responded even more 
affirmatively on the post-test to questions dealing 
with their teaching self-image than they did on the 
pre-test. 

(2) in relation to the statement that dealt with the 
educational establishment, the students showed a 
marked positive change in perceiving th~ educational 
establishment as effective and helpful (p. 11). 
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Two school systems were used in the study to determine "any sig-

nificant impact on attitudes and opinions toward teaching" (p. 115). 

Results.reported based on this aspect of the study by Ross and Swick 

(1969) were that 

school system seems to indicate that the individ­
ual systems in which students teach may have signif­
icant attitudinal impact on how they perceive teach­
ing in general and, more specifically, how they 
perceive themselves as teachers (p. 116). 1 

The use of the Purdue Student-Teacher Opinionaire produced the 

same conclusions. The researchers (p. 116) reported " ••• students 

who taught in System E consistently responded more negatively to state-

ments dealing with teaching arid the educational process." Ross and 

Swick (1969, p. 116). 

Gubser (1969) investigated the relationship between authoritar-

ianism of teachers and school principals to morale. The population 

for the sample consisted "of 273 elementary teachers and twenty 

principals" (p. 36) who were employed by an Oregon school district. 

Methodology consisted of using the California F-Scale, consisting of 

30 items, and the-Purdue Teacher Opinionaire. These instruments, as 

revealed by Gubser (p. 37), "were combined into a single instrument 

to which were added items seeking such personal information as age, 

sex, and preparation." 



Res11tts of the study showed that 

means on total scores were comparable to those achieved 
in related research and in national norms. No correla­
tions were found between total PTO scores and authori­
tarianism. Comparisons of F-Scale scores to certain 
morale factors did, however, reveal relationships signif­
icant at or above the .01 level of confidence (p. 37). 
The factor of age consistently showed influence on other 
variables significant at or above the .01 level of con­
fidence (p. 38). 

Results reported relating to principals showed 

... in general, principals in.this study did not dem­
onstrate·any significant ability to correctly anticipate 
the morale or authoritarian scores of their faculties. 
The authoritarian levels of principals apparently did not 
affect this lack of ability (p. 38). 
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Jones (1969) conducted a study of the morale of teachers involved 

with the mentally retarded. Regular elementary1 teachers and special 

education elementary teachers· were compared reg'arding morale. The 

Purdue Teacher Opinionaire was selected for use as the measurement 

device. The respondents in the survey were 350 special education 

teachers and regular teachers. Respondents were from California and 

Michigan and were volunteers for the study. The participating sample· 

"comprised 146 teachers of the educable or trainable retarded and 204 

regular class teachers" (p. 5) reported Jones. 

Results, as reported by Jones (1969, p. 6), revealed that the 

sample of female elementary teachers of educable mentally retarded 

compared to the female regular elementary teachers had "no reliable 

mean differences in responses to any of the 11 scales on the Purdue 

Opinionaire." The same results were found for male respondents. 

Secondary teachers of the educable mentally retarded as compared 

to regular secondary teachers revealed differences. Jones (1969) 



reported 

the regular teachers saw themselves as having greater 
rapport with their colleagues than did the special 
education teachers • • • the special teachers also 
tended to be less satisfied over salary issues • . • 
the greatest differences between the samples were 
found in the areas of curriculum issues and teacher 
status • • • the special education teacher expressed 
more dissatisfaction (p. 7). 

The special teachers also "perceived greater connnunity pressure but 

less community support" (p. 7). 

Male teachers of regular classes and special education classes 

showed a reversal of the findings of the female teachers. The male 

teachers of the mentally retarded 

. tended to perceive greater rapport with their col­
leagues. Also, there was a trend toward greater satis­
faction with teaching, and higher overall morale on the 
part of the EMR teachers (p. 8). 

Nineteen California female teachers of the trainable mentally 

retarded were compared· to 93 regular elementary teachers. Results 

reported by Jones (1969) indicated 

• for the teachers of trainables to perceive them­
selves as having lower status. Their responses also 
pointed to more dissatisfaction with salary, teaching 
load, and curriculum issues (p. 8). 
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Jones (1969, p. 9) hypothesized "that morale would be highest in 

the situation where the special teacher was joined by at least one 

colleague in her specialty." Results showed the following: 

No reliable differences were found among opinionaire sub­
scores for the California sample. However, teacher rap­
port with the principal and total morale were reliably 
higher in the isolated Michigan group (p. 9). 

A second hypothesis and the results were stated by Jones. The re-

searcher's hypothesis 

that morale would be higher in the special school, re­
ceived no support, as there were no statistically 



significant differences between the responses of those 
teaching in the special schools and those integrated 
in regular schools (p. 9). 

Bentley and Rempel (1967) conducted an experimental research 
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study that was concerned with changing teacher morale. The study was 

developed around the following research questions as stated by the 

researchers: 

(1) Does feedback of teacher identified problems make 
a significant.difference in. changing teacher mor­
ale in particular school situations for (a) teach­
ers generally, (b) vocational teachers, and (c) 
non-vocational teachers? 

(2) Do vocational teachers differ significantly from 
non-vocational teachers in the general level of 
morale and in terms of specific morale factors? 

(3) Is there a relationship between teach~r morale and 
such factors as age, sex, teaching experience, 
level of education, salary, and major. teaching 
assignments? (p. 8). 

The two year study involved principals and teachers in Indiana 

and Oregon high schools. The experimental design used morale feed-

back to the experimental group and a control group which did not re"'." 

ceive this treatment. Bentley and Rempel (1967, p. 8) stated that 

" ••. the Purdue Teacher Opinionare was used to measure changes and· 

to make comparisons in the level of morale for these two groups over 

a period of time." 

The populatiOn for the study "consisted of 3,070 teachers--223 

vocational and 2,847 non-vocational" (p. 9). The pre-test and post-

test experimental and control group design was selected for use. 

Results of the comparison between voca~ional and non-vocational 

teachers revealed, according to Bentley and Rempel (1967), that 



significance occurred 

••• with respect to teacher load with the voca­
tional teachers reacting less favorably than the non­
vocational teachers. Vocational teachers, however, 
were more favorable in their responses to items con­
cerned with teacher-principal rapport (p. 19). 

The population of Indiana vocational teachers enabled the re-
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searchers "to compare the morale scores of the vocational agriculture, 

·home economics, and other vocational teachers" (p. 19). Differences 

were reported to be not significant with the exception of Factor I, 

which involved "rapport with principal." The vocational agriculture 

·teachers were followed by the vocational home.economics teachers in 

scoring the lowest. 

The study (Bentley and Rempel, 1967) revea~ed that the Indiana 
I ' 

and Oregon groups.were different pertaining to .certain factors. Ore-

gon teachers were m0re favorable to "teacher salary, school facili-· 

ties and services, conununity P,ressures, and cqnununity shpport of ed-

ucation" (p. 19). Indiana teachers were inore favorable to the factor 

pertaining to satisfaction with teaching. 

Results pertaining to teaching experience cited by Bentley and 

Rempel (1967, p. 29) were that "the teacher morale i·s· significantly 

related to the total years of experience." The researchers•(p. 29) 

stated further that ". • • · it can be observed that in most· instances. 

the means either drop slightly or increase slightly when moving ~rom 

the 1-3 years to the 4-9 years experience category." 

The total morale scores for the subject area: groups did .not 

differ significantly. Bentley and Rempel (1967) noted 

• • • that vocational teachers ranked high in teacher 
rapport with principal, rapport among teachers, _and 



community support of education and low with respect to 
teacher load, school facilities and services, and com­
munity pressures (p. 37). 

Conclusions from the study stated by Bentley and Rempel (1967) 

revealed that: 

(1) comparisons of Indiana and Oregon teachers' scores 
revealed that there was little difference in mean 
total, scores, 

(2) for four of the ten factors and for the total, the 
morale scores of the women were significantly 

. higher than the morale scores for men, 

(3) differences were highly significant for salary and 
status factors, 

(4) marked differences were observed in the mean morale 
scores between teachers holding the master's degree 
and those holding the bachelor's degree, 

(5) 
, I 

age groups were found to differ significantly . ' . . 
there was a gradual upward progressio,n in the level 

· of morale with increasing age, 

(6) teacher morale was significantly related to total 
years of teaching experience, 

(7) there was a high correlation between salary level 
and the level of morale, and 

(8) it is difficult to establish any distinct or consist­
ent pattern of mean scores for different major teach­
ing areas (pp. 53-54). 

Suggested Changes in Teacher Education 

Research completed related to teacher training revealed many 

new concepts in the structure of the teacher education programs •. 

Bush (1978) revealed 10 lessons that educators learned from this 

mass of research. Those lessons are as follows: 

1. Teacher preparation takes time, especially from the 
first day of practice until a beginner can step into 
a classroom with confidence and competence. 
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2. You cannot mass produce highly competent, profes­
sional teachers. 

3. Frequent, varied, and criticized practice .is very 
important. · 

4. Both the school and the university must participate 
in the training. 

5. In-service and preservice have·more in conunon than 
previously imagined. 

6. Teacher training without parents and conununity mem­
bers falls far short of excellence and responsive­
n·ess. 

7. Fully professional teachers, who will continue their 
development over a lifetime ca:teer·need to be· well 
grounded in humanistic and behavioral sciences. 

8. Teachers need a sound liberal or general education 
and a broad and deep training in the subject matter 
they teach. 

9. The principle of individual differences applies to 
teachers and t·o teacher training as well as to 
pupils. 

10. Excellent teacher training is not cheap (p. 24) •· 
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Bush revealed three models for reforming teacher education. One 

model involved a four year program with littl.e or no practice compo-

nent. A pre-teaching core curriculum would be a mandate and then a 

license to undergo the actual practicum would need to be secured. 

A second proposed model by Bush (1978) involved a four year pro­

. gram with only those individuals possessing a definite co111111itment to 

teaching enrolled. Extensive field work with practice be.ginning the 

first year would be utilized. 

The third Bush model proposed was described (p •. 27) as " ••• a 

multi-year graduate, practice-based model, would enroll persons rang-

ing from those who had not heretofore considered teaching.to those 

who· had chosen and completed Model 1." This program would involve 



much observation, and interaction among all facets of the scpool 

society. 

Monahan (197·f3) also related a new mod~l for teacher education. 

He suggested "that teacher~ in training have at least two qr three 

years beyond the jun:l.or year in coilege" (p. 29). He noted that 

teaching preparation in the past placed more emphasis on_ 0 content 

rather than pro.cess" (p. 30). Furthei;, Monahan "~ated that· "a re­

assessment of the ;:;ubsta~ce of teacher" (p. 30) be done. Also, 

• • • it demands as well a strong c0tlll1itment to help­
ing teachers to learn somehow that only they are indi~ 
vidually responsible for their own continuing education 
neecis after initial licensure. F.inally, there must be 
opportunity and time to develop effective teaching 
techniques; to try to know what teaching is; and to 
help yoUn.g people to know how to cope with a variety 

. of changing demands and fhanging values (p. 30). 

Summary 

There appears to be a general consensus that there are many 

identifiable problems concerning the public schools that influence 

the decision of teachers to remain or withdraw from teaching. Re-
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search showed that teacher job satisfaction or morale can be measured 

and would therefore give those individuals involved in education some 

knowledge pertaining to ways to alleviate the teacher drop-out problem. 



CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

The present study was designed to .analyze the student teacher 

program in home economics and present public school position and why 

first year teachers continue or withdraw from teaching. As was shown 

in Chapters I and II, retaining teachers in the teaching field is a 

major concern for administrators and the teacher education departments 

in institutions of higher education. This thap~er describes the type 

o.f research design, sample plan, instrumentation procedure, and the 

data analysis used in the study. 

Type of Research Design 

The type of research design selected for use in this research 

study was descriptive. Best (1977) stated that: 

A descriptive study describes and interprets what is. 
It is concerned with conditions or relationships that 
exist, opinions that are held, processes that are 
going on, effects that are evident, or trends that 
are developing. It is primarily concerned with the 
present, although it often considers past events and 
influences as they relate to current conditions (p. 116). 

Best further stated that descriptive research deals with variable 

relationships. The variables selected for this study are not to be 

manipulated. Descriptive research also relates to .a present condition. 
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There are various classifications of descriptive research avail-

able for use as research methods. One of these research methods is 

called the survey. 

Survey research is an analytical or explanatory method. This 

method is most generally used to obtain opinions or attitudes of in-

dividuals. Surveys also gather data from a large number of cases at 

a particular time. Best (1977) further stated that: 

The survey .is an important type of study. It must not 
be confused with the mere clerical routine of gathering 
and tabulating figures. It involves a clearly defined 

. problem and definite objectives. It requires expert 
and imaginative planning, careful analysis and interpre..,. 
tation of the data gathered, and logical and skillful 
reporting of the findings (p. 118). 

The present study was of the descriptive method utilizing the 

survey. The criterion variable, first year home economics teachers, 

and the decision to remain or withdraw from teaching, was examined 

for determining if certain variates--job satisfaction, student teach-

ing experience, and selected aspects within the public school system--

were determinants of the teachers' decision of continuing to teach 

or not continuing to teach. 

Sample Plan 

The sample for the study consisted of all home economics teach-

ers in those states comprising Region VI of the American Vocational 

Association (AVA). Those states included Arkansas, Missouri, Louis!-

ana, Oklahoma, Texas, and New Mexico. All states, except New Mexico, 

participated in the study. The procedure for obtaining the sample 

varied within each state. 
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A visit was made to the Oklahoma State Department of Vocational 

and Technical Education, Homemaking Division, Oklahoma City, to ask 

for support in inviting the Region VI member states of the AVA to 

participate in the.study. Ms. Nedra Johnson, State Supervisor, con­

tacted each of the state directors of Homemaking Education in each 

of the five states (Appendix C). The State Supervisors responded by 

sending a postal card to the researcher indicating their decision to 

participate or not to participate. The states of Oklahoma, Arkansas, 

Missouri, Texas, and Louisiana responded positively. 

Procedure for Obtaining Sample and 

Data Collection Procedure 

Oklahoma - The names of first year teachers who had returned to 

teaching were compiled by comparing names of employed home economics 

teachers for the 1978-79 school year with the names of those home 

economics teachers who were employed during the 1977-78 school year. 

This procedure enabled the researcher to obtain a list of those first 

year teachers who were not employed as returning home economics teach~ 

ers. The names and home or school addresses of the first year home 

economics teachers who selected to stay in teaching, were obtained 

from the State Department of Vocational and Technical Education. 

The decision to contact all the first year teachers for inclu­

sion in the study was made. A total of 20 first year teachers com­

prised the invited sample. Eighteen of those were returning teachers 

and two were non-returning teachers. The subjects were sent a cover 

letter which explained the study (Appendix D); The letter included 
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the signature of the Vocational Home Economics State Supervisor. In­

cluded along with the cover letter were the Background Information 

Sheet (BIS) and the Purdue Student-Teacher Opinionaire (PSTO) (Appen­

dix D). The subjects were asked to return the completed Background 

Information Sheet and the completed Purdue Student-Teacher Opinion~ 

aire in the enclosed, self-addressed, stamped envelope. 

A follow-up packet was sent approximately two weeks after the 

first mailing to those who had not responded. The group that re­

sponded comprised the participating sample for the study. As soon 

as Packet I had been returned the researcher mailed Packet II. Packet 

II consisted of the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire and the Purdue Teacher 

Opinionaire Supplement. A follow-up packet was1 sent to those who had 

not responded to this phase of the research study after a two week 

time period had elapsed. 

Arkansas - The State Supervisor, Home Economics Education, De­

partment of Education, Little Rock, compiled a list of first year 

teachers during the 1977-78 school year who were continuing to teach 

in the 1978-79 school year. A list was also made of those teachers 

who had decided not to teach during the 1978-79 school year (a total 

of 10). Addresses of these 10 teachers were not available. The 

· names, home or school addresses of those who remained in teaching 

were then mailed to the researcher. A total of 33 names comprised 

the invited sa•ple from Arkansas. The same procedure for mailing 

Packet I and Packet II was then followed as explained in the Oklahoma 

saaple (see p. 44). 

Missouri - 'lbe State Director of Home Economics Education, De­

partaent of Elementary and Secondary Education, Jefferson City, 
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responded by indlcat.i.ng a comprehensive list of beginning teachers 

was not available. The State Director contacted each of the uni-

versities in Missouri who offered a certified vocational home econom-

ics degree program. Seven universities were contacted: Northeast 

Missouri State University, Kirksville; Northwest Missouri State Uni-

versity, Maryville; Southeast Missouri State University, Springfield; 

Central Missouri State University, Warrensburg; University of Missouri, 

Columbia; and Lincoln University, Jefferson City. An invited sample 

of 60 teachers was sent Packets I and II using the same procedure as 

previously described in the Oklahoma sample (seep. 44). Six of the 

60 subjects were not employed as teachers during the 1978-79 school 

year. 

Louisiana - The State Director of Home Economics, Department of 
! 

Education, Baton Rouge, responded to the request for a list of begin-

ning teachers by stating there was not enough staff to determine 

which teachers were first-year teachers. Therefore, a list of home 

economics teachers for the 1977-78 school year and a list of home 

economics teachers for the 1978-79 school year were mailed to the 

researcher. A comparison of the two lists was made to determine 

which names appeared for the first time on the 1978-79 list. A 

total of 178 names was compiled. These teachers were then sent a 

letter explaining the research. Also included was a postal card 

with three definitions of teaching positiorts given (Appendix C). 

The teacher was asked to check his/her present teaching position and 

return the card to the researcher. A total of 118 postal cards was 

returned with a total of five teachers indicating they were first 
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year teachers in the 1977-78 school year and were returning for the 

1978-79 school year. These five teac~ers comprised the participating 

sample. The same procedure for mailing Packets I arid II, as de­

scribed in the Oklahoma sample (seep. 44), was then followed. 

Texas - The Director, Homemaking Education, Texas Education 

Agency, Austin, responded positively to Ms. Johnson's request to par-

ticipate in the study. Texas is divided into 10 areas with Homemaking 

Education Consultants located in each area. The Director corres-

·ponded with each Area Consultant and asked for their cooperation. 

Three of the Areas, I, VI, and VII, responded positively. The Direc-

tor then mailed the addresses of these Area Consultants to the re- . 

searcher and the researcher followed up with a ~equest for the list 

of first year teachers in the 1977'."'78 school year. The Area Con-

sultants were also asked to co-sign a letter of support for the study 
. . 

along with the State Director. The invited sample consisted of 28 

teachers from Area I, 22 from Area VI, and 23 from Area VII. Of 

the 28 teachers in Area I, 22 were returning and six had left the 

teaching field. The 22 teachers in Area VI consisted of eight who 

did not return to teaching and 14 who selected to return. Area VII 

consisted of 18 teachers who returned· and four who did not return to 

teaching. The same procedure for mailing :Packets I and II was then 

followed as explained in the Oklahoma sample (see p. 44). 

Instrumentation Procedure 

The research study used the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire (PTO),· 

Purdue Teacher Opinionaire Supplement (PTOS), Purdue Student-Teacher 



Opinionaire (PSTO), and a Background Information Sheet in obtaining 

the data. The instrumentation was thus divided into four parts to 

enable the researcher to meet the objectives of the study. The ob-

jectives were: 

1. To compare the difference in job satisfaction of first 
year home economics teachers who remain in teaching 
their second year with those first year teachers that 
leave the teaching profession. 

2. To determine if specific variables in the student 
teaching experience influence the decision of first 
year teachers to remain or to leave the teaching 
field. 

3. To determine if specific variables in the public 
school system influence first year home economics 
teachers to remain in or to leave the teaching field. 

Analysis and tabulation for the objectives one 1through three were 

then calculated • 

. Background Information Sheet (BIS) 

Sixteen items, which required selection of the appropriate re-
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sponse by placing a letter to the left of the statement, were selected 

for the Background Information Sheet (Appendix D)~ Information re-

quested from this form included: age; sex; marital status;. spouse em-

ployment status; highest education attaimnent of respondent; spouse's 

highest educational attainment; and number of years teaching experi-

ence. Also included were number of children; ages of children; pro-

fessional organization membership; father's highest educational 

attainment; father's present occupation; mother's highest educational 

attainment; Mather's present occupation; spouse attitude toward re-

spondent being employed; plans to continue in teaching; and plans to 
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return to teaching after leaving. ·The open-ended questions, ''What 

i.s (are) your reasons for deciding to remain in the teaching field?" 

and ''What ls (are) your reasons for deciding to leave the teaching 

field?" were included to allow the respondents to list other factors 

that might have influenced their decision to remain or to leave 

teaching. This background information was needed so that the re­

searcher could determine if specific background variables of the 

home economics teachers, who had completed their first year of 

teaching, were influential in affecting their decision to remain or 

. to leave the teaching field. 

In selecting variables for inclusion on the Background Infoma:­

tion Sheet, research indicated by Spivey (1977).concerning·morale 

of vocational teachers; Indiresan (1976) concer:ning satisfied and dis­

satisfied teachers; Bienstok and Sayres (1963) concerning job satis­

faction among junior high teachers; and Bledsoe (1967) concerning 

performance of beginning teachers, that age, as requested in BIS 1, 

was important in research designed to determine teacher job satisfac-· 

tion. In the BIS, Items 2 and 3 were concerned with marital status 

and the sex of the participants~ These factors were included in 

studies c001pleted by Bienstok and Sayres (1963), Bledsoe (1967), and 

.the National Education Association's (NEA) annual study of teacher 

profile for the year 1975-76. The N!A study also included a state­

ment concerning the e•ploy.ent of the spouse, so Item 4 on the BIS 

relates to this variable. The nuaber of yea~s teaching experience, 

BIS Item 7, vas identified as being important in studies of faculty 

morale by Gul>ser (1969) and Jones (1969), Spivey (1977), lndiresan 



(1976). n study of teacher dropout by Erickson (1968). and.the NIA 

study. 

Ite•s 8 and 9, the number and ages of children, were cited by 

NEA (1977) in the study concerning the status of the public school 

teacher. Membership in professional organizations were included in 

research by the NEA (1977) and also by lndiresan (1971) as being in­

fluential in teachers continuing to teach. This is Item 10 on the 

BIS. 

Itea 11, father•s highest educational attainment, was used in 

research relating to job satisfaction and teacher m0rale (Erickson 1 

1968; .Bledsoe, 1967). Father's occupation was identified as impor­

tant by the NEA (1977) report on the status of the public school 

teacher. This is Item 12 on the BIS. 
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The mother's educational attainment, Itea 13, was included in 

public school research by the NEA (1977), Bledsoe's research on be.:.. 

ginning teachers (1967), and Erickson's research on teacher dropout 

(1969). Items 16 and 17 related to future plans to continue in teach­

ing and were cited for use in research by Bledsoe (1967) and Indire­

san' s research on teacher satisfaction (1976). Bledsoe (1967) alao 

asked if there were plans to continue in teaching if the decision 

was aaa~e to leave the teaching field at that time. 

The researcher's decision to include other background infol'lla­

tion was based on the objectives of the study and the need for these 

variables to be included in the anal}'&i• of the data. Those addt-

· uonal variables selected by the researcher were: higheet acad•lc 

degree of respondents, It~ 5; 11ather'a preaent occupation. Item 14; 



spouse's attitude toward respondent's employment, Item 15; and high­

est academic degree of spouse, Item 6. 
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Reliability of the Background Information Sheet was established · 

by determining the.test-retest stability of the items when admin­

istered to a class of graduate students in home eocnomics. Most of 

the respondents had previous high school home economics teaching ex­

perience. The BIS was administered to the class and three weeks later 

the re-test of the instrument was completed. Responses to 16 of the 

items on the BIS, excluding items 17 and 18, were recorded for each 

respondent on the test and on the re-test. Each item was analyzed to 

determine if there was a relationship between the test and re-test 

using percentage calculation. Ten of the 16 it~ms had a 100 percent 

comparison. Five of the items had an 85 percent comparison, and one 

item had a 71 percent comparison. 

Validity of the instrument was assessed by an item evaluation by 

the graduate class of home economics students. The researcher ex­

plained the purpose and objectives of the study to the class. Since 

most of the graduate students had previous high school teaching ex~ 

perience, the importance of inclusion of each of the statements was 

to be evaluated by these graduate students. Clarity of each statement 

was also evaluated by the same class. Suggestions for changing the 

BIS, as noted by the graduate class, were examined and the necessary 

corrections to the instrument were completed. 

Purdue Student-Teacher Opinionaire 

The Purdue Student-Teacher Opinionaire (PS-TO) was selected for 

use in the research study to meet the objective concerning the 
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student teaching experience. The use of the PS-TO was to determine 

if specific student teaching variables influenced the decision of 

first year home economics teachera to remain or to leave the teaching 

field. 

The PS-TO consists of 60 items which are divided into nine f ac-

tors. Those factors identified, as well as the number of items for 

each factor, are listed as given by Bentley and Price (1972, addendum)· 

as follows: 

Factor Factor Title No. of 
Number Items 

1 Rapport with Supervising Teacher 8 

2 Rapport with Principal 8 

3 Rapport with University Supervisor 7 

4 Teaching as a Profession 7 

5 School Facilities and Services 5 

6 Professional Preparation 6 

7 Rapport with the Students 8 

8 Student Teacher Rapport with Other Teachers 6 

9 Student Teacher Load • 5 

(See Appendix B for description of each factor.) 

The respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement 

with each item while they were involved in the student teaching ex-

perience. Respondents were asked to select which level of agreement 

they would assign each item. The levels of agreement were arranged 

with the following definitions as given by Bentley and Price (1976). 

If you agree with the atateaent, blacken the $pace under A 
If you are somewhat uncertain, but probably agree vith 

the statement, blacken the apace under PA 
If you are llOlllevhat uncertain, but probably disagree with 

the statement, blacken the apace PD 
If you disagree with the statement, blacken the space D 

(p. 1). 
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The reliability of the PS-TO was established by using the "Cron-

back Coefficient Alpha" for each of the nine factors, as noted by 

Bentley and Price (1972, addendum, p. 2). The sample used for the 

establishment of the reliability was a group of 179 student teachers. 

The reliability coefficient was established for each of the factors as 

given below: 

Factor 

1. Rapport with Supervising Teacher 

2. Rapport with Principal 

3. Rapport with University Supervisor 

4. Teaching as a Profession 

5. School Facilities and Services 

6 •. Professional Preparation 

7. Rapport with Students 

8. Rapport with Other.Teachers 

9. Student Teacher Load 

Cronback Coefficient 
Alpha Correlations 

.84 

.93 

.82 

.72 

.76 

.76 

• 79 . 

.78 

.69 

The validity of the PS-TO was explained by Bentley and Price 

(1972) as 

to the extent that student-teachers' responses are 
made anonymously, are self consistent, and content val­
idity is exhibited, at least adequate validity may be 
assumed (addendum, p. 2). 

·.Purdue Teacher Opinionaire 

The Purdue Teacher 0pinionaire (PTO) was selected for use in the 

study to c0tnpare the difference in job satisfaction among first year 

home econowdca teachers who remain in teaching their second year vi.th 

those first year teachera that leave the teaching profession. Th~ PTO 

was also used to determine if specific variables in the public· school 
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systea influenced first year home economics teachers to remain or to 

leave the teaching field. 

The Purdue Teacher 0pinionaire consists of 100 items which are 

divided into 10 factors. Those factors identified as well as the 

number of items for each factor are listed as given by Bentley and 

Rempel (1970, p. 9): 

Factor Number of 
Number Items 

1 Teacher Rapport with Principal 20 

2 Satisfaction with Teaching 20 

3 Rapport Among Teachers 14 

4 Teacher Salary 7 

5 Teacher Load 11 

6 Curriculum Issues 5 

7 Teacher Status 8 

8 Community Support of Education 5 

9 School Facilities and Services 5 

10 Conununity Pressures•· 5 

(See Appendix A for description of each factor.) 

The reliability of the PTO was established for each of the 10 

factors as noted by Bentley and Rempel (1970. p. 5). The sample 

used for the reliability establishment was a group of Indiana and 

Oregon teachers, a total of 3,023 high school teachers. The coef-

ficients established for each factor were: 

Factor Correlation 
(N•3023) 

1 Teacher Rapport with Principal .8.8 

2 Satisfaction with Teaching .84 
3 Rapport Among Teachers .80 

4 Teacher Salary .81 

5 Teacher Load .77 



Fact.or 
(N=3023) 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Curriculum Issues 

Teacher Status 

Community Support of Education 

School Facilities and Services 

Community Pressures 

Correlation 

.76 

.81 

• 78 

.80 

.62 
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Factor 2, Satisfaction with Teaching, which consists of 20 items,. 

relates to the variate of job satisfaction. Objective one compares 

the difference in job satisfaction of returning and non-returning first 

year home economics teachers. Objective three, relating to selected 

public school variables and their influence on first year home econom-

ics teachers, can be explained by using Factors 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 

9, and 10. These factors consist of 80 items. 

A PTO Supplement of 20 items was added to include two additional 

factors deemed important in determining teacher morale. Teacher Rap­

' 
port with School Board and Teacher Rapport with Superintendent were 

used in relation to Objective three concerning the public school vari-

ables. 

Respondents of the study were asked to reveal their level of 

agreement w.ith each of the 120 items. The same instr\,lctions as given 

for the PS-TO were included on the PTO and PTOS (see PS-TO, p. 51). 

Data Analysis 

The data were collected in February and March, 1979, from home 

ecoD01Aics teachers who had been employed as first year teachers in 

home econo•ics during the school year 1978-79. The respondents were 

sent two opinionaires. The first mailing to the respondents in 
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February contained a cover letter explaining the study, a Background 

Information Sheet, and the Purdue Student-Teacher Opinionaire. The 

Purdue Teacher Opinionaire and Purdue Teacher Opinionaire Supplement 

were mailed as soon as the first mailing had been returned. Follow-up 

letters were used to facilitate prompt responses. Each opinionaire 

was coded so that those responding to the survey would not be recon-

tacted. 

The Background Information Sheet responses to 17 questions were 

analyzed for the frequency distributions of each question. The BIS 

Item 18 asked for open-ended responses to two questions. A co1111littee 

of two home economics education professors, a home economics educa- · 

I 

tion graduate student, and the researcher analyzed each response to 

the separate questions of Item 18 and grouped the responses into sim-

ilar subject areas. Frequency tabulations for the responses in the 

subject areas were then completed (Appendix D). 

The hypotheses of the study determined the statistical proce-

dures used for analyzing the data. The Statistical Analysis System 

(SAS) (Barr, Goodnight, Sall, and Helwig, 1976) was used for analysis. 

1be research study consisted of two groups--a group of returning home 

economics teachers and a group of non-returning home economics teach-

ers. Three statistical procedures were used: F testt student's t, 

and the tabulated .t' test. 

Respondents were asked to •ark their opinions of each item on 

the PS-TO. PT0 9 and PTOS according to the directions given on the 

Opinionaires and explained in Chapter III, Purdue Student-Teacher 

Opin,ionaire, p. 51. The procedure used for recording responses for 



57 

statistical analysis to the PS-TO, PTO, and PTOS was the following: 

a "1" was recorded for items marked ''agree"; a "2" was recorded for 

items 11arked "probably agree"; a "'.)" was recorded for items marked 

"probably disagree"; and a "4" was recorded for items marked "dis-

agree." 

The items of the instruments (PS-T0-60 items, PT0-100 items, 

PTOS-20 items) were grouped into three variables which make up the 

three hypotheses. Hypothesis I, formulated for the job satisfaction 

variable, consisted of the 20 items of Factor 2, "Job Satisfaction," 

PTO. Hypothesis II, formulated for the student teaching experience, 

variable, consisted of the 60 items of the PS-TO. Hypothesis III, 

forftllated for the public school variable, cons:isted of Factors 1, 3, 

4, S, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10 of the PTO and the two factors of the PTOS. 

The first statistical procedure was the F test. This test was 

used to determine if the variances of :the two groups were equal. The 

.05 level was set for acceptance or non-acceptance of the F value for 

equal variances. If the probability or the F value was greater than 

~05, then the variances were equal; if the probability of the F value 

was significant beyond the .05 level, then the judgment of equal vari-

ances was not accepted. Tb~ formula for determining the F value 

(Anderson and Bancroft, 1952, p. 83) is 

2 
sl 

F=--
2 

8 2 

The second statistical procedure, the calculation of the stu-

dent's t test, was used to determine which group had a significant 

difference in Means. The student's t test, which assumes equal 
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variances, was used to test :i.tems that had equal variances as deter-

mined by the F value. 1'he formula for determining the student's t 

value (Anderson and Bancroft, 1952, p. 81) was 

The third statistical procedure used was the Cochran and Cox 

tabulated t' test. This is one method for testing means differences 

when the variances are unequal. This is an approximate test and 

"utilizes a weighted mean of the tabular t values for the two samples, 

weighted by the two sample variances" (Anderson, and Bancroft, 1952, 

p. 82). The formula for this test is as follow~: 

and 

dmX - X 1 2 

1.'he approximate tabular value for t' = d/sd is 

t '"" a 

(w1ta1 + w2ta2) 

(wlhr2) 

2 tal . 
where v1•s1/n1 and t 81 is t 8 for (ni-1) degrees of 

freedom. 

nte F teat was used to determine equality of variances. Based 

upon these findings, those items in the instruments that were 
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determined to be of equal variances were then further tested for mean 

difference with the student's t test. Those items that were deter­

mined to be not significant by the F test were tested through the use 

of the Cochran and Cox tabulated t' test to determine mean differences. 

The null hypotheses, stating no differences between two sample means, 

was accepted or not accepted based upon the student's t test or Coch­

ran and Cox's tabulated t' test. 



CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF DATA 

This study was designed to determine why beginning teachers in 

home economics were making the decision to continue or withdraw from 

teaching after one year of teaching experience. This chapter was 

organized in the following sequence: (1) accepting sample; (2) char-. 

acteristics of the sample; and (3) the findings of the study. 

Accepting Sample 

Returns were received from 121 respondents for the BIS and PS-TO 

(Packet I}, which comprised 73. 33 percent of the tot'al eligible 

sample of 165 potential participants. Returns for the PTO and PTOS 

(Packet II} were received from 98 of the 121 respondents to Packet I . 

. The original sample obtained from the state supervisors of home eco­

nomics totaled 191. Those judged ineligible to participate, a total 

of 26, were on the basis of year graduating from college and those 

packets returned because of incorrect address. 

Arkansas had 29 in the invited sample with 20 participants in 

Packet I and 14 participating in Packet II. Louisiana had five teach­

ers in the invited -ple, with three of the five who J>articipated 

by returning both packets. Missouri's total participants were 37 

teachers for Packet 1 and 32 teachers who responded to Packet II. 

Fourteen teachers from Oklahoma responded to Packet I and 12 teacher$ 

60 
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responded to Packet II. Texas had the largest percentage of the in-

vited sample, with a total of 61 participants invited, and 47 who 

participated for Packet I. Thirty-seven of the Texas participants 

responded to Packet ll (Table I). 

TABLE I 

RESEARCH PAll'fICIPANTS OF THE FIVE STATES 

State Invited Sample Participating Sample 
Packet I Packet II 

n % n % n. % 

Arkansas 29 17.6 20 16.52 14 14.2 

Louisiana 5 3.0 3 2.47 3 3.0 

Missouri 53 32.l 37 30.57 32 32.7 

Oklahoma 17. 10.3 14 11.57 12 12.2 

Texas 

Area I 23 13.9 19 15.70 18 18.3. 

Area VI 17 10.3 12 9.91 7 7.1 

Area VII 21 12.7 16 13.22 12 12.2 

Total 165 99.Sa . 121 99.968 98 99.78 

aDue to the rounding off of numbers, the percent does not always 
equal 100. 

The sample consisted of two groups, those who left the teaching 

field after one year of t~aching and those who remained in teaching 

for the second year. The largest number of participants who left the 

teaching field was frOflt Texas, which identified two to leave teaching 
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from Area I~ three from Area VI, and two from Area VII. This percent 

was 36.1 of the total sample from Texas in the study. This was six 

percent of the total sample of teachers from all states participating. 

Arkansas and I..Ouisiana reported no teachers had left teaching (Table 

II). 

State 

Arkansas 

I.ouisiana 

Missouri 

Oklahoma 

Texas 

Area I 

Area VI 

Area VII 

Total 

TABLE II 

TOTAL TEACHERS WHO LEFT THE TEACHING FIELD 
· (PARTICIPATING SAMPLE) 

n Reported Percent bf 
Sample by 
State 

0 0 

() 0 

4 10.81 

1 7.14 

2 8.9 

3 17.7 

2 12.5 

12 

Characteristics of the Respondents 

Percent of 
Total 
Sample 

0 

0 

3.3 

.8 

1. 7 

2.6 

1. 7 

. 10.l 

The BIS characteristics of the continuing home economics teach-

ers and noncontinuing teachers used in this study were: age; sex; 
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.arital status; spouse employment; highest college degree; highest 

educational degree of spouse; years of teaching experience; number of 

children; ages of children; number of professional organization mem­

berships; father's highest education; father's present occupation; 

mother's highest education; mother's present occupation; spouse atti­

tude toward employment; and plans to continue in teaching. Informa­

tion was obtained from the respondents to each of the items. 

Personal Characteristics 

Sixty (55.05 percent) of the returning teachers and eight (66.67 

percent) of the non-returning teachers ranged from 20-24 years of 

age and was the largest group; the . smallest gro
1
up, two returning teach­

ers (1.83 percent) was over 45 years of age. All 121 respondents to 

this question were female. The marital status revealed that 71 (66.15 

percent) of the 109 returning teachers who responded to this question 

were married. Nine (75.0 percent) of the 12 non-returning teachers 

were married. Thirty of the 109 returning teachers (27.52 percent) 

and two (16.67 percent) of the non-returning teachers were single 

(Table III). 

Item 4 on the BIS form pertained to employment of the spouse. 

Sixty-one of the 104 returning teachers (55.96 percent) indicated 

their spouses were employed full-time. Seven (58.33 percent) of 'the 

12 non-returning teachers indicated their spouses were employed full­

time. Three returning teachers (2.75 percent) and none of the non­

returning teachers indicated that the spouse was not gainfully em­

ploy.G (Table III). 
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TABLE III 

PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS 

Personal Characteristics Non-Returning Returning 
n % n % 

1. Age 
20-24 8 66.67 60 55.05 
25-29 4 33.33 31 28.44 
30-34 0 0 9 8.26 
35-39 0 0 4 3.67 
40-44 0 0 3 2.75 
Over 45 0 0 2 1.83 

Total 12 100.00 109 100.00 

2. Sex 
Female 12 100.00 109 100.00 
Male 0 0 0 0 

Total 12 100.00 109 100.00 

3. Marital Status 
Divorced, Separated, 

or Widowed 1 8.)3 8 7.34 
Married 9 75.0 71 65.14 
Single 2 16.67 30 27.52 

Total 12 100.00 109 100.00 

4. Employment of Spouse 
Not Married 3 25.00 33 30.27 
No, Not Gainfully 

Employed 0 0 3 2.75 
Yes, Employed Full-Time 7 58.33 61 55.96 
Yes, Employed Part-Time 2 16.67 7 6.42 
No Response 0 0 5 4.58 

Total 12 100.00 109 99.98a 

8. Nt1111ber of Children 
.None 10 83.33 82 75.23 
1-2 2 16.67 20 18.35 
3-4 0 0 6 5.50 
5-6 0 0 1 .92 
More than 6 0 0 0 0 

Total 12 100.00 109 100.00 

9. Ages of Children 
Does not Apply 9 75.0 80 70.79 
Under 6 Years 3 25.0 15 13.27 
6-11 Years 0 0 5 4.42 
11-17 Years 0 0 8 7.07 
18 Years or Older 0 0 s 4.42 

Total 12 100.00 113 99.978 

4 Due to the rounding off of nwabers, the percent does not always 
equal 100. 
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Number and ages of children were elicited in Items 8 and 9 on 

the BIS. A total of 92 respondents indicated they had no children. 

Of this group, 82 were returning teachers and 10 were respondents who 

left the teaching field. Twenty returning teachers (18.35 percent) 

indicated they had one or two children; six (5.50 percent) reported 

having three or four children; and one (.92 percent) indicated having 

five or six children. None reported having more than six children 

(Table III). 

Eighty returning teachers marked the "does not apply" category 

in regard to ages of children. Nine (75.0 percent) of the non­

returning teachers also checked this category. Fifteen (13.27 per­

cent) of the returning teachers checked the ''und.er 6 years of age" 

of children, while three (25.00 percent) of the non-returning teach­

ers checked this age group. The returning teachers had children in 

each of the age groups (Table III). 

The respondents were asked to check the certificate or educa­

tional degrees they held. Most teachers indicated the bachelor's 

degree. Ninety-seven (89.81 percent) of the 108 returning teachers 

and t<:m (83.33 percent) of the 12 non-returning indicated the bache­

lor's degree. One returning teacher (.92 percent) held a doctor's 

degree. and one returning teacher (.92 percent) had completed 30 

hours above the master's degree. Of those non-returning teachers, 

one (8.33 percent) teacher indicated the certificate educational level 

and one (8.33 percent) indicated the master's degree level (Table IV). 



Degree Possessed 

Certificate 

Bachelor's 

Doctor's 

Master's 

TABLE IV 

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OF NON-RETURNING AND 
RETURNING TEACHERS 

Non-Returning 
n % 

1. 8.33 

10 83.33 

0 0 

1 8.33 

Master's Plus 30 Hours 0 0 

No Response 0 0 

Total 12 99.99a 

aDue to the rounding off of numbers, the percent 
equal 100. 
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Returning 
n % 

2 1.85 

97 89.81 

1 .92 

7 6.48 

1 .92 

1 • 92 

109 100.90a 

does not always 

Item 6 of the BIS asked for the educational level o.f the spouse. 

Seven categories were listed. Fifty-six (51. 37 percent) of the returning 

teachers and five (41.67 percent) of the non-returning teachers indi-

cated that the question did not apply to them. Seventeen re.turning 

teachers (15.59 percent) and four non-returning teachers (33.33 per-

cent) had spouses with bachelor's degrees. Hours above master's and 

master's levels of education were indicated by four (3.66 percent) 

the returning teachers as their spouses' educational levels. Five 

returning teachers (4.58 percent) and one non-returning teacher 

(8 •. 33 percent) had spouses with doctor's degrees (Table .V). 



Degree 

Bachelor's 

Certificate 

Doctor's 

TABLE V 

ACADEMIC DEGREE OF S~SE OF RETURNING AND 
NON-RETURNING TEACHERS 

Non-Returning 
n % 

4 33.33 

1 8.33 

1 8.33 

Does not Apply 5 41.67 

Hours above Bachelor's 1 8.33 

Hours above Master's 0 0 

Master's 0 0 

No Response 0 0 
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~et urning 
n % 

17 15.59 

5 4.58 

5 4.58 

56 51.37 

9 8.25 

4 3.66 

4 3.66 

9 8.25 

Total 12 99.99a 109 99.94a 

aDue to the rounding off of numbers, the percent does not always 
equal 100. 

Number of years of teaching vocational home economics was asked 

for .in Item 7. The study used teachers who had taught for only one 

year in the public school. The responses that could be selected for 

.this item were: one year, two years, or other. The questionnaires 

were mailed to the eligible teachers during their second year of 

teaching. Therefore, some selections for response to this item were 

asswaed to be for two years of teaching experience. 

Item 7 intended to detet'llline if the home economics teacher had 

. taught in a subject matter area other than home economics. Sixty-six 

respondents (60.55 percent) of the returning teachers had two years 
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experience, with the non-returning group reporting one (8.33 percent) 

in this year level. Twenty-nine (26.61 percent) of the returning 

teachers had one year of experience, and 10 respondents (83.33 percent) 

of those who left, had one year experience (Table VI). 

TABLE VI 

YEARS TEACHING EXPERIENCE AND MEMBERSHIP IN 
PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONS OF RETURNING 

AND NON-RE'IURNING TEACHERS 

Category Non-Return~ng Returning 
n % n % 

Teaching Experience 

One 10 83.33 29 26.61 

Other 1 8.33 14 12.84 

Two 1 8.33 66 60.55 

Total 12 99.99a 109 100.00 

Professional Organization 
Membership 

1-2 9 75.00 60 55.05 

3-4 0 0 33 30.28 

More than 4 0 0 8 7.34 

None 3 25.00 8 7.34 

Total 12 100.00 109 100.00 

aDue to the rounding off of numbers, the percent does not always 
equal 100. 
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Membership in professional organizations was asked for in Item 

10. Of those teachers who left teaching, nine (75.00 percent) be­

longed to one or two organizations and the remaining three non­

returning respondents did not belong to any professional organizations. 

The greatest number of returning teachers belonged to one or two or­

ganizations (55.05 percent or 60 respondents). Eight of the returning 

teacher respondents indicated membership in more than four organiza­

tions (Table VI). 

The respondents' fathers' educational level and present occupa­

tion were elicited in Items 11 and 12. The educational level indi­

cated by both groups, teachers who left teaching and those remaining, 

as having the highest percent was that of fathers graduating from 

high school, technical, or business school. As can be seen in Table 

VII, the percent of returning teachers was 32.11 and non-returning 

teachers was 58.33 percent. Both groups showed similarity in fa~ 

thers' occupation by checking the occupation of managerial worker or 

self-employed. Thirty-one returning teachers (28.44 percent) and 

seven non-returning teachers (58.33 percent) checked the occupations. 

Twenty returning teachers checked that their fathers were retired 

(18.34 percent). Two non-returning teachers marked the semi-skilled 

or skilled occupational categories for 16.67 percent (Table VII). 

Mother's occupation and education were asked for in Items 13 and 

14. Again, high school graduation, technical, or business school was 

the most frequently indicated educational level by both groups. 

Forty-seven returning teachers (43.12 percent) and seven (58.33 per~ 

cent) of the non-returning teachers indicated this educational level. 

Une11ployaent of 11athers was the occupational area most often selected 



Classification 

Educational Attainment 

TABLE VII 

MOlllER'S AND FATHER'S EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT 
AND OCCUPATIONAL STATUS OF RETURNING AND 

NON-RETURNING TEACHERS 

Non-Returning 
Father Mother 

n Percent n Percent n 

Completed Elementary School 0 0 2 16.67 u~ 

Graduate Professional School 0 0 1 8.33 12 

Graduated from College 2 16.67 0 0 17 

Graduated from High, Tech-
nical, or Business School 7 58.33 7 58.33 35 

No Formal Education 0 0 0 0 0 

Some College 1 8.33 1 8.33 15 

Some Elementary School 2 16.67 0 0 4 

Some High, Technical, or 
Business School 0 0 1 8.33 12 

Total 12 100.00 12 99.994 109 

Returning 
Father 

Percent n 

12.84 12 

11.01 10 

15.60 19 

32.11 47 

0 0 

13.76 14 

3.67 0 

11.01 7 

100.00 109 

Mother. 
Percent 

11.01 

9.17 

17.43 

43.12 

0 

12.84 

0 

6.42 

99.99a 

....., 
0 



TABLE VII (Continued) 

Non-Returning Returning 
Classification Father Mother Father Mother 

n Percent n Percent n Percent n Percent 

Occupation 

Clerical or Sales Worker 0 0 2 16.67 6 5.50 12 11.00 

Managerial Worker or Self 
Employed 7 58.33 2 16.67 31 28.44 16 14.67 

Professional or Semi-
Professional 1 8.33 1 8.33 17 15.59 19 17.43 

Retired 1 8.33 1 8.33 20 18.34 13 11.92 

Skilled or Semi-Skilled 2 16.67 0 0 16 14.67 8 7.33 

Unemployed 0 0 4 33.33 ·o 0 28 25.68 

Unskilled 0 0 0 0 1 .91 0 0 

Other 1 8.33 2 16.67 15 13.76 12 11.00 

No Response· 0 0 0 0 3 2.75 1 .91 - -- --
Total 12 99.99a 12 100.00 109 99.96a 109 99.97a 

aDue to the rounding off of numbers, the percent does not always equal 100. 

"' ...... 
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by both groups. Twenty-eight (25.68 percent) of the returning teach-

ers checked this occupational area for their mother (Table VII). 

Item 15 asked the question, "Does your spouse want you to be em-

ployed?" Four non-returning teachers indicated the "no" category 

(33.33 percent); four checked the "yes" category (33.33 percent); 

and four checked the "does not apply" category (33.33 percent). The 

returning teachers (63 or 57.79 percent) checked the "yes" category 

(Table VIII). 

. TABLE VIII 

SPOUSE'S ATTITUDE TOWARD HOME ECONOMICS TEACHER 
BEING EMPLOYED AS A TEACHER 

Item Non-Returning Returning 
n % n % 

15. Does your spouse want you to 
be employed? 

No 4 33.33 6 5.50 

Yes 4 33.33 63 . 57. 79 

Does not Apply 4 33.33 37 33~94 

No Response 0 0 3 2.75 

Total 12 100.00 109 99.988 

8 Due to the rounding off of numbers, the percent does not always 
equal 100. 
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Item 16 asked about the respondents' plans to continue in the 

teaching field. Both groups checked that they did plan to continue 

in teaching; 17 returning teachers (15. 60 percent) responded they did 

not plan to continue in the teaching profession and four (33.33 per­

cent) of the non-returning teachers indicated they did not plan to 

continue in teaching. Information for plans on returning to teaching 

after once leaving the field was asked in Item 17. Sixty-four (58.71 

percent) of the returning teachers and six (50.00 percent) of the 

non-returning teachers responded that they had "not reached" a deci­

sion. Fifty percent of the non-returning teachers indicated they 

would not return. Tile non-returning teachers also replied they had. 

"not reached a decision" as the most frequent selection. Only one 

·respondent in this group checl,ted that she would. not return to teaching 

(Table IX). 

Item 18 contained two questions which were open-ended. The 

first question asked, "What is (are) your reasons for deciding to re­

mai.n in the teaching field?" The responses were categorized into six 

classification areas by subject matter. A panel of two home economics 

education professors, a graduate student in home economics education, 

and. the researcher revi.ewed the statements made by the respondents 

and then classified the statements by subject areas. 

The subject area of nenjoy teaching" received 38 statements by 

all the teachers, and the area of "enjoy students" ha:d 32 statements. 

"Working conditions" were cited the fewest number of times, with only 

three statements (Table X). Statements of the respondents for this 

question are located in Appendix E. 
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TABLE IX 

FUTIJRE TEACHING PLANS OF RETURNING AND 
NON-RETURNING TEACHERS 

Item Non-Returning 
n % 

Do you plan to continue in 
the teaching profession? 

No 4 33.33 

Yes 7 58.33 

No Decision 1 18.33 

Total 12 99.99a 

If you have decided to 
leave the teaching prof es-
sion, do you plan to return 
at a later time? 

No 1 8.33 

Yes 5 41.67 

No Decision 6 50.00 

No Response 0 0 

Total 12 100.00 
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Returning 
n % 

17 15.60 

70 64.22 

22 20.18 

109 100.00 

6 5.50 

18 16.51 

64 58. 71 

21 19.26 

109 99.98a 

8 Due to the rounding off of numbers, the percent does not always 
equal 100. 



TABLE X 

REASONS SUGGESTED BY H~E ECONOMICS TEACHERS 
FOR REMAINING IN THE TEACHING FIELD 

·classification Area 

Enjoy Teaching 

Enjoy Students 

Time 

Economic 

Contributions to Society 

Miscellaneous 

Working Conditions 

Total 

Number of 
Statements 

38 

32 

18 

17 

12 

12 

3 

132 

The second part of the item asked the question, "What is (are) 

your reasons for deciding to leave the teaching field?" Statements 

were also classified with seven subject areas being identified by 

the non-returning teachers. The "discipline concerns" and "career 

changes" categories received the most statements made by the non-

returning teachers, with 11 responses. ·The "time" subject area was 
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cited by t'WO respondents. "Family," "frustration-pressure," and "fi-

nancial" were each cited, with one statement each (Table XI). A 

list of the statements made by the respondents is located in Appen-

dix E. 



TABLE XI 

REASONS SUGGESTED BY NON-RETURNING HOME 
ECONOMICS TEACHERS FOR LEAVING 

Classification Area 

Discipline Concerns 

Career Changes 

Time 

Family 

Frustration-Pressure 

Financial 

Total 

THE TEACHING FIELD 

Findings of the Study 

Number of 
Statements 

3 

3 

2 

1 

1 

1 

11 

The findings section of the research study was organized by 

the frequency distribution for the returning teachers and the non-

returning teachers from the PS-TO, PTO, and PTOS instruments. Then, 

outcomes of the statistical analysis were discussed. 

Purdue Student-Teacher 0pinionaire 

The PS"'."TO consisted of nine factors with different items within 

·the instrUlllent contributing toward each of the factor's score. In 

this section, the frequency distribution of the items within each of 

the factors will be discussed. Appendix G contains a brief descrip-

tion for each item of the PS-TO. 

76 
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!~actor 1_ - "Rapport with Supervising Teacher." Eight state-

ments contributed to Factor 1. As can be seen from Table XIV, most 

of the 109 returning teachers and the 12 non-returning teachers 

checked the "Agree" category for these statements. Item 6, which re-

lated to the "supervising teacher recognizing good teaching," re--

ceived "Agree" checks from 75 returning teachers (68.8 percent). All 

other items, with the exception of Items 58 (47 "Agree" checks, 43.12 

percent) and 52 (43 "Agree" checks, 39.45 percent) received over 50 

· .rercent of agree111ent checks from the returning teachers. Item 58, 

"freedom to question teaching methods used," received "Disagree" 

checks from 11 (10.09 percent) of the returning teachers (Table XII). 

The 12 non-returning teachers checked the "~gree" category for 

all eight items from 50 to 67 percent of the time. Item 18, "pro-

vided help," received "Disagree" checks from two (16.67 percent) of 
I 

the 12 non-returning teachers (Table XII). 

Factor 2 - "Rapport with Principal." This factor contained 

eight statements. Both groups, non-returning and returning teachers, 

checked the "Probably Agree" category most frequently for the items 

in this factor. "Fair judgment of work by principal," Item 42, re-

ceived "Probably Agree" checks from 56 (51. 85 percent) of the 108 

returning teachers who responded to this statement. Item 35, "dis-

cussion of school problems encouraged," received "Disagree" checks 

from 29 (26.85) percent of the returning teachers (Table XIII) • 

. Six of the 12 non-returning teachers (50 percent) checked in 

the "Probably Agree" category for Item 47, nprincipal making work 

pleasant;" for Item 56, "principal recognizing good teaching;" and 
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5 

6 

11 

. 34 

38 

.. 52 

1 

55 

58 

TABLE XII 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION BY GROUPS FOR PS-TO 
FACTOR l - "RAPPORT WITH 

SUPERVISING TEACHER" 

Non-Returnina Teacher• Returning Teacher• 

Probably Probably Probabl~ Probably 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Acree Aaree Disagree 

l 2 3 4 l 2 3 

ll % n % n % n % }( n % n % n % 

"•ubjact ;iatter made interesting" 
7 58.33 4 33.33 l 8.33 0 o.oo 12 59 54.13 37 33.94 10 9.17 

"teacher recognizes good teachin&" 
8 66.67 3 25.00 l 8.33 0 o.oo 12 75 68.81 29 26.61 5 4.59 

"provided help" 
a 66.67 2 16.67 0 o.oo 2 .16~67 12 70 64.22 . 25 22.94 10 9.17 

"effective conference cine" 
7 58.33 4 33.33 1 8.33 0 o.oo 12 57 52.29 27 24.77 15 13.76 

-

"new' method• encouraged" 
6 so.oo 3 25.00 3 25.00 0 o.oo 12 61 55.96 30 27.52 13 ll.93 

"crutivity present in teaching" 
7 58.33 4 33,33 l 8.33 0 o.oo 12 43 39.45 . 41 37.61 15 13.76 

"vell-satiaf ied with experience" 

• 66.67 3 2.48 0 o.oo l 8.33 12 58 .$3.21 39 35.78 8 7.34 

"freedom to que•tion teachina methods" 
7 58.33 4 33.33 0 . o.oo 1 8.33 ·U •47 43.12 .. 26 23.85 25 23.94 

Di .. aree 
4 

n % 

3 2.75 

0 o.oo 

4 3.67 

10 9.17 

s 4.59 

10 9.17 

4 3.67 

11 10.09 

N 

109 

109 

109 

109 

109 

109 

109 

109 

"'-J 
00 



I tea 

l 

9 

22 

35 

42 

47 

S6 

59 

TABLE XIII 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION BY GROUPS FOR PS-TO 
FACTOR 2 - "RAPPORT WITH PRINCIPAL" 

Hol\-Returnins Teacher• leturl\in& Teachers 

Probably Probably Probably Probably 
Aar•• Acree Disa1rae Diaaar•• ... qrae Diaa1ree 

l 2 3 4 .. ~.1 2 3 
.. -- . .. . ... 

n z n I n I II I • • ' a ·I n % 

·"pro~lams handled adequately" . I . . .. 

5 41.17 3 2S.OO 3 25.00 1 8.33 12 31 35.19 so 46.30 10 9.26 
- . -

"interest shown" 
.3 2S.OO s 41.67 4 33.33 0 o.oo 12 2S 22.94 43 39.45 26 23.85 

"wulerstood teaching asaiamient" 
4 33.33 s 41.67 0 o.oo 3 2s.oo 12 2& 2S.69 42 ·38.S3 27 24.77 

"diseusaioa. of school problema encouraged" 
J 2s.oo 4 33.33 1 8.33 4 33.33 12 lS 16.67 27 25.00 34 31.48 

"fair jucla-nt of work" . 
4 33.33 s 41.67 2 16.67 l 8.33 12 34 31.48 56 Sl.85 12 11.ll 

-

"uda work pleasant" 
4 )3~33 6 50.00 0 o.oo 2 16.67 12 21 19.44 46 42.59 32 29.63 

"recopized aood teachina" .. 
3· 25.00 6 so.oo 3 25.00 0 o.-oo. 12 30 27.78 52 48.lS 20 18.52 

"freedom to diacuss achool problems" 
.. 

2 16.67 6 so.oo l 8.33 3 25.00 12 18. 16.Sl 34 31.19 33 30.28 

Disaarae 
4 

n % 

10 9.26 

15 13.76 

12 11.01 . 

29 26.85 

6 S.56 

9 8.33 

6 S.56 

24 22.02 

ti· 

101 

109 

109 

108 

108 

108 

108 

109 

...... 
\0 



for Item 59, "discussing school problems." Most "Disagree" checks 

(33.33 percent) by four non-returning teachers were indicated for 

Item 35, "dis.cussion of school problems" (Table XIII). 
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Factor.3 - "Rapport with University Supervisor." Seven state­

ments were identified for this factor. Most of the returning teachers 

and the non-returning teachers checked the "Agree" category for these 

statements. Item 7, "university supervisor's evaluation" received 

"Agree" checks from 73 (66.97 percent) of the returning teachers. 

Item 30, "adequate observation time for judgment" received "Disagree" 

checks by 19 (17.43 percent) of the returning teachers (Table XIV). 

At least six or more of the 12 non-returning teachers checked 

the "Agree" category for all items in this factor. Nine (75.0 per­

cent) non-returning teachers indicated most agreement with Item 7, 

"university supervisor's evaluation." Items 7 and 28 each received 

no "Disagree" checks (Table XIV). 

Factor 4 - "Teaching as a Profession." Seven statements per­

tained to Factor 4. Table XV reveals that most of the returning 

teachers checked the "Probably Agree" ~ategory for these· statements. 

None of the seven statements received more than 50 percent selection 

in the "Agree" category, with the exception of Item 23, where 57 

(52.29 percent) of the 109 returning teachers checked this category. 

Item 23 was described as "enjoy teaching." The "Disagree" category 

was indicated by 14 (12.84 percent) teachers. Item 37 is to "select 

teaching again as a career" (Table XV). 
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TABLE XIV 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION BY GROUPS FOR PS-TO 
FACTOR 3 - 11RAPPORT WITH 

UNIVERSITY SUPER.VISOR" 

~n-:1Jturn.ia1 Teacher• leturnin& T...Cher• 

Probably Probably Pro'babl7 Probably 
A&r .. Aaree Disa;rea Diu1rff . .. Aaree Disagree 

1 2 3 4 l 2 3 

n l n. z n l 1l i'. • • .I ll I ll % 

"j"8tiUe• evaluation" 
9 7S.OO l 25.00 0 o.oo 0 o.oo 12 73 66.97 26 23.85 s 4.59 

"coaf erellca• vere productive" 
6 54.55 3 27.27 1 9.09 l ·~· .. 

11 40 J6.70 42 38.53 17 15.60 

"coastructive critici•• 11-un" 
10 13.33 l 8.33 l 8.33 0 o.oo . 12 74 66.19 19 17.43 9 8.26 

"adequate oltservaeion time for judgment" 
7 58.33 3 25.00 1 8.33 1 8.33 12 36 33.03 29 26.61 25 25.94 

"observation time waa comfortable" 
6 so.oo 5 41.67 0 o.oo 1 8.33 12 44 ff.37 38 34.86 17 15.60 

"freedom to discus• teachin1 problems" 

• 66.67 2 16.67 1 8.33 l 8.33 12 57 52.29 35 32.11 11. 10.09 

"provided help" 
1 51.33 4 33.33 0 o.oo 1 8.33 12 52 48.15 35 32.41 . 8 7.41 

l>isa1ree 
4 

ll I )I 

5 4.59 109 

10 9.17 109 

7 6.42 109 

19 17.43 109 

10 9.17 109 

6 s.so 109 

13 12.04 108 

~ 
-' 
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TABLE '1Jl 

FREQUENcY DISTRIBUTION BY GROUPS FOR PS-TO 
FACTOR 4-- "TEACHING AS A PROFESSION" 

NoD•leturnies Teacher• labarninc Teacher• 

Probably Probably Proltably Probably 
Asre• Acree Diugree Diaagree Acr•• ....... Diaagree 

1 2 3 4 1 2 3 .. 

• z ll I D z ll z • a z • I • % 

"pro•t•.. 80C1al •tatua• • 66.67 4 33.33 0 0 0 0 12 JZ 29.3' 44 40.37 21 lt.27 

"euUenain& prof uaton• 
4 33.ll 6 50.00 1 8.33 1 a.u 12 Sl U.Jt ,, 32.11 15 13.76 , 

.. 
"pro•ide1 occupational eecur1ty" 

4 33.ll 6 .50.00 2 16.67 0 0 12 3l 30.21 47 43.12 20 18.35 

"pr.vid•• pre1ti1•" 
6 .50.00 6 so.oo 0 0 0 0 12 30 27.52 49 44.9.5 . 21 19.27 

"eejoy teaching" - ~ 

s 41.67 .5 41.67 1 8.33 1 8.33 12 .57 .52.29 40 36.70 10 9.17 

"affords opport·mity for societal contributions" 
6 so.oo 5 41.67 1 ~.33 0 a 12 35 35,22 46 42,20 24 22.02 

"••lect teachin& again for a career" 
3 25,00 4 33,33 3 2.5,10 2 . 16.67 12 44 40,37 35 . 32,11 16 14,68 

D1sagrH 
4 

n. z 

12 11.01 

• 7.34 

9 8.26 

9 1.26 

2 1.83 

4 3.67 

14 12.84 

>Z 

109 

109 

109 

109 

109 

109 

109 

00 
('.) 
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The 12 non-returning teachers indicated the "Agree" and "Prob­

ably Agree" categories most of.ten for this factor. Three of the items 

received 50 percent or more in both of those categories. The "Agree" 

category was selected for Items 13, 20, and 26. The "Probably Agree" 

category was checked for Items 15, 19, and 20. Two items received 

one "Disagree" check and one, Item 37, had two checks of "Disagree." 

These were Item 15, "challenging profession," and Item 23, "enjoy 

teaching" (Table XV). 

Factor 5 - "School Facilities and Services." Five statements 

contributed to this factor. Most of the 109 returning teachers and 

the 12 non-returning teachers checked the "Agree" category for these 

statements. Item 3, which related to "supplies and equipment provided," 

received "Agree" checks from 78 returning teachers (71.56 percent). 

Item 48, "adequate audio-visual equipment," received 73 "Agree" 

checks (66.97 percent). Item 53 also received more than 50 percent 

selection of "Agree" checks by 58 (53.21 percent) of the returning 

teachers. Items 32, 48, and 50 had four teachers each who checked 

.the "Disagree" category. The "Disagree" category was checked by no 

fewer than two (1.83 percent) returning teachers for each item 

(Table XVI). 

The 12 non-returning teachers checked the "Agree" category more 

than 50 percent for four of the five statements. Item 3, "supplies 

and equipment provided," and Item 48, "adequate audio-visual equip­

ment," received an 83.33 percent selection (_10 teachers). Item 50, 

"availability of library materials" was checked in the "Disagree" 

category by only one non-returning teacher (Table XVI). 
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32 

48 
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53 

TABLE XVI 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION BY GROUPS FOR PS-TO 
FACTOR 5 - "SCHOOL FACILITIES 

AND SERVICES" 

Non-Retul'1lial Teacher• bturnina Teachera 
-· - . 

A&r•• Proba1tly Prokl>l7 Probably Probal>l7 
A&ru Dl.eqr• JW.ucrM - ... qrM l>Uqru 

. 1 2 , 4 1 . 2. 3 
... 

n. % n. : • I ll I • D I ll I D I 
.. - . - .. 

"suppliea and equiJlll*at prodded" 
lO 83.33 1 a.33 i 8.33 0 0 12 71 71.-56 24 n .. 02 5 4.59 

"individual atudan.t differenc:• pr0ri4led for in curriculua" 
s 41.67 6 .S.00 1 8.33 . 0 0 12 35 32.11 53 48.62 17 . lS.60 

"adequate audio-viaual equipeent" 
11) 83.33 2 16.67 0 0 0 0 12 73 66.97 26 23,85 6 s.so 

"availability of library ute:t1ala" 
6 so.co s 41.67 0 0 1 8.33 12 50 45.87 44 40.37 11 10.09 

"eff:l.eient method for providing materials" 
a 66.67 4 33.33 0 0 0 0 12 58 53.21 40 36.70 9 8.26 

.. 

Dtaa&ree 
4 

ll I 

2 1.83 . 

4 3.67 

4 3.67 

4 3.67 

2 1.83 

N 

109 

109 

109 

109 

109 

00 
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Factor 6 - "Professional Preparation." Six statements related to 

· professional preparation. Only one item received over a 50 percent 

selection in the "Agree" category for the returning teachers. Item 39 

was checked by 56 returning teachers (51.38 percent). Item 39 related 

to "previous lesson planning experience helpful." Item 40, "adequ.ate 

preparation for discipline problems," was checked by 43 teachers 

(39.45 percent) in the "Disagree" category (Table XVII). 

Non-returning teachers indicated the "Agree" category from 50 

percent to 58.33 percent for four of the items (12, 24, 39, and 44). 

Item 40, relating to "discipline," was checked by five of the 12 

non-returning teachers in the "Disagree" category (41.67 percent) 

(Table XVII). 

Factor 7 - "Rapport with Students." Eight statements comprised 

this factor. Item 11, "satisfactory teaching assignment" .was checked 

by 74 (67.89 percent) of 109 teachers in the "Agree" category. Item 

27, "students meeting expectations," was only checked in the "Agree" 

category by 32 (29.36 percent) returning teachers (Table XVIII). 

Eleven of the 12 non-returning teachers indicated the "Agree" 

category of Item 11, "satisfactory teaching assignment" (91.67 per­

cent). Six of the eight statements received from 50 percent to 91.67 

percent selection in the "Agree" category. The "Disagree" category 

was checked one time each for Item.27, "met expectations" and Item 29, 

"satisfaction gained from student teaching experience" (Table XVIII). 

Factor 8 - "Rapport with Other Teachers." Most of the returning 

and non-returning teachers checked the "Probably Agree" category for 

the six statements of this factor. The "Probably Agree" category was 
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TABLE XVII 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION BY GROUPS FOR PS-TO 
FACTOR 6 - "PROFESSIONAL PREPARATION" 

Non-Returnins Teachers Returning Teachers 

Probably Probably Probably Probably 
Agree Agree Disagree D1N1ree Asr•• Agree Diaagraa 

1 2 3 4 1 2. 3 

-
D % D % ll z ll I • ll z • I ll I 

"competent prof .. eioaal preparation" -

7 58.33 4 33.3) .. 0 0 1 ·~Jl u 39 35.78 41 37.61 18 16.51 

"methods couree• ver• belpful" 
6 50.00 4 33.33 0 0 2 16.67 12 12 . 29.63 40 37.04 21 19,;'4 

"previoue leaeon plaimina helpful" 
8 66.67 2 . 16.67 1 8,33 1 8,33 12 56 51,38 28 2.5,69 14 12.84 

"preparation for.diaciplilleproblema" .. 
1 8:;33·; 1 8.33 5 41.67 5 41,67 12 7 6.42 21 19.27 38 34.86 ... -

"well-prepared for experience•• 
3 2.S.00 7 58.33 1 8,33 1 8,33 12 34 31.19 50 45,87 19 17.43 

. 
"aubject•lllatter couraea adequate" 
7 58.33 3 25.00 1 8.33 l 8,33 12 49 45,37 38 3.S,19 17 15.74 

--

n1 .. 1rH 
4 

ll z 

11 10.09 

1S 13.89 

11 10.09 

43 39.45 

6 5.50 

4 3.70 

• 
109 

108 

109 . 

109 

109 

108 

CXl 
O' 
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TABLE XVIII 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION BY GROUPS FOR PS-TO 
FACTOR 7 - "RAPPORT WITH STUDENTS" 

Non-Returnina Teachers Returnin& Teachers 

Probably Probably Probably Probably 
Acree Agree Disagree Disagree qree Aaree Dt.qre• 

1 2 3 4 1 2. 3 

n % n % n % ll I • ll I • I ll % 

"school prepared atlllll•C. for citf .. +lp• 
2 16.67 ' 15.0 1 '·" 0 0 lZ 32 29.63 '4 59.26 10 t.26 

"aatisfactol")' t•acltina ~· 
11 91.67 1 a.JJ ·I 0 0 0 12 74 67.89 28 ZS.ff 4 3,67 

.. - - . . 

"recognh.. ,...i..n..a. altWti" 
6 so.oo s 41.'7 l I.JS 0 0 lZ 48 44,04 .56. 51,31 s 4,59 

"-t e:spectad••t!I 
4 33.33 1 5a.n 0 0 1 8,33· 12 32 . 29.-36 S6 51,31 17 lS.60 . 

"Htiaf acti• plDed froa atudeat t~chSDa experience" --
7 58,33 4 33.33 0 . 0 1 8,33 12 48 44,04 41. J7,61 16 14,68 

"apprr .. iative of help given" 
6 S0,00 6 so.oo 0 0 0 0 12 42 38,53 49 44,95 17 15,60 

"•tudent contact• satisfying" 
1 58.33 s 41.67 0 0 0 0 12 63 . 51,80 40. 36,70 s 4,59. 

"shoved respect" 
7 58.33 4 33.33 1 8.33 0 0 12 62 56.88 43 39.4S 3 2.7S 

Diaasree 
4 

ll % 

2 l.SS 

3 2,7S 

Q Q 

4 3.67 

4 3,67 

l (92 

. 
1 ,92 

1 .92 
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109 
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checked from 41.22 percent to 55.05 percent for each of the items. 

The "Disagree" category was checked for each item by two or three 

non-returning teachers. The "Agree" category for Item 25, "congen­

iality present," was checked by 48 (44.04 percent) of the returning 

teachers (Table XIX). 
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The non-returning teachers checked the "Probably Agree" category 

of Item 31, "high professional ethics," with 66.67 percent. Item 25, 

"congeniality present," was checked the most often (seven non­

returning teachers, 58.33 percent) for the "Agree" category. The 

"Disagree" categqry was checked by one of the teachers for each of 

the items, with the exception of Item 10 (Table XIX). 

Factor 9 - "Student Teacher Load." Five statements contributed 

to Factor 9. Item 4, "teaching load being equal to other teachers," 

was checked by 77 (70.64 percent) returning teachers in the "Agree" 

category. Item 14, "reasonable student teaching load," had 72 return­

ing teachers (66.06 percent) who checked the "Agree" with this state­

ment. Item 8, "no restriction on non-professional activities" was 

checked by 27 (25 percent) returning teachers in the "Disagree" cate­

gory (Table XX). 

Ten of the 12 non-returning teachers (83.33 percent) checked the 

"Agree" category for Item 14, "reasonable student teaching load." 

Item 4, "teaching load being equal to other teachers," was checked in 

the "Agreen category by eight (66.67 percent) of the non-returning 

teachers. The "Disagree" category was checked by five non-returning 

teachers (41.67 percent) for Item 8 relating to "no restriction on 

non-professional activities" (Table XX). 
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TABLE XIX 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION· BY GROUPS FOR PS-TO 
FACTOR 8 - "RAPPORT Winl OTHER TEACHERS" 

Non-letura.1111 -r .. chera a.turning Teachers 

Pro kb~ koltdl)' tro1aab1J ProbablJ 
Aire• A&r• D1alisne ~ .... Aar .. DiaaaT• 

1 l. , 4 I 2 3 

D z • I • I • I • • I • I • I 

"respected otheT• 
s 41.67 6 SO.GO 1 1.n 0 0 12 37 34.26 51 41.22 11 H.67 

"cooperation pr .. ent" 
6 so.oo 3 zs.oo I 16.67 1 1.33 12 37 34.58 49 4'.79 19 17.76 

: 
"congenia.litJ present" -

7 SIS.33 4 33.33 0 0 1 8.33 12 48 44.04 50 45.17 9 8.26 

"high prof e•sional ethics" 
3 zs.o 8 66.67. 0 0 l 8.33 l2 28 25.93 58 53.70 19 17.59 

"worked well together" 
4 33.33 7 58.33 0 0 1 8.33 12 32 29.36 SS 50.46 19 17.43 

"harmony •hown" 
4 33.33 7 58,33 0 0 1 8.33 12 34 31.19 60 SS.OS 13 11.93 

Dbqree · 
4 

• z 

2 1.85 

2 1.78 

2 1.83 

3 2.78 

3 2.75 

2 1.83 
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108 

107 

109 

108 

109 

109 

00 
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TABLE XX 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION BY GROUPS FOR PS-TO 
FACTOR 9 - "STUDENT TEACHER LOAD" 

It• qree 
1 

11 % 

llon-RetuJ.'Dia& Teacher• 

Probably 
qru 

2 

Probaltly 
*-er• , .. j 

D · ..... _,a i 

4 I •equal to ether tMCbdll. • 
a 66.67 3 25.o 1 a.SJ 

•IMsne ,4 

D z • 
0 0 12 

8 I "no rHtrlction • DOD-FOl•IGUl -~· 
2 16.67 3 25.0 2 16.67 s 41.67 12 

14 I "reuonable teachina load" 
10 83.33 2 16.67 0 0 0 0 12 

41 I "houra required reai;onable" 
6 50.00 4 33.33 1 8.33 l 8.33 12 

36 I "prepared to handle extracurricular activities" 
6 50.00 4 33.33 1 8.33 l 8.33 12 

htur:aia& teacher• 

• 

A&r• 
1 

I 

ProlaUlf 
~ 

2· 

II z 

11 70.64 20 11.35 

Probabl7 
D1-qree 

3 

• I 

6 6.42 

Disagree 
4 

r:a % H 

s 4,59 109 

27 25.00 32 29.63 22 20.~7 27 25.00 108 

72 66.06 27 24.77 8 7.34 2 1.83 109 

30 27.52 43 39.45 25 22.94 11 ~0.09 109 

34 31.19 53 . 48.62 14 12.84 8 7.34 109 

"° 0 



91 

l'urdtu• Teacl1L~r Ouinionaire (PTO) 
. ¥··-·----·-----·-···~-.A:-----·-··-·--·-·- .. 

The PTO consists of 10 factors relating to the public school. 

A total of 100 items was contained in the instrument. The frequency 

· distribution of each item by the factors will be discussed in this 

section. A brief description for each item of the PTO is located in 

Appendixes F and H. 

Factor 1 - "Teacher Rapport with Principal." Twenty statements 

contributed to Factor 1. Items 5 and 72 are negative toward the prin-

cipal items. Item 72, "teachers' meetings are not profitable," was 

checked by 29 (29.59 percent) returning teachers in the "Disagree" 

category. Item 70, "principal supervises rathe
1

r than 'snoopervises' 

the teachers," was agreed with by 44 (44.90 percent) returning teach-

ers. This was the only item where over 40 percent of the returning 

teachers checked the "Agree" with the statements (Table XXI). 

Five non-returning teachers (71.43 percent) indicated the "Agree" 

category for Item 70, relating to "principal acting as a supervisor, 

not a 'snoopervisor. '" Five non-returning teachers {62.50 percent) 

also checked the "Disagree" category for Item 5 which related to 

"favoritism being sholNil to teachers" (Table XXI). 

Factor 2 - "Job Satisfaction.; _' ur of the ite_ms, ®30, Q056, Q060, 

and Q076) are negative job satisfaction statements. Items Q086, "I 

think I'm as competent as most other teachers," was checked in the 

"Agree" category by 68 (69.39 percent) returning teachers, and Item 

Q089, "really enjoy working with my students," was checked in the 

"Agree" category by 62 (63.27 percent) of these teachers. Three 
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TABLE XX.I 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION BY GROUPS FOR PTO 
FACTOR 1 - "TEACHER RAPPORT 

WITH PRINCIPAL" 

Hon-Returning Teachers ••turning Teachera 

Probably Probably -- Probably Probably 
qree Aaree Disagree Diaqr .. A&r•• Agree Disagree 

1 2 3 4 1 2 . 3 

n % n % a. I a I • • I a I a I 

"faculty work •HHei•* ara4 ncop•..re 
3 37.SO 3 37.50 1 12.50 1 12.SO • 19 zt.59 36 36.73 23 23•47 

"fraacloa to cdi:lclH ..s.tatacratift polic1" 
., -

1 12.SO 3 37.50 3 37.50 1 12.50 • 12 12.24 24 24.49 . 37 37.76 

"fawdtin to teadler• .iao." • 0 0 0 0 , 37.50 s 62.50 is j.l.J7 Z4 24,49 28 21.S7 

"cloaa contact -intaiaecl with faculCJ" 
s 62.50 0 0 1 12.so 2 2s.oo 8 20 20.41 36 36.73 24 24.49 

' 
.. leaclerahip apparent" 
2 25.00 2 25.00 l 12.50 3 37.50 8 13 13.27 24 24.49 36 36,73 

'\iol''k ia pleasant" 
·j 4 .S7,14 2 28.57 0 0 l 14,29 20 20.41 43 43,88 19 19.39 

"good teaching procedures recognized" 
3 42.86 4 57.14 0 0 0 0 7 33 34.02 . 46 47.42 16 16.49 .. 

"c:0munication atructure well organised" 
3 42.86 2 28.57 2 28.57 0 0 1 26 26.8~ 36 ~7.11 20 20,62 

Diaagrea 
4 

D % 

10 10.20 . 

25 25.Sl 

28 28.57 

18 18.37 

25 25.Sl 

16 :.16.33 

2 2.06 

lS 15.46 
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TABLE XX! (Continued) 

Non-aeturn~na Teachers 

Probably Pr.obably 
u .. qree Agree Disagree Disagree Agree 

1 2 3 4 l 

ft % n % n % ll I • n % 

Q04l "interest shown to departaect" 
3 42.86 2 28.S7 1 14.29 l 14.2t 1 16 -16.49 

Q044 "belonainaneH pro.tell" 
3 4Z.86 2 28.57 1 14•• 1 "·" 7 23 23.96 

Q06l "concern .. wttia·i,.c..i~pc.W.-"' 
4 S7 .14 2 . ZS.57 0 0 1 14.29 7 23 23.47 

Q062 "diacuadoo of flrttbl ... i.ca ... r .. 
3 42.86 1 lt.U Z 21.57 1 14.29 7 3S 35.71 

Q069 "tntereat. ahovn tn relaUoa to probl-" --· 

4 S7.14 2 28.57 0 0 1 14.29 7 29 29.59 

Q070 "acts as a supervisor" 
' 5 71.43 2 28.57 0 0 0 0 7· 44 44.90 

Q072 "t"achers meetings are not profitable" 
0 0 2 2s.-s1 3 42,86 2 28.57 r 17 17,35 

Q073 "understands problems with teaching assignment" 
3 37.50 3 37.50 2 ' zs •. oo 0 .o 8 26. 26.53 

Q074 "juds•• work fairly" 
3 37.50 5 62,50 0 .o 0 0 8 37 37.76 

1eturning Teachers 

Probably Probably 
Agree Disagree 

2 3 

n .% n % 

-· --· -·- ... 
41 42.27 . 2{. 24.74 

30 31.25 29 ~ .. 21 

42 . 42.86 16 16-.33 

21 21.43 20 20.41 

39 39.80 19 19.89 

32 32.65 12 12,24 

19 19.39 33 33,67 

44 44,90 17 .17.35 

40 40,82 12 12.24 

Disagree 
4 

n % 

16 16.49 

l~ 14.58 

17 17.JS 

22 22.45 

11 11.22 

10 10.20 

29 29.59 

11 11.22 

9 9.18 

N 

97 

96 

98 

98 

98 

98 

98 

98 

98 
'-0 
(,,.,) 



TABLE XXI (Continued) 

Non-Returnin& Teacher• 

Prol>Ahl7 ProbablJ 
Item Agree A&ree DhqrH D1aqrH 

.. 
Agree 

1 2 3 .-4 1 
.. 

n I • I D % . .. % • D. I .. 

... 
Q092 "coafortable amoepbel'e pGNHAt-.. elaaroaa fln'U llM ~-

4 so.oo 1 12.50 0 0 3 37.50 • 39 39.8 

Q093 "teacher• abi11t1ea used elfectiY•lJ" 
4 50.00 1 11.50 2 25.00 1 12.50 8 28 28.57 

-· 

Q095 "diacuasion of personal and 1roup problems encouraged" 
3 42.86 2 28.57 0 0 2 28,57 7 32 34.04 

Returning Teachers 

Probably Probably 
Aar .. Dhqree. 

2 3 

. 
a I D I 

--
-

34 34.69 lS lS.31 

44 44.9 17 17.35 

28 29.79. 19 20.21 

· Diaagree 
4 

n % 

.. -·-
10 10.20 

9 9.18 

15 15.96 

N 

. 
98 

98 

94 

\0 
.(:-
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other items received "Agree" checks from over 50 percent of the 98 

returning teachers. These were: Item Q046, "student contact highly 

satisfying and rewarding"; Item Q050, "feel successful and competent 

in present position"; and Q083, "there is no more challenging work 

than teaching." Item Q056, "at a disadvantage professionally because 

other teachers better prepared," was.checked by 62 returning teachers 

(63.27 percent) in the "Disagree" category. None of the other state­

ments were checked by over 46.94 percent (Item Q076) of the returning 

teachers in the "Disagree" category (Table XXII). 

Six (75.0 percent) of the eight responding non-returning teachers 

checked the "Agree" category for Item Q089. This statement referred 

to "really (•njoy working with ,my students." Nine other items received 

50 percent or more or "Agree" checks from the non-returning teachers. 

These were: Q046, "contacts with students satisfying and rewarding," 

71. 43 percent; Q019, "teaching gives a great deal of satisfaction," 

62.50 percent; Q047, "feel I'm important part of school system," 57.14 

percent; QOSO, "feel successful and competent in present position," 

57. ll• percent; Q051, "enjoying working with student organizations," 

57.14 percent; Q058, "other teachers think I'm a good teacher," 57.14 

percent; Q083, "no more challenging work than teaching," 50 percent; 

Q086, "think I am as competent as other teacher-s," 50 percent; and 

QOlOO, "well satisfied wlth present teaching position," 50 percent. 

The tiDisagree" category was checked by five (71.43 percent) non-:­

returning teachers for Item Q056, "feel disadvantaged professionally 

for others teachers are better prepared." Items Q030, "if could earn 

as much money in other occupation, I'd stop teaching," and Item Q060, 



Item 

Q019 

Q024 

Q026 

Q027 

Q029 

qo30 

Q046 

Q047 

TABLE XXII 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION BY GROUPS FOR PTO 
. FACTOR 2 - "JOB SATISFACTION" 

Non-Returning Teachers aeturning Teachers 

Probably Probably Probabl7 Probably 
Agree Agree. Disagree Disagree qree Aar•• Diaagree 

1 2 3 .4 1 2 3 
-

l\ % n % n z n z. H ll z n z n z 

"personal utiafaccioa recei.,.... 
s 62.50 2 25.00 0 0 1 lZ.50 a 48 48.91 32 32.65 u 13.27 

"contribution to aociet7• 
2 za.s1 4 .57.14 0 0 1 14.19 7 " 33.67 43 4l.BI 14 14.29 

"eajoy teaching" 
3 42.86 3 42.86 0 0 1 14.29 7 48 . 48.98 35 35. 11 .. ' 9.18 

---

"repeat the •election of teaching as a profession'' 
2 28.57 1 14.29 2 28.57 2 28.57 7 36 . 36.73 32 32.65; 16 16.33 

·"encourages teaching occupation to high scholastic atud1nts" 
7 1 14.29 3 42.86 l 14.29 2 28.57 29 29.59 -: 32 32-~65 23 23.47 

"1~•v~ te•ching for same p~y in a.nothei; oecupationu 
1 14,29 3 42,86 0 0 3 42,86 7 . 14 14,29. 22 22,45 34 34,69 

111atudent contact is satisfying'' 
s 71,43 l 14,29 1 14,29 0 0 7 56 57.14. 34 34,69 8 8,16 . .. 

~:blportance :tn school system fe1tu 
4 "·" 1 "·~ 1 14.~ 1 14,29 7 38 38,78 44 44,90 . 16 16.33 

Diugree 
4 

n % 

s 5.10 

8 .. 8.16 

6 6.12 

14 14.29 

14 14.29 

28 28.57 

0 0 

0 .o 

N 

98 

98 

98 

98 

98 

98 

98 

98 
\0 

°' 



TABLE XXII (Continued) 

Non-Returning Teacher• Returning Te.chera 

Probably Probably Probal>l7 Probabl7 
It• A&ru Agree Disqree Dbqree qree qree Disqree 

l 2 3 ·4 1 z 3 

1l z n I • I Ill z I • I· • I 1l z 

.· --
QOSO -"feel aucceAful" 

4 57.14 2 21.57 0 0 l 14.lt 1 SS ••• 41 .u.14 2 2,04 

Q051 •"1Jo7 extracurrtc8l.ar ac~tt..• .• 
1:_ .. 4 57.14 · l. 14.29 1. :14.;2' J 41 ...... 36 . ».13 - u µ..22. 

Q056 "not adequat•lJ'. pi:~,._ 01j(W.1tf8• _ 
1 14.29 o o · · 1 H~•: s n.u , -1 1 1,oz 6- 6,12 29 29,Jt 

Q058 "other teachers repl'd pereoaa1 abllley u pocl.qual:lt~ 
4 57.14 2 28.57 0 0 1 14.29 7 54 55.10 43 43,88 1 1.02 

-·-

Q060 "prof eaaion undesirable becaaue of prea~r•" 
1 14.29 2 28.57 1 14.29 3 42.86 7 10 10.20 21 21,43 33 33.67 . 

Q076 "atudents .actions source of irritationa'' 
1 12.so 2 25.00 4 so.oo 1 12.so 8 1 1.02 .6 6,12 45 45.92 

Q078 "reapec• and confidence atio.rn 1>7 student•" 
. 8 3 37,SO 3 37,50 1 12,50 1 12,50 46 46,94 45 45,92 6 6,12 .. 

Q082 "atudent& appreciative of help" 
2 25.0 s 62.50 1 12.50 0 0 8 30 30,61 . 57 58,16 8 8,16 . 

qou "tuchina te cballenaina'' 
4 so.oo 1 12.so 0 0 3 37,50. 8 Sl 52,04 22 22,45 16 16.31 

Disagree 
4 

• z 

2 _2.0. 

s J.10· 

12 63,27 

0 0 

34 34.69 

46 46,94 

1 1:.02 

3 3,06 

9 9,18 

• 

91 

98 

98 

98 

98 

98 

98 

98 

98 
l.O ...... 



Non-ReturniD& T .. cher• 

Prolldl7 J'roMbl.7 
It- Agree Aar .. Di-area 

1 2 . .J . 

D % 1l I a . · 1 
.. 

·. 

Q086 "a• competent aa ot~ t...m• 
4 so.oo 3 37.50 0 0 

Q089 "enjoy worldq vitb •~•" 
6 7S.00 1 12.so 0 • 

QlOO "Ntiafied vith prant poaitioll" 
3 so.oo 1 16.67 0 0 

TABLE XXII (Continued) 

D~ 
. --4 . 1 

. ..• . 
• I • • I 

1 12.50 I 61 69.39 
. -- -· 

··-

l 12.SI • 62 63.27 

2 33.33 6 35 37.23 

-

kturnina Teacbera 

~ . Pnhabl7 ... DUqr .. 
z 3 

a·. 

' a z 

28 28.57 2 2.04 

34 34.69 2 2.04 

36 38.30 15 lS.96 . 

DiaqrM 
4 

• I 

0 0 

0 0 

8 8.51 

H· 

98 

98 

94 
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"stress and strain make teaching undesirable for me," were checked in 

the "Disagree" category by 42.86 percent of the non-returning teachers 

(Table XXII). 

Factor 3 - "Rapport Among Teachers_." Fourteen statements were 

concerned with "Rapport Among Teachers." Two of the items (Q018 and 

Q054) are negative statements about teacher rapport. Two items, 

Q048, "competency of teachers in school compares favorably with teach-

ers in other schools" and Q052 "staff is congenial to work with," 

received over 50 percent of "Agree" checks by the returning teachers. 

Item Q018, "petty issues and feuding present among teachers" was 

checked by 40 (40.82 percent) returning teachers in the "Disagree" 
I 

category. Item Q054, "tendency to form cliques," received ''Disagree'' 

checks from 22 percent of the returning teachers (Table XXIII). 
I 

Item Q054, "faculty forms cliques" receiveq "Agree" checks froni 

five of the seven (71.43 percent) non-returning teachers. Item Q018, 

"great deal of griping, arguing among teachers," received three of 

eight (37.50 percent) "Disagree" checks from the non-returning teach-

ers (Table XXIII). 

Factor 4 - "Teacher Salary." Six statements were identified for 

this factor. None of the six items received more than 48.98 percent 

"Agree" or "Probably Agree" selection (48 returning teachers for Item 

Q036). Item Q036 related to "fairness present in salary allocation," 

and these 48 returning teachers checked the "Probably Agree" category. 

Item Q09, "pay raise system satisfactory," was checked in the "Dis-

agree" category by 26 (26.53 percent) returning teachers. Twenty-five 



Item 

QOll 

QOU 

Q0%3 

Q028 

Q048' 

QOS2 

QOS3 

Q054 

TABLE XXIII. 

FREQUENCY DISTRJ::BUTION BY GROUPS FOR PTO 
FACTOR 3 - "RAPPORT AMONG TEACHERS" 

Hon-Returntna Teacher• Returning Teachers 

Probably Probably Probably Probably 
A&ree Agree Diugree DiAgree ·- Agree Disagree Diaagree 

1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 

n % D % D z D & .....• • I 1l I a % D % 
-- .. .. 

"pettJ' lMM'• _. "feudtaS ICM•t• .. 

3 37.50 l ·12 • .50 1 U.50 3 37~50 I • 1.16 19 19.39 31 31.63 . 40 40.82 

"reapect ach other" 
2 25.00 2 25.GO 3 ,,_,. 1 12 • .50 I 48 48.91 38 38.78 12 12.24 0 0 

"cooperation preeent"': 
.,. __ ·:; 

1 12.SO 3 37.SO 4 . SO.Cl) • • • 32 32.65 47 47.96 16 16.33 3 3.06 --
"new faculty readily accepted u profu•iosaala11 

2 28.57 3 42.86 1 14.29. 1 14.29 7 47 47.96 36 36.73 14 14.29 l 1.02 

"teacher c:oapeteocy equi•alent to other•'' 
3 42.86 3 42.86 1 14.29 0 o· 7 51 58.16 30 30.61 10 10.20 l 1.02 

"congenial staff" 
2 28.57 4 57.14 l 14.29 o· o. • "7 51 52.04 39 39.80 8 8.16 0 0 

"teachers are well-prepared" 
3 42.86 3 42.86 1 14.29 0 0 7 43'43.88 49 50.00 6 6.12 0 0 

.. 
"ceacher• clique• preaent" 
s 71.43 2 28.57 0 0 0 0 7 24 24.49 34 34.69 18 18.37 22 22.45 

N 

98 

98 

98 

98 

98 

98 

98 

98 I-' 
0 
0 



TABLE XXIII {Continued) 

Non-Raturnio& Teachers 

Probably Probably 
Ita A&ree Agree Dbqree Dieaaree· qr.. 

1 2 3 4 . l 
. . - . 

ll z . . , I ~ • .. I • I - ... • z 
. .. - . /'-•· - . 

.. -----·· 
QOSS "teacbeu . ..- fa ___,.. · ~ 

1 14 .. n _- 4 · ;1.14 2 21.57 • • ' 44 4S.3' 

Q077 "vork enjoyattie·~ . .t:.n1e1i..,- H.,,...._.. 
·3 37.SO 3 'J7.50 1 · IS.:IO 0 0 ~·=--- • 34 34.it 

qoao "students valuea and atdtade. pdit1ftlr Safl...u4 ~ c aacben" 
l 12.so 5 62.SO l 12.50 1 12,;.$0 • 23 23.47 

--
QOB4 "other teachers respect work" 

-

3 37.SO 4 50.00 l 12.SO 0 0 8 27 27.55 

Q087 "bi&h profusional atandarcla present" ·-

2 25.00 3 37.50 2 25.00 1 12.50 8 27 27.84 

Q090 "initiative and creativity shown in teaching" 
l 12.50 6 75.00 1 12.50 0 0 8 24 24.49 

Returning Teachers 

Probably Probably 
qr .. Diu&rea 

2 3 

• .I JI J 

. 
61 42.27 12 12.37 

4t so.oo . 13 13.21 

50 51.02 21 21.43 

60 61.2! 9 9.18 

so 51.SS 19 19.59 

53 54.08 18 18.37 

Disagree 
4 

• % 

.. 
0 0 

2 2.04 

4 4.08 

2 2.04 

l 1.03 

3 3.06 

·11 

-·-· . 
97 

98 

98 

98 

97 

98 

..... 
0 
I-' 
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returning teachers (25.51 percent) checked the "Disagree" category for 

Item Q065, "salary schedule recognizes teacher competency" (Table 

XXIV). 

None of the six items for this factor received over a 42.86 per­

cent selection by the non-returning teachers. Three teachers, of the 

seven non-returning teachers (42.86 percent), checked the "Agree" cate­

gory for Item Q032, "school tri~s to meet other fringe benefit needs 

of teachers." Item Q036, "fairn~ss present· in salary allocation," 

and Item Q065, "salary schedule recognizes teacher competency," were 

each checked.in the "Probably Agree" category by three teachers 

(42.86 percent). The ''Disagree" category was checked by three teach­

ers (37.50 percent) for Item Q075, "salaries eqµivalent to other 

school districts" (Table XXIV). 

Factor 5 - "Teacher Loa~h 11 Eleven statements comprised Factor S. 

Each of the 11 statements was stated negatively. Most of the teachers 

in both groups expressed the "Probably Disagree" or "Disagree" cate­

gories for these statements. Returning teachers (54 of them, 55.67 

percent) checked the "Probably Disagree" category for Item Q034, "in­

adequate time for professional contacts." Another item checked by 

more than SO percent was Item Q042, "unreasonable teaching load." 

Fifty-three returning teachers .. (54. 08 percent) checked the. "Disagree" 

category. Item QOl, "much time spent in reporting," was checked by 

26 teachers (26.53 percent) in the "Agree" column and by 36 teachers 

(36.73 percent) in the "Probably Agree" category (Table XXV). 

Six of the seven non-returning teachers (85.71 percent) for 

Item Q042, ''unreasonable teaching load," selected the "Disagree" 



It• 

Q04 

Q09 

QQ'.\2 

Q036 

Q039 

qcl65 

Cl07S 

TABLE XXIV 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION BY GROUPS FOR PTO 
FACTOR 4 - "TEA.CHER SALARY" 

Kon-Returning Teacher• Returning Teachers 

Probabl1 Probabl7 :rroMbl7 Probabl7 · 
Agree A&ree tiaqr .. DisqrH ... ... !iaqru 

1 2 3 4 1 2 J 
- -

. n % a I • • • z • • I • I 1l I 
.. -

"1ood ca.municaU. ltae ,._.ta& M1arJ" 
.zs.oo 2 2 2s.oo 2 ·ZS.OD 2 zs.oo • 14 14.29 3) JJ.67 32 32.65 

"pay raiae apt• .-dd...,-
2 25.00 2 2s.oo 2 n ... oo 2 u..oo ... 13 13.27 27 27.55 32 32.65 

-
"achool trie• to aeet other flDaDcial oeeda of tMC:Mra• 

3 42.86 2 28.57 1 14.29 1 14.29 -· 7 18 J.8~56 39 40.21 25 25.77 

"fairness present in salar1 allocattan" 
2 28.57 3 42.86 1 14.29 1 14.29 7 19. 19.39 48 41.98 22 22.45 

"salary increaae policy understood" 
1 14.29 3 ·42.86 1 14.29 2 28.57 7 19 19.39 . 48 48.98 17 17.35 .. 

--- -------- --
•aa1ary scbed"le ioecogntze• teacher c•petencies11 

1 14,29 3 42.86 2 28.57 1 14,29 7 11 11.22 34 34,69 28 28.57 
- . --

•aalartea 9e1u1:valen1: to other scbe>Ol districts" 
2 25~00 3 37.SO 0 0 3 37,50 8 26 26.53· 36 36.73 18 18.37 .. 

Diuaree 
4 

• % 

19 19.39 

26 . 26.53 

15 15.46 

9 9.18 

14 14.29 

25 25.Sl 

18 18.37 
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.. 
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QOl 

Q06 

Q08 

Q010 

QOU 

Q014 

Q031 

Q034 

TABLE XXV 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBU'tION BY GROUPS FOR PTO 
FACTOR 5 - "TEACHER LOAD" 

Non-Retuniiq Teachers .. lleturniq--Tuchers-

l'robabl7 Probabl7 
- Prokbly Prokbly 

Agree Agree D:lugr" D:l.NaTee 
- .. Agree Ap'ee Disagree 

.. 1 2. .. 3 4 l- .2 .3 . 

·D .. % ·D l- •· . J. D·· 1 .. ., ... ·ll· J .. .... I ll % 
. .. .. 

"mu.ch t:llle a,.c m repattWi' ... .. 
4 so.oo 0 0 3 ··.;.R.SO 1 12.$0 a ... a t,.S3 3' J6.7J 2' 26.53 

"unreasonable -t"·ot ~ ~-· .· 
. .. 

1 12.50 2 . 25.00 . -J. ·· D.50 2- ZS.OCl .. --1 . 7 7.14 17 17.35 45 45.92 . 
"community tiae 19 ~ ... 
l 12 • .SO 2 25.00 3 )7.50 2 25.00 • .s 5.10 9 9.18 44 44.90 

"ar•ater teaching load,..._ ocberc.acbersN 
l 12.so 1 12.50 1 12.50 5 62.SO ·a. 16 16.33 19 19.39 31 31.63 

"exceaaive extra-curricular load" 
. 

.o 0 3 37.50 1 12.SO 4 50.00 8 13 13.27 25 25.Sl ·36 36.73 

"excea~ive hour• for po•ltion" 
• 3 .j1.so 1 12.so 1 12.SO 3 37.50 8 12 12.24 25 25.51 37 37.76 

"scheduling not advantageous" 
0 0 2 28.57 0 • ·O s 71.43 7· 13 . 13.40 14 14.43 32 32.99 

•inadequate time for profeaa:lonal contacts" 
0 0 2 28.57 1 i4.29 4 57.14 

-
7 3· 3.09 10 10.31 54 55.67 

Diaagree 
4. 

n % 

10 10.20 

29 29.59 

40 40.82 

32 32.65 

24 24.49 

24 24.49 

38 39.18 

30 30.93 
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Hon-RetundD& Teachers 

Probabl7 Prou1t11 
It• Agree ..... -~-l z t 

. ... -
n z D I • i'·",.,~i-·: 

.. : .... ~ ~ .,_ 

- .. 

Q040 "probl• •t--t• -~ cto .,"! ..... 
1 14.29 ~,,i -za .. s1 0 0 .. 

Q042 "unreasonable c .. c1dag io..s• 
0 0 0 0 1 14.29 

Q04S "non-profesaioaal act:lrid .. _haapered" 
0 0 2 28.57 1. 14,29 

TABLE XXV (Continued) 
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·-· . 
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.. -
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18 18.37 41 41.84 
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category. Seven of the 11 statements were checked "Disagree" by mc>re 

than 50 percent of the teachers. These items were: QOlO, "greater 

teaching load than other teachers," 62.50 percent; QOll, "excessive 

extracurricular load," 50.00 percent; Q031, "scheduling not advanta-

geous," 71.43 percent; Q034, "inadequate time for professional con-

tacts, 57.14 percent; Q042, described above; and Q045, "non-

professional activities hampered" (57.14 percent). Fifty percent of 

the non-returning teachers indicated Item QOl, "much time spent in 

reporting," in the "Agree" category. Item Q014, "excessive hours for 

position" was also checked in the "Agree" category by three (37.50 

percent) of the non-returning teachers (Table XXV). 

I 

Factor 6 - "Curriculum Issues." Five items were involved in 

making up Factor 6. Items Q025 and:Q079 were stated in the negative 
' ' 

form. Item Q025 was stated as "major revisions: needed"' amt I~em Q079 

was "school purposes not achlev~d." 

The five statements relating to curriculum issues were checked as 

"Probably Agree" by the non-returning teachers and returning teachers. 

Item Q088, "provides good prepat:ation," was checked by 58 (59.18 

percent) returning teachers in the "Prob~bly Agree" category. Items 

Q017, "well balanced curriculum offered" and Item Q020, "individual 

student differences recognized in curriculum planning," were each se-

lected in the "Probably Agree" category by 38 (38.78 percent) of the 

returning.teachers. Item Q017, "well balanced curriculum offered,"· 

was also selected by 32 (32.65percent) teachers in the "Agree" col-

umn. Item Q079, "school purposes not achieved," was checked in the 

"Probably Disagree" category by 51 (52.04 percent) of the returning 
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teachers. Item Q025, "major revisions needed" was checked by 45 

{45.92 percent) of the returning teachers in the "Probably Disagree" 

category (Table XXVI). 

Fifty percent of the non-returning teachers indicated the "Prob-

ably Agree" category for Items Q020, "individual student differences 

recognized in curriculum planning," and Item Q088, "provides good 

preparation," Item Q017, "well balanced curriculum," was also checked 

by 50 percent of the teachers in the "Agree" category. The "Disagree" 

category was checked by three non-returning teachers {37.50 percent) 

for Item Q079, "school purposes cannot be achieved" and also by three 

{37.50 percent) non-returning teachers in the "Probably Disagree" cate-

gory (Table XXVI). 

I 

Factor 7 - "Teacher Status." Eight items made up Factor 7; one 

item, Q071, was stated in a negative context.· ;None of the; ::f.tems was 
' . ' 

selected by more than 48.98 percent of 48 of the returning' teachers. 

The "Probably Agree" category for Item Q035, "teacher feels a part of 

the community," was checked for 48.98 percent. The returning teachers 

indicated Item Q071, "not accepted by community," in the "Disagree" 

category, with 38 teachers (38.78 percent) checking this response. 

Thirty-eight teachers (38.78 percent) also checked the "Disagree" 

category for Item Q064, "standard of living is acceptable for the 

family." Two items, Q064 and Q071, as described above, were checked 

by 42 {42.86 percent) returning teachers in the "Probably Disagree" 

category (Table XXVII). 

The non ... returning teachers checked two items in the "Agree" 

category by more than 50 percent selections. Item Q063, "desired 
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TABLE XXVI 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION BY GROUPS FOR PTO 
FACTOR 6 - "CURRICULUM ISSUES" 

Non-Returning Teachera Returning Teachers 

Probabl7 
Agree 

2 

n % 
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Diaqr .. 
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• z 

J>iugree 
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qree 
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" - I 

Probably 
.Acree 
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• I 
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Disagree 
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n z 

I>iugree 
4 

D % H 

Q017 I ."well balanced curriculua offn.S" 
4 50.00 3 37.50 - 1 12.50 0 0 8 32 32.65 38 38.78 .16 16.33 12 12.24 98 

Q020 I •1ndividual student cliff-• reCoplaed in curriculua phuiq" 
1 i2.so 4 so.oo a -u.oo 1 12.so a I 24 24.49 38 38. 18 26 26,sl io io.20 98 

Q02SI " .. jor revisions needed• I 1 14.29 3 .42.86 1 14.29 2 28.57 7 13 13,27 26 26.53 45 45.92. 14 14.29 98 

Q079l "school purpose cannot be achieved" 
1 12.50 l 12.50 3 37.50 3 37.50 8 I 3 3.06 15 15.31 Sl 52.04 29 29.59 98 
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TABLE XXVII 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION BY GROUPS FOR PTO 
FACTOR 7 - "TEACHER. STATUS" 

Non-Returning Teachers Returning Teachers 

Probebly Probably Prob.ably . Probably 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Disagree 

1 2 3 4 l 2· 3 
,,_. - - . 

n % D % n % D % • D % D. % D % 

"desired social atatua Mt" 
5 62.50 3 37.50 0 0 0 0 a 31 31.63 40 40.82 21 21.43 

·-

"material and cultural ....ta aac• < · 
3 37.50 4 so.oo 1 12.50- 0 0 8 33 34.02 .30 30,93 27 27.84 

"teachers feel part of the c · · •i C7" 
2 28.57 4 57.14 0 0 1 14.29 7 27 27.55 48 48.98 17 17.35 

"occup•tional security pr~t" 
2 u." 4 "·u ~· 0 1 14.29 7 31 ~l.63 40 40.82 15 15.31 

"desired prestige provided"· . 
5 71.43 2 28.57 0 0 0 0 7 36 37.ll 36 37.11 18 18.56 .. 

"stanclud of living is acceptable for family" 
2 l8.51 l 14.29 1 14.29 3 42.86 . ·1. s s.10 13 13.27 42 42.86 

"co11111Unity respect for teachers" 
27 . 3 42.86 2 28.57 1 14.29 1 14.2.9 . 7 27.SS 45 45.92 19 19.39 

.. 
"not accepted by cOllmlUDitJ" . 

2 28.57 1 14.29 1 14.29 3 42,86 7 s s.10 13 13.27 42 42.86 
-~ -- . ·-· 

Disagree 
4 

.D % 

6 6.12 

7 7.22 

6 6.12 

12 12.24 

7 7.22 

38 38.78 

7 7,14 

38 38.78 

N 

98 

97 

98 

98 

97 

98 

98 

9:-
I-' 
0 
\0 
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prestige provided," was checked by five (71.43 percent) non-returning 

teachers, and Item Q013, "desired social status met," was checked by 

five (62.50 percent) of the non-returning teachers. Three items: 

Q015, Q035, and Q037, were selected for the "Probably Agree" category 

with more than a 50 percent response. These items were: Q015, "ma-

terial and cultural needs met", four non-returning teachers (50.00 

percent); Q035, ."teachers feel part of the conununity," four non-

returning teachers (57.14 percent); and Q037, "occupational security 

present," four non-returning teachers, (57.14 percent). Three non-

returning teachers (42.86 percent) checked the "Disagree" category of 

Item Q064, "standard of. living is acceptable for family." Three non-

returning teachers (42.86 percent) checked "Disf!gree" for Item Q071, 

"difficult to gain acceptance in community (Table XXVII). . . . I 

Factor $ - "Connnunity Support ·of Education." Only one item, 

Q097, "supports good educational programs," received more than a 50 

percent selection by the returning teachers. The "Probably Agree" 

category was checked by 50 of these returning teachers (53.19 percent) 

for I tern Q097. Three other i terns : Q066, Q094, and Q096, were checked 

by 43 (43.88 percent) or more teachers in the "Probably Agree" cate-

gory. These items were: Q066, "understands good education" (43.88 

percent); Q094, "concern with school system" (47.96 percent); and 

Q096, "supports ethical procedures in teacher appointment and re-

appointment" (48.39 percent). Thirteen returning teachers (13.27 per-

cent) checked the "Disagree" category of Item Q066, "understands good 

education." The "Probably Disagree" category was checked by 22 

(22.68 percent) teachers for Item Q067, "provides good place for family 
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life." The category was also checked by 22 teachers (22.45 percent) 

for Item Q094, "concern with school system" (Table XXVIII). 

Item Q066, "understands good education," was checked by four 

(57.14 percent) non-returning teachers in the "Agree" category. 

Four (57.14 percent) non-returning teachers also checked the "Prob­

ably Agree" category for Item Q096, "supports ethical procedures in 

teacher appointment and reappointment." '1'1N'o teachers (25 percent) 

checked the "Disagree" category of Item Q094, "concern with school. 

system" (Table XXVIII). 

Factor 9 - "School Facilities and Services." Five statements 

were made regarding school facilities and services. Item Q049, 

"adequate audio-visual equipment," was checked in the "Agree" cate­

gory by 51 returning teachers (52.04 percent). No other item was 

selected by over 50 percent of the group of returning teachers. 

Item Q057, "adequate clerical services," was checked by 32 returning 

teachers (32.65 percent) in the "Disagree" category (Table XXIX). 

Five non-returning teachers. (71.43 percent) checked Item Q049, 

"adequate audio-visual equipment," in the "Agree" category. Five 

non-returning teachers (62.50 percent) also checked the "Agree" cate­

gory for Item Q016, "adequate supplies and equipment." Item Q021, 

"well defined procedure of obtaining materials," was checked by five 

non-returning teachers (62. 50 percent) in the ''Probably Disagree" 

category. '1'1N'o teachers (28. 57 percent) checked the "Probably Disagree'' 

and "Disagree" categories for Item Q059, "adequate library facilities" 

(Table XXIX). 



Item 

Q066 

Q067 

Q094 

Q096 

Q097 

TABLE XXVIII 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION BY GROUPS FOR PTO 
FACTOR 8 - "COMMUNITY SUPPORT 

OF EDUCATION" 

Non-Returning Teacher• lleturn.ing Teachers 
- -

l'rolaabl~ PtONblJ" . l'robablJ Probably 
Agree qree 1>1-gree DiNgrM ... JsarH Di.agree 

1 2 3 4 1 2 3 

n I D % 1l % • I • D % ll % ' D % 

"uaderstanda IOCMl -..tfoa" 
4 57.14 1. 14.H . 1 14 .. D 1 14.29 7 22 22.45 43 43,88 20 20.41 

"provides good place for faallJ' life" 
2 28.57 l 42.86 1 14.29 l 14.29 7 39 40.21 25 25.77 22 22.68 

- ----

"concern with acbool systea'' 
3 37.50 3 37.50 0 0 2 25.00 8 22 22.as 47 47.96 22 22.45 

"support• ethical procedures in teacher appointment and reappointment"· 
1 14.29 4 57.14 1 14.29 1 14.29 7 2J 24.73 . 45 48.39 15 16,13 

"supports good educational prograa" 
- --

3 .U.86 2 28.57 l 14.29 1 14.29 7 3f 32.98 50 53,19 9 9.57 

.. 

Diaagree 
4 

D % 

13 13.27 

11 11.34 

7 7.14 

10 l.0.75 

4 4.26 

N 

98 

97 

98 

93 

94 

..... ..... 
N 
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Q016 

Q02l 

Q049 

Q057 

Q059 

TABLE XXIX 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION BY GROUPS FOR PTO 
FACTOR 9 - "SCHOOL FACILITIES 

AND SERVICES" 

Non-Returning Teachers Returning teachers 

; 

Probably Probllbly Probably Probably 
Agree Agree Dis&grea DiNgre• Al! .. Aaree Disagree 

l 2 3 4 1 2 3 

.n % n I D % D % • D -z n % n % 

"adequate supplies aGcl -aalpment" 
s 62.SO 1 12.SO 1 12.so 1 12.SO 8 41 41.84 35 35.71 10 10.20 

"well defined procedurea for obtainiq aateri&l.8" 
0 0 2 25.00 s 62.SO 1 12.so 8 20 20.41 41 41.84 22 22.45 

"adequate audio-visual equipment" 
5 71.43 1 14.29 1 14.29 0 0 7 Sl 52.04 25 25.51 15 15.31 

"adequate clerical service•" 
14~29 2 28.57 3 42.86 l 14.29 l 7 17. 17.35 22 22,45 27 27.55 

"adequate library facilities" 
3 42.86 0 0 2 28,57 2 28.57 -.--7. 26 ·.26.53 26 26.53 24 24.49 . ' .. 

Disagree 
4 

n % 

12 12.24 

15 15.31 

7 7.14 

32 32.65 

22 22.45 

N 

98 

98 

98 

98 

98 

f-' 
f-' 
VJ 
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Factor 10 - "Community Pressures." Five statements were relating 

to community pressures. Four of the statements were negatively stated. 

None of the items of "Agree" or "Probably A.g-ree" received more than the 

43.88 percent of checks by the returning teachers. Item Q091, "free-

dam to discuss controversial issues in class," was checked in the 

"Probably Agree" category by 43 returning teachers (43.88 percent). 

The only item checked by the returning teachers, by more than 50 per-

cent of the group, was Item Q098 relating to "excessive participation 

being expected." Fifty-eight returning teachers (61.70 percent) 

checked the "Probably Disagree" category for this item (Table XXX). 
. . 

Non-returning teachers checked the "Disagree" category of Item 

Q081, "unreasonable personal standard~ expected" with seven partici.;.. 
I 

pante (87. 50 percent) indicating this' response.1 Item Q085, "nonpro-

fessional activities unduly·restricted," was selected by five non-

returning teachers (62.50 percent) in" the "Disagree" categgry. · 

Another Item, Q098, was checked in the "Probably Disagree" category 

with 57.14 percent, with four non-returning teachers indicating this 

position. This item related to "community expecting teachers to 

participate in too many social activities." In the "Probably Agree" 

category, Items Q085 and Q091 each had two non-returning teachers 

or 25 percent checking this response. Item Q085 related to "nonpro-

fessional activities unduly restricted." Item Q091, related to 

"freedom to discuss controversial issues" (Table X:XX). 

Purdue Teacher Opinionaire Supplement (PTOS) 

The PTOS consisted of t~o factors. Each factor contained 10 

. items. This section will discuss the frequency distribution of 



Item 

Q081 

QOBS 

Q091 

Q098 

Q099 

TABLE XXX 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION BY GROUPS FOR PTO 
FACTOR 10 - "COMMUNITY PRESSURES" 

Non-Returning Teachers Returning Teachers 

. --

Probably Probably h"obably Prob&bly 
Agree Agree DiaagTee DiugrH ... Air•• D~n 

1 2 3 4 - 1 2 3 . 

n % n I B % ll I • D % D z D % 

"unreasonable personal •taDdard• expecce4• 
0 0 0 0 1 a.so· 7 87.SO .. 8 8.86 14 14.29 42 42.86 

"nonprofessional activit:l.ea unduly restrict.a• 
0 0 2 25.00 1 12.50 s 62.SO ·a 1_2 1_2.37 8 . 8.25 40 41.24 

- --· 

"freedom to discuss controversial issues in classes" 
1 12.so 2 25.00 2 25.00 3 37.S-O 8 23 23.47 43 43.88 24 24.49 

"excessive participation expected" 
. 1 14.29 1 14.29 4 57•14 .1 14.29 ' 8 . 8.Sl 10 10.64 SS 61.70 

"pre•sures interfere with teaching" 
1 14.29 0 0 3 42.86 3 42.86 7 3 3.19 8 8.51 38 . 40.43 

... 
' . 

Disagree 
4 

n % 

34 34.69 

37 38.14 

8 8.16 

18 19.lS 

45 47.87 

lf 

98 

97 

98 

94 

94 

...... 

...... 
l.Jl 
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these factors. A brief description for each item of the PTOS is 

located in Appendix H. 

Factor 1 - "Teacher Rapport with School Board." Ten statements 

pertained to relationships with the school board. Two items received 

over 50 percent selection by the returning teachers. Item. 807, "meets 

educational needs of the community," was checked by 52 returning teach-

ers (55.32 percent) in the "Probably Agree" category. Item S06, 

"ethical procedures followed," was also checked in the "Probably 

Agree" category by 48 (51. 06 percent) returning teachers. The item 

checked most by teachers in the "Agree" category was S08, "good rela-

tionship with superintendeil;t," with 42 teachers (44.68 percent) indi-

eating this category. I In the."ProbaJ:>ly Disagree" category for Item 

S09, "teachers are not restrained in presenting' problems," 34 teachers 

(35. 79 percent): indicated this response. Ite~ 8010:, the ":Oisagr:ee" 

category, was checked by 25 (26.32 percent) rbturning teachers (Table 

XXXI). 

The "Agree" category was checked f(j)r, four items by 50 percent or 

more of the non-returning teachers. These four items were: S02, 

"understands quality education" (50.10 percent); S04, "allows super-

intendent and staff right to their responsibilities" (50.0 percent); 

S06, "ethical procedures followed" (75 percent); and S07, "meets edu-

cational needs of community" (62.50 percent). Three of the non-

returning teachers indicated the "Probably Disagree" category for Item 

S09, "teachers are not restrained in presenting problems" (37.50 per-

cent). All 10 of the items were checked in the "Disagree" category 

by either one (12.50 percent) or by two (25.0 percent) of the non-

returning teachers (Table XXXI). 



Ite11 

SOl 

502 

S03 

504 
. 

sos 

S06 

S07 

sos 

TABLE XXXI 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION BY GROUPS FOR PTOS 
"TEACHER RAPPORT WITH SCHOOL BOARD" 

Non-Returning Teachers Returning Teachers 

Probably Probably Probably _ Probably 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree D:4-aagree 

1 2 3 4 1 2 3 

n % n % D % D I • " % D % D % 
---

...... .-.·-
-

neducattonal dectai.n. ratbeJ ~- JIC'l.tC~19 
3 37.50 3 . 37.50 0 Q - 2 2S,QQ. • "' 18,ts 35 36\84 26 27~3~ 

"understands quality educat:toD• 
4 50.00 2 25.00 1 12.SO 1 12.50 a 28 29.~47 42 44,n 18 18,9S 

"concerned with teacher problelUI~ 
l 12.SO 4 50.00 2 25.00 1 12.so 8 15 lS.79 41 43.16 29 30.53 

"all<nlS superintendent and staff right to their reaponaibil1t1ea..-
4 so.oo l 12.50 l 12.50 2 25.00 8 39 41.0S. 38 40.00 11 11.58 

"effort made to provide adequate financing" 
3 37.50 3 37.50 0 0 2 25.00 8 36 37.89 42 44.21 12 12.63 

"ethical procedures followed" 
4 75.00 0 0 .1 12.50 l 12.50 - a 22. 23.40 48 51.06 17 18.09 

''meets educational needs of the col1llllunity" 
s 62.50 2 25.00 0 0 l 12.50 8 30 31.91 52 55.32 8 8.51 

"good relationship with community" 
3 37.50 1 12.50 2 25.00 2 25.00 8 42 44.68 39 41.49- 10 10.64 

Disagree 
4 

n % 

J,6: ,.6.84 

7 7~37 

10 10.53· 

7 7.37 

s 5.26 

7 7.45 

4 4.26 

3 3.19 

N 

i' 

9S 

95 

95 

95 

94 

94 

94 I-' 
I-' 
"-I 



TABLE XXXI (Continued) 

Non-Returning Teachers 
-

Probably ~robably 
Item Agree Agree Di.aagree Di.aagree ~ree 

1 2 3 4 1 
' .... -.-

n % D ~ D z n· % • 1l I 

---
S09 "teacl ~rs are uot rea~-1GM :ln pruatio& ~--~ 

3 37.50 l 12.SO l 37.SO 1· u.so 8 lS lS.79 

SOlO "i;eacbera participation aou&bt in policy ..idq• 
2 25.00 3 37.SO 1 12.SO 2 25. 00- -----8 - lS lS.79 

----

-
Ret~na Teachers 

--
..-;.· --
-Probalaly ~bl~ 

Acree Kiiqree 
2 ·) 

.. ll ·z ll % 

24 U.26 34 lS,;79 

24 D.26 ,., 31 32.63 

Disagree 
4 -. 

D % 

22 23.16 

25 26.32 

N 

95 

95 -

t--' 
t--' 
00 
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Factor 2 - "Teacher Rapport with Superintendent." Ten statements 

constituted this factor. Only one item, S012, was selected by more 

than 50 percent of the returning teachers. Forty-nine (52.13 percent) 

returning teachers indicated the "Probably Agree" category to "ethical 

procedures followed." The item with the most "Disagree" checks (15 

teachers, 15.96 percent) was Item 8017 relating to "imagination and 

creativity present." Three items in the "Probably Disagree" category 

had more than 20 percent sel~ction. Item 8013, "democratic policy 

followed" was checked by 26 teachers (27.37 percent). Item S017, 

"imagination and creativity present" was selected by 23 (24.47 percent) 

teachers. Item SOll, "concerned with teacher problems," was checked 

by 23 teachers (23.16 percent) (Table XXXII). 

Seven of the 10 statement's were checked "Agree" by 50 percent 

or more of the non-returning teachers. These items were: S012, 

"ethical procec!ures followed," six; non-returning teachers (75.0 per­

cent); 8013, "democratic policy followed," five non-returning teachers 

(62.50 percent); S014, "understands quality education," six non­

returning teachers (75.0 percent); S016, "works well with administra­

tive staff," four non-returning .tte.~chers (50.0 percent); S018, "leader­

ship apparent," six non-returning teachers (75.0 percent); S019, 

"teachers informed about new polic:i:es," four non-returning teachers 

(50.0 percent); and S020, "community well informed," four non-returning 

teachers (50.0 percent). Responses of the non-returning teachers in 

the "Disagree" category were not more than two teachers (25 percent) 

for any one item (Table XXXII). 
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S014 
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S016 
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S018 

TABLE.X.XXII 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION BY GROUPS FOR PTOS 
"TEACHER RAPPORT WITH SUPERINTENDENT" 

Non-Returning Teachers Returning Teachers 

Pl."obably Probably . PTobably Probably 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Disagree 

1 2 3 4 l" 2 3 
·, 

.• - ---

n ·z n % D % D % • D % D % ll % 

~ ... 
·-"concerned,w:l.th teac~er p~(Jt~• 

3"i 37 .so 4 - so.oo . 1 12.50 •·· Q 8 ~- -. u;u. 44 . 4o,32. 22 23.>.6 

"ethical proced~rea fol.3,owed9 
6 75~00· 2 25.00 0 0 0 0 a 25 26.60 49 . 52.;13 16 17.02 . 

~ 

•democratic policy followed~ 
5 62.50 3 37.50 0 o. 0 0 8 30 31.58 34 35,79 26 27.37 

uunderstands qua1tty education~ ~ 

6 75.00 2 25,00 0 0 0 0 8 44 46.32' 38 40.00 1l 11.58 

''innovative teaching encouraged" 
3 37.50 4 50,00 0 0 1 12.50 8 31 32.63 42 44.21 15 15.79 

''works well with admtntst~ative etaf fU 
4 50.00 2 25.00 2 25,00 0 0 8 29 30,85 39 '41.49 15 15,96 

"i111ag!nation and creativity present" 
3 37,50 4 50.00 0 0 1 12.50 8 17. 18.09 39 41,49 23 24,47 

"leadership •ppal'ent'' .. 
6 75,00 0 0 1 12,50 1 12.so 8 37 38,95 38 40,00 14 14,74 

Disagree 
4 

n % 

8 8,42 

4 4.26 

5 5,26 

2 2.~1 

7 7.37 

1l 11.70 

15 15.96 

6 6,32 

N 

95 

94 

95 

95 

95 

94 

94 

95 ...... 
N 
0 



TABLE XXXII (Continued) 

Non-Returning Teachers 

Probably Probably 
Item Agree Agree DiaqrM Disagree •ee 

l 2 3 4 1 

n % n % a I .. % " • I 
:··.,,·' . ~-" .·'. ;.., ~~~ !i .. . I 

-· ... 

5019 "teachers informed about w J•U~ . ·-
.. 

4 50.00 2 25.00 2 u .• 0 0 8 28 30.U 

5020 "community well informed" 
4 so.oo 2 25.00 1 12.SO l 12.SO 8 32 34.04 

Jileturning Teachers 

Probably Probably ... Diaagne 
2 3 

... ·z 1l % 
. ,,, .... . ,. __ ,, _ __,L:/~I 

3' s..21 .16 11.20 

34 36.17 18 19.15 

Disagree 
4 

n % 

iJ 13.98 

10 10.64 

• 

93 

94 

I-' 
NI 
I-' 



Statistical Analysis 

The first year home economics teachers were asked to reveal 

their level of agreement with each of the items of the PS-TO, PTO, 

and PTOS. The levels of agreement and the scoring were arranged as 

follows: a score of "l" was "Agree"; a "2" was "Probably Agree"; a 

"3" was "Probably Disagree"; and a "4" was "Disagree." 

The null hypothesis formulated for the variable of job satis-

faction was stated as follows: 

There will be no significant difference in job satisfac­
tion of home economics teachers completing the first 
year of teaching and their decision to remain or not to 
remain in the teaching field. 

Factor 2, "Job Satisfaction," of the PTO was utilized as the 
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basis for acceptance or non-acceptance for the !above stated hypothe-

sis. The null hypothesis was accepted. Factor 2 consisted of 20 

statements. Only one of the items liad a significant difference of 

the means (Appendix H). Data for the student's t and tabulated t' 

tests for each item are located in Appendix F. 

The F value, .1322, for Item Q076, "students' actions are a 

source of irritation," determined that the two groups had equal var-

iances. The eight non-returning teachers' mean was 2.6250. The 98 

returning teachers'· mean response to this item was 3. 3877. The 

student's t value was 3.0811 and the resulting observed significant 

difference level was .0026. Thus, Item Q076, that there was no 

difference between the groups in response to this item, was not ac-

cepted; the means were significantly different between the groups. 

This result indicated that the non-returning teachers thought that 

students' actions were a source of irritation and the returning 



tenchers did not have this opinion in regard to students' actions 

(Table XX.XIII). 

The null hypothesis formulated for the variable of student 

teaching experience was stated as follows: 

There will be no significant difference of first 
year home economics teachers' decisions to re­
main or leave the teaching field in relation to 
student teaching experience. 
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The nine factors of the Purdue Student Teacher Opinionaire, consisting 

of 60 items, were analyzed to test the above hypothesis. The null 

hypothesis was accepted. Four of the 60 items were detennined to have 

significant means differences between the two groups. Factors re-

porting significant items were: Factor 4 - "Teaching as a Profession," 

Item 13 and Item 20; Factor 5 - "School Facilities and Services," 

Item 48; and Factor 7 - "Rapport with Students," Item 11. 

The F value .0190, for PS:--TO;, Item 13, "teaching provides so4[!ial 
I 1 • 

status" determined that the two groups did not have equal variance. 

The mean of the 12 non-returning teachers for this item was 1.333. 

The returning teachers, 109 of them, obtained a 2.1192 mean. In 

accordance with unequal variance, the tabulated t' test was calculated. 

The resulting t' value was -4.6433, with an observed significant dif-

ference level of .0001. That there was no difference between group 

means in response to this item was not accepted for the means were 

significantly different between the groups. Results indicated that 

the non-returning teachers were satisfied with their social status in 

the community. The returning teachers were also satisfied with their 

social status, but not to the same extent as the non-returning teach-

ers (Table XXXIV). 



Item 

Item Q076, "students action 
source of irritation" 

Non-returning 

Returning 

TABLE XXXIII 

SUMMARY OF t TESTS RESULTS OF THE TWO GROUPS 
ON JOB SATISFACTION 

Number Mean Standard 
Deviation 

8 2.6250 .9161 

98 3.3877 • 6522 

*Indicates significance at the .OS level 

astudent's t test used 

"t II 
Value 

-3.08lla 

Prob>(T) 

.0026* 

I-' 
N 
~ 



TABLE XXXIV 

SUMMARY OF t TESTS RESULTS OF THE TWO GROUPS 
ON STUDENT TEACHING EXPERIENCE 
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The F value, .0526, for PS-TO Item 20, "teaching provides pres­

tige," determined that the two groups had equal variances. Non­

returning teachers (12) had a mean score of 1. 50. 

Returning teachers (109 of them) had a mean score of 2.0825. 

The student's t va1ue was 2.2116 and the resulting observed signifi­

cant difference level was .0033. That there was no significant dif­

ference between group means in response to this item was not accepted. 

The means were significantly different between the groups. The re­

sults indicated that the non-returning teachers were of the opinion 

that teaching provided prestige. The returning teachers also were of 

the opinion that teaching provided prestige but not to the same extent 

as the non-returning teachers (Table XX.XIV). 

The F value, .0179, for PS-TO Item 48, "adequate audio-visual 

equipment" determined that the ~o groups did not have equal variances. 

Non-returning teachers (12) had a mean sc~re of 1.6666. The mean of 

the returning teachers (109) was 1.4587. The tabulated t' test for 

unequal variances was calculated,. resulting in a t' value of -2.1778. 

The observed significant difference level was .0405, indicating that 

the means were significantly different. Thus, results indicated that 

non-returning teachers did not agree at the same magnitude as return­

ing teachers to the statement that "the school provided adequate audio­

visual equipment" (Table XXXIV). 

The F value, .0032, for PS-TO Item 11, "satisfactory teaching 

assignment," determined that the two groups did not have equal vari­

ances. The mean of the 12 non-returning teachers for this item was 

1,083. The returning teachers group (109) had a mean value of 1.4128. 

The tabulated t' test value for unequal variances was -3.0865, with 



an observed significant difference level of .0045, thus the means 

were significantly different between the groups. Results signified 

that the non-returning teachers agreed to the statement that their 

student teaching assignment was satisfactory. Returning teachers 

were also of the same opinion but to a lesser degree than the non-

returning teachers (Table XXXIV). 

The null hypothesis formulated :fior the variable of "public 

school experience" was stated as follows: 

There will be no significant difference of first year 
home economics teachers' decisions to remain or not 
to remain in the teaching field in relation to selec­
ted public school experience variables. 

The Purdue Teacher Opinionaire Factors 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 
I 

and 10, and the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire Supplement were selected 
I 
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for the objective of evaluating the null hypothesis. The t test pro-

cedure was used to compare mean difference between the group of! teach;... 

ers who remained at'ld those who left the teaching field. Data for the 

student's t, tabulated t', and F value for each item are located in 

Appendix H. 

Results of the t tests revealed eight of the 100 items for this 

variable were determined to have significantly different means for the 

two groups. Factors with significant items on the PTO were: Factor 1, 

"Teacher Rapport with Principal," Item Q005; Factor 3, "Rapport Among 

Teachers," Items Q022 and Q054; Factor 7, "Teacher Status," Item Q013; 

Factor 10, "Connnunity Pressures," Items Q081 and Q091. The PTOS in-

dicated that Factor 12, "Superintendent," Items 8012 and 8013, were 

significant. Thus, the null hypothesis was accepted. 
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The F value of .0474, for the negatively stated PTO Item QOOS, 

"favoritism to teachers shown by principal," determined that the two 

groups did not have equal variances. The mean of the eight non­

returning teachers was 3.6250. The 98 returning teachers' mean re­

sponse to this item was 2.6734. In accordance with unequal variance, 

the tabulated t' test was calculated. The resulting t' value was 

4.4644, with an observed significant difference level of .0007, which 

indicated that the means were significantly different between the 

groups. Results signify that non-returning. teachers did not feel 

that favoritism was being shown by the principal; however, the re­

turning teachers did indicate that favoritism was shown by the princi­

pal (Table XX.XV). 

The F value, .0605, for PTO Item Q022, "te~chers do not take ad­

vantage of each other," determined that the two groups had equal 

variances. The mean of the eight non-returning teachers was 2.3750. 

The 98 returning teachers' mean response to this item was 1.6326. 

The student's t value was 2.7850, and the resulting observed signifi­

cant difference level was .0064. Thus, that there was no difference 

between the groups in response to this item, was not accepted. The 

means were significantly different between the groups. These results 

indicated that the non-returning teachers and returning teachers were 

of similar opinion in regard to teachers not taking advantage of one 

another. However, the returning teachers indicated a higher level of 

agreement to the statement than did the non-returning teachers. 

(Table XX.XV). 

The F value, .0482, for the negatively stated PTO Item Q054, 

"teacher :cliques present," indicated equal variances. The mean for 



Item 

Item Q005, "favoritism to 
teachers shown" 

Non-returning 
Returning 

Item Q022, "no advantage 
taken of other teachers" 

Non-returning 
Returning 

Item Q054, "teacher 
cliques present" 

Non-returning 
Returning 

Item Q013, "desired social 
status met" 

Non-returning 
Returning 

TABLE XXXV 

SUMMARY OF t TESTS RESULTS OF THE TWO GROUPS ON 
SELECTED PUBLIC SCHOOL VARIABLES 

Number Mean Standard "t 11 

Deviation Value 

8 3.6250 . 5175c 
4.4644b 98 2.6734 1. 0819c 

8 2.3750 1.0606 2.7850a 98 1. 6326 .6944 

7 1. 285-1-- .4879 -5.1305a 
98 2.3877 1.0900 

13 1. 3750 .5175 -2.0289a 
98 2.0204 .8849 

Prob>(T) 

.0007d 

.0064d 

.0003d 

.o4sod 

..... 
N 

"° 



TABLE XXXV (Continued) 

Item Number Mean Standard II t" Prob>(T) 
Deviation Value 

Item Q081, "unreasonable per-
sonal standards expected" 

Non-returning 8 3.8750 .3535c 5.3820b .0001* 
Returning 98 3.0408 .9072c 

Item Q091, "freedom to dis-
cuss controversial issues 
in class" 

Non-returning 8 2.8750 1.1259 2.1113a 
..... 

Returning 98 2.1734 .8854 
. 0371" 

Item 812, "ethical procedures 
followed" 

Non-returning 8 1.2500 .4629 -2.6250a .0100* Returning 94 1. 9893 .7328 

Item Sl3, "democratic policy 
followed" 

Non-returning 8 1. 3750 • 5175 -2.1340a .0353* 
Returning 95 2.0631 .8969 

*Indicates significance at the • 05 level 

8 Student's t test used 

bcochran and Cox tabulated t' test used 

cunequal variances 
I-' 
(.,.) 
0 
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the seven non-returning teachers for this item was 1. 2857. The 98 

returning teachers had a mean of 2.3877. The student's t test value 

was -5.1305, and the resulting observed significant difference 

level was .0003. That there was no difference between group means in 

response to this item was not accepted, as the means were significantly 

different between the groups. These results signify that the non­

returning teachers thought that teacher cliques were present and the 

returning teachers thought cliques were present but not to the extent 

as the non-returning teachers (Table XXXV). 

The F value, .1357, for PTO Item Q013, "desired social status 

met," indicated that the two groups had equal variances. The means 

of the eight non-returning teachers was 1.3750. 
1 

Returning teachers, 

98 of them, had a mean score of 2.0204. The student's t value was 

-2.0289, and the resulting observed significant difference lev~l was 

. 0450. That there was no s;tgnificant dif'ference between gr'oup' means 

in response to this item was not accepted, as the means were signifi­

cantly different between the groups. Results indicated that the non­

returning teachers were satisfied with their social status as were 

the returning teachers, but not to the extent of the non-returning 

teachers (Table XXXV). 

The F value, . OlSL1, for PTO Item Q081, "unreasonable personal 

standards expected by the community," determined that equal variances 

for the groups were not equal. This is a negative item. The mean of 

the non-returning teachers was 3.8750. The mean of the returning 

teachers was 3.0408. The tabulated t' test for unequal variances 

was calculated, resulting in a t' value of 5.3820. The observed 
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significant difference level was .0001, indicating that the means 

were significantly different. These results signify that non-returning 

teachers probably disagreed with the personal standards of the commun­

ity being unreasonable. The returning teachers also indicated they 

probably disagreed about unreasonable personal standards set by the 

community (Table XXXV). 

The F value, .2776, for PTO Item Q091, "freedom to discuss con­

troversial issues in class," had different variances. Non-returning 

teachers, eight of them, had a mean score of 2.8750 to this statement. 

The returning teachers (98 of them) had a mean score of 2.1734. The 

student's t value was 2.113, and was significant at the level of .0371. 

That there was no difference betweer groups' me~ns in response to 

this item was not accepted, for the means were significantly different 

between the groups. Results indicated that non-returning teachers 

could discuss controversial issues in class. The returning teach-

ers also indicated that they could discuss controversial issues, but 

to a greater degree than could the non-returning teachers (Table XX.XV). 

The F value, .1436 for PTOS, Item S012, "ethical procedures fol­

lowed by superintendent," resulted in equal variances being accepted. 

The non-returning teachers, eight of them, had a mean score of 1.2500. 

Returning teachers (94) indicated a mean score of 1.9893. The stu­

dent's t value was -2.6250 and the resulting observed significant 

difference level was .0100. That there was no difference between 

groups' means in response to this item was not accepted, for the means 

were significantly different between the groups. The returning teach­

ers agreed that the superintendent did follow ethical procedures but 

that the non-returning teachers' opinions regarding the superintendent's 
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actions were stronger in agreement than were the returning teachers 

(Table XXXV) . 

The F value, .1269, for the PTOS, Item 8013, "democratic policy 

followed," was determined to have equal variances. Non-returning 

teachers, eight of them, had a mean score of 1.3750. Returning 

teachers (95) had a mean score of 2.0631. The student's t value was 

-2.1340, and the resulting observed significant difference level was 

.0353. That there was no difference between groups' meansin response 

to this item was not accepted, for the means were significantly dif-

[erent between the groups. These results signify that the teachers 

probably agreed that the superintendent followed a democratic policy. 

However, the non-returning teachers expressed this opinion to a 
i 

greater positive extent (Table XXXV). 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

Each area of the research study is summarized in this section. 

Areas summarized are the statement of the problem, objectives, hypoth­

eses, survey sample, instrument design, data collection, and statisti­

cal treatment. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem identified in this study was to examine the student 

teaching experience as it related to home economics teachers. Factors 

within the student teaching experience program may support satisfac­

tion or dissatisfaction with the teaching profession. Factors in the 

public school system may also contribute to this attitude toward the 

teaching field. Therefore, this study of first year home economics 

teachers' opinions regarding the student teaching experience.and se­

lected areas within the public school system would serve as a basis 

for educators to understand factors that may influence beginning 

teachers to remain or withdraw from teaching. 

Objectives 

Four objectives were identified for this study. These objectives 
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were to: 

1. Compare the difference in job satisfaction of first 
year home economics teachers who remain in teaching 
their second year with those first year teachers who 
leave the teaching profession. 

2. Determine if specific variables in the student teach­
ing experience influence the decision of first year 
teachers to remain or to leave the teaching field. 

3. Determine if specific variables in the public school 
system influence first year home economics teachers 
to remain or to leave the teaching field. 

4. Make reconunendations for further research studies in 
the area of teacher persistence by home economics 
teachers. 

Hypotheses 

135 

Three null hypotheses were tested in this study. They are stated 

as follows: 

There will .be no significant difference in job sat,i!:1-
faction of home economics teachers completing the 
first year of teachirtg and their decision to remain 
or not to remain in the teaching field. 

There will be no significant difference of first year 
home economics teachers' decisions to remain or to 
leave the teaching field in relation to student teach­
ing experience variables. 

There will be no significant difference of first year 
home economics teachers' decisions to remain or to 
leave the teaching field in relation to selected pub­
lic school variables. 

Survey Sample 

The sample for this study consisted of home economics teachers 

who had completed their first year of teaching home economics during 

the 1977-78 school year in those states comprising Region VI of the 
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American Vocational Association. Those states included Arkansas, Mis­

souri, Louisiana, Oklahoma, and Texas. Areas I, VI, and VII of the 

Texas Education Agency participated for the state of Texas. A listing 

of eligible teachers was obtained by various sources for each state 

because of the organization and structure of Home Economics Education 

within the five states. State Directors of Homemaking Education, 

teacher education institutions, and a list of homemaking teachers pre­

pared utilizing results of a survey conducted by the researcher, were 

methods used for determining the sample for the study. The various 

methods used in obtaining the sample did not always enable the re­

searcher to obtain the necessary addresses of non-returning teachers. 

Thus, the size of the participating non-returning teachers group (12) 

was considerably smaller than the returning teacher group (109). 

Instrument Design 

Four instruments were used in this study. Instruments used with 

established validity and reliability were the Purdue Student-Teacher 

Opinionaire (PS-TO), 60 items; the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire (PTO), 

100 items; and the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire Supplement (PTOS), 20 

items. The opinionaires were purchased and used in their entirety. 

Information as to purchase of the instruments can be found in Appen­

dix E. 

The fourth instrument entitled the Background Information Sheet 

(BIS) was developed by the researcher. The instrument was develope!d 

to study the background of the sample. Eighteen items were selected 

for use in this instrument. One open-ended response question was used 

to elicit the respondents' reasons for deciding to remain or leave the 
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teaching field. During the information sheet development, the re­

searcher sought input from a graduate class of home economics students 

in regard to the establishment of validity and reliability of the 

instrument. 

Data Collection 

The PS-TO and BIS (Packet I) were mailed to 191 vocational home 

economics teachers who were believed to meet the sample criteria of 

the study. However, only 165 of the 191 teachers were eligible to 

participate because of the limitation that the 1977-78 school year 

must be the graduation date for the sample. Incorrect addresses and 

unavilable addresses also limited the sample. Follow-up letters were 

used to obtain a return rate of 73.33 percent for the first mailing, 

Packet I, which consisted of the PS-TO and the BIS. The number of 

respondents to Packet I was 121. Those respondents to Packet I were 

sent the PTO and PTOS (Packet II). The number of returns for the PTO 

and PTOS was 98 teachers. 

Statistical Treatment 

The Statistical Analysis System (SAS) was used for analysis of 

data. The student's t test and the tabulated t' test were used to 

determine mean difference between the group of returning teachers and 

the non-returning teachers, as outlined by the hypotheses. 

Conclusions 

Data analysis indicated that each of the three null hypotheses 

was accepted, even though some items within each hypothesis indicated 
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a significant difference in means for the two groups of teachers. 

The following conclusions were based on the data obtained from the 

first year homemaking teachers through the use of the Purdue Opinion­

aires and a personal data questionnaire. 

The data for this study was collected during January and February 

of 1979. The time of year the opinionaires were mailed could have 

influenced the level of agreement selected by both groups. The non­

returning teachers, by this time, had been out of the classroom 

situation for six to eight months. Thus, their responses may have been 

of a different level of agreement than if these non-returning teachers 

had been asked to reveal their opinions in May or June of the year 

that they decided to leave the teaching field. The returning teachers 

were still involved in the teaching situation and could be viewing 

the school year in a more realistic manner. Also, the returning 

teachers had more than 12 months teaching experience in relation to 

the nine months of the non-returning teachers. 

Since each of the null hypotheses were accepted, the variables of 

the student teaching experience and the teaching experience were de­

termined not to be influential in the decision of home economics 

teachers to remain or not to remain in the teaching field for this 

sampling of teachers and non-returning teachers. Therefore, because 

teachers are leaving the teaching field, there may be other variables 

that are being more influential in their decision. Both groups of 

teachers, non-returning and returning, expressed similar levels of 

agreement to the items of the PS-TO, PTO, and PTOS. The fact that 

these teachers revealed similar agreement further indicated that 
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other variables may be involved. As was stated before, sample size 

must be considered. 

An open-ended response question elicited reasons for leaving 

the teaching field from the non-returning teachers. Non-returning 

teachers indicated "discipline concerns" as a reason for leaving. 

The present research study contained few statements relating to disci-

pline. This study indicated no significant items in regard to disci-

pline by the two groups of participants; yet, three of the 11 non-

returning teachers responding to this question indicated this was a 

reason. Also, public opinion polls indicated that this was a cause 

for concern by the public schools. 

"Career changes" was another area cited by
1
the non-returning 

teachers as being a reason for leaving the teaching field. There were 

very few statements on the opinionaires related to career changes. 
I 

"Time" required for teaching position was anothet sl'.ibject area 

cited by the non-returning teachers as a reason for leaving. Again, 

this area was not included as a factor in the instruments. 

"Family reasons," "frustration-pressure," and "financial" reasons 

were also cited as being perceived causes of first year teacher drop-

outs. These three areas were also not covered in depth as a part of 

the opinionaires. A specific family area cited by the non-returning 

teacher group was to begin raising a family. The non-returning teach-

ers indicated that the parents and students had more rights than the 

teachers. Because this is an era when teachers are constantly being 

challenged, teachers may feel threatened by the students and be afraid 

to exercise an authoritative role. 
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Financial reasons were also cited as a reason for leaving. A 

factor entitled; "Teacher Salary" was included as a factor on the PTO. 

However, none of the five items of this factor were tested to be 

significant. 

Reconnnendations 

The present study indicated some areas of concern of beginning 

home economics teachers and identified items that may be related to 

teachers leaving or remaining in the teaching profession. The follow­

ing suggested studies would provide teacher educator institutions 

with data with which to structure the education programs so fe"7er 

beginning teachers would selec.t to leave the teaching field. 

Related Studies 

The time of year for collecting data for a similar study needs 

to be close to the time of decision making in regard to remaining or 

leaving the teaching field. Thus, opinions of those not returning 

could be more realistic in regard to the teaching situation. 

The t test for determining difference of means between groups 

was used in this study. Dependent upon the focus of the research, 

a different statistical analysis could be used to provide variable 

analysis. 

A study similar to the research conducted in this study could 

be formulated using different variables pertaining to the public 

school, the teachers' demographic variables, or student.teaching ex­

perience variables. Specific areas, such as identified in the open­

ended response questions, could be studied in depth to determine 
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which variables influence the first year teacher to leave the teaching 

field or to remain in the teaching field. 

Teachers not returning to the teaching field and those returning 

indicated that students' actions were a probable source of irritation 

to them. Teachers are always involved in interaction with students 

and a study of undergraduate education programs to determine the 

amount of student contact by the student teacher before the student­

teaching experience would enable educators to examine the teacher 

education programs for this aspect. Educators could then make rec­

onnnendations as to length of program, course content, and class activ­

ities, so that future teachers would have contact with the students 

before the student teaching experiep.ce occurs. 
1 

The present study involved several factors.that could influence 

job satisfaction. Discipline was indicated by the literature to be 

a problem source of teachers. · A srtudy that would .incorporate' the. 

variable of discipline in relation to job satisfaction of teachers 

would provide further insight into teacher persistence in teaching. 

Another area of concern as indicated by this study involves the 

discussion of controversial issues in the public school classroom. 

A study which would investigate the degree of academic freedom allowed 

the public school teachers in relation to job satisfaction would also 

enable educators to discover why teachers elect to leave the teaching 

field. The subject matter areas covered in home economics classes in 

high school may lend themselves to making academic freedom more of an 

issue than other subject matter areas in the high school. 

Studies using several teacher groups could also provide insight 

into teacher turnover. A study using the same instruments (PTO, PS-TO, 
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PTOS) comparing states within the region could be undertaken to deter­

mine if demographic location makes a difference in job satisfaction 

and the teachers' decision to remain in teaching. Also, school size 

could be studied in relation to job satisfaction and persistence in 

teaching. 
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Description of the Factors 

The following is a brief description of the 10 factors included 
in the revised Pu.rdue Teacher Opinionaire (Bentley and Rempel, 1970, 
p. 4). 

Factor 1 - "Teacher Rapport with Principal" deals with the teach­
er's feelings about the principal--his professional competency, his 
interest in teachers and their work, his ability to communicate, and 
his skill in human relations. 

Factor 2 - "Satisfaction with Teaching" pertains to teacher rela­
tionships with students and feelings of satisfaction with teaching. 
According to this factor, the high morale teacher loves to teach, feels 
competent in his job, enjoys his students, and believes in the future 
of teaching as an occupation. 

Factor 3 - "Rapport Among Teachers" focuses on a teacher's rela­
tionships with other teachers. The items here solicit the teacher's 
opinion regarding the cooperation, preparation, ethics, influence, 
interests, and competency of his peers. 

Factor 4 - "Teacher Salary" pertains primarily to the teacher's 
feelings about salaries and salary policies. Are salaries based on 
teacher competency? Do they compare favorably with salaries in other 
school systems? Are. salary policies administered fairly and justly, 
and do teachers part,icipate in the development of these policies? 

Factor 5 - "Teacher Load" deals with such matters as record­
keeping, clerical work, "red tape," community demands on teacher time, 
extra-curricular load, and keeping up to date professionally. 

Factor 6 - "Curriculum Issues" solicits teacher reactions to the 
adequacy of the school program in meeting student needs, in providing 
for individual differences, and in preparing students for effective 
citizenship. 

Factor 7 - "Teacher Status" samples feelings about the prestige, 
security, and benefits afforded by teaching. Several of the items 
refer to the extent to which the teacher feels he is an accepted.mem­
ber of the community. 

Factor 8 - "Corrnnunity Support of Education" deals with the extent 
to which the community understands and is willing to support a sourid 
educational program. 

Factor 9 - "School Facilities and Services" has to do with the 
adequacy of facilities, supplies.and equipment, and the efficiency of 
the procedures for obtaining materials and services. 

Factor 10 - "Community Pressures" gives special attention to com­
munity expectations with respect to the teacher's personal standards, 
his participation in outside-school activities, and his freedom to 
discuss controversial issues in the classroom. 
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The following is a brief description of the nine factors included 
in the Purdue Student-Teacher Opinionaire (Bentley and Price, 1972, 
p. 5). 

Factor 1 - "Student Teacher Rapport with the Supervising Teacher" 
deals with the student teacher's feelings about his supervising teacher: 
his competency as a teacher, his willingness and ability to work with 
student teachers, and his evaluation of the student teacher's work. 

Factor 2 - "Student Teacher Rapport with the Principal" deals with 
the student teacher's feelings about the principal; his professional 
competency, his interest in student teachers and their work, his abil­
ity to communicate, and his skill in human relations. 

Factor 3 - "Student Teacher Rapport with the University Super­
visor" focuses on his working relationships with student teachers, 
adequacy of time spent with and in the student teaching school, and 
his evaluation of the student teacher's work. 

Factor 4 - "Teaching as a Profession" pertains to the student 
teacher's evaluation of teaching in tenns of personal desires and con­
tributions, satisfaction with iteaching, and rewards and demands of 
the teaching profession. 

Factor 5 - "School Facilities and Servic,es" pertains to the ade­
quacy of facilities, supplies and equipment, and the efficiency of 
the procedures for obtaining materials and services. 

Factor 6 ·- "Professional Preparation" has to do with subject mat­
ter courses, lesson planning, training for extra-curricular activities, 
and adequacy of education courses. 

Factor 7 - "Student Teacher Rapport with the Students" samples 
feelings about treatment received from students, reaction to student 
behavior, acceptance by students, and degree of satisfaction from 
contacts with students. 

Factor 8 - "Student-Teacher Rapport with other Teachers" focuses 
on student-teacher relationships with other teachers on the school 
faculty. The items pertain to student-teacher opinion regarding pro­
fessional ethics, cooperativeness, helpfulness, and congeniality of 
teachers in the student teaching school. 

Factor 9 - "Student Teacher Load" pertains to such matters as time 
demands, restriction on non-professional activities, record keeping 
and clerical work, and their load as compared with other teachers. 
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.urn rn rn DKIAllDMA STATE DEPARIMENT OF VOCATIONAL AND TECHNICAL EDUCATION 
Home Economics Edu1.. .. tion 4024 North Lincoln Blvd. Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73105 405-521-2321 

November 15, 1978 

Miss Rachel Anderson 
% Miss Ann Gorm~n 
Home Economics Department 
Home Economics West 
Oklahoma State University 
Stillwater, OK 74074 

Dear Rachel: 

The enclosed letter has been mailed to the following: 

Mrs. Phyllis Herriage, Director 
Home Economics Education 
Dept. of Elementary & Secondary Educ. 
P.O. Box 480 
Jefferson City, MO 65101 

Ms. Elizabeth Smith, State Supervisor 
Homel!IAking Educajtton 
Texas Educ• Agency . 
201 '.East 11th St., Room 430 · 
Austin, TX 78701 

Ms. Frances Rudd, State Super 
fiome Economics Educ. 
Dept. of Educ. 
Arch Ford Educ. Bldg., 305 W 
Little Rock, AR 72201 

Dr. Virginia C~ossno, 
Home Econbmic" Sect;ion . 
State Dep~. ~f Educ. ' : 
P.O. Box 44064 · 
Baton Rouge, LA 70804 

I have not included New Mexico as they do not have a State Supervisor and 
only one person left on their staff at this time. 

Sincerely, 

~dtlt/(}~an'./ 
1edra 'JX::~~- ~?rf 
State Supervisor 
Home Economics Education 

NJ:mm 
Encl. 

SEE OKLAHOMA FIRST 
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hn11ber 7 •. 1978 

Mrs. Phyllis Herriage, Director 
Home Economics Education 
Department of Elementary and 

Secondary Education 
P.O. Box 480 
Jefferson City. MO 65101 

Dear Phyllis 

. We would very much appreciate your ltelp in a study which we hope will be 
.i beneficial to all of us. 

We have a doctoral candidate, in Home Economics Education, at the Oklahoma 
State University. who is conducting a atudy that may give u• aome insights 
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into the problem of teacher turnover. She is looking for factors in the teacher 
preparation progralll8 and the first year of teaching home economics environment 
that influence theee beginning teacher'!Jfo rnain in teaching or withdraw ft:om 
the teaching profession. 

Rachel Anderson is the graduate •tudent. She i• 
high school teaching experiences were in Texas. 
experiences in both Texas and Oklahoma. 

I 

a native of Texas. and her 
She ha• University teaching 

Rachel needs our help to do this study. She needs the name• and addresses 
, of all the Vocational Home Economics 'teachers who started 'their first year 

of teaching in Home Economics in the 1977-78 school year. She then needs to 
know how many continued to teach Home Economics in.1978-79 (names and addresses) 

• and thos.e who did ~ot .continue 'to teach <(names arid addresli:e•). Would you be · 
willing to help her? ' · 

Rachel would aleo like for you to co-eign the letter which she will mail to 
all these teachers and former teachers in your State. She will mail the 
lefter to you for your signature upon receipt of your approval card. 

Rachel has said that she will mail us a summary of her findings and recom­
mendations. I hope you will be abl.e to aaaiat her. Please return the en­
closed self addressed postal card indicating your response to thie request. 

Sincerely, 

Nedra Johnaon 
State Supervisor 
Home Economics Education 

NJ:mm 
Encl. 



OKLAHOf,,'lA STATE UNIVEt?!HtY • STILL\"JATIHl 

Dcporlmonl of Home Ec.onomlu Educ.olion 
372·6211, ht. ~16 

November 21, 1978 

Hrs. Phyllis Herriage, Director 
Home Economics Education 
P. 0. Box 480 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Mrs. Herriage: 

7"07" 

Thank you for responding to Hs. Nedra Johnson's request to participate in 
the Teacher Turnover Study that I am conducting while a student at the 
Oklahoma State University. 
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As Ms. Johnson stated in her letter to you on November 7, I need some In­
formation concerning vocational home economics teachers In Missouri. The 
postal card that you returned to me stated that the list would not be com­
plete, however, any Information that you can supply would be greatly 
appreciated. I need for you· to send me the fol lQW;lng: 1) the. names of 
beginning vocational home economics !teachers In Mt~i;outl; in the' )977 ... 78 
school year, and 2) the names and addresses of those begJnnlng teachers who 
continued to teach In the 1978-79 school year, and 3) the names and addresses 
of those beginning teachers who did not continue to teach in the 1978-79 
school year. 

I have enclosed a copy of the letter which wtll be mailed to the participants 
In the study. Would you please co-sign the letter with my signature. I 
have encloscd•a stamped self-addressed envelope for returning the letter. 

Thank you for agreeing to participate in my study. I am looking forward to 
receiving your list of teachers. 

'}::U'~ 
Rachel Anderson, Graduate Student 
Home Economics Education 

Enclosures 
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OKLAHOMA ITATE UNIYIRSITY • STILLWATER 
Department of Home. Economics Education 
J72·621 I, bl. ~80 

7407' . 

Dear Vocational Home Economics Teacher: 

I need your help! As a doctoral candidate In Home Economics Education at 
Oklahoma State University, I am conducting a research study involving 
graduates In the May-July classes of 1977 with majors In vocational home 
economics education, who taught home economics In the public schools of 
Missouri during the 1977-78 school year. The objective of the study Is to 
discover what factors Influence beginning teachers to remain Jn teaching or 
to leave the teaching profession. 

The questionnaire ls in two parts. Part I, which Is e,nclosed with this 
letter, consi·sts of a Background Information sheet and the Purdue Student 
Teacher Oplnlonalre, Part II, which Is to be malled approximately one month 
from now, consists of the Purdue Teacher Oplnlonalre. ' 

Will you help me by completing the enclosed questionnaires and returning 
them In the stamped, self-addressed. envelbpe by March 7~r 1979. .. . . 
The coding of each questionnaire Is used for data analysis on th~ computer! 
and for follow-up purposes to be carried out by the researcher. The 
questionnaires and all information provided by the participants In the study 
will be held In strictest confidence. 

Your participation In the study Is greatly appreciated. Thank you for your 
time and consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 

fufµl~ 
Rachel Anderson 
Graduate Student 
Home Economics Education 

~.~~ 
Home Economics Education 
State of Missouri 

Enclosures 

-~m.~ 
~ Anna H. Gorman, Thesis Adviser 

Home Economics Education 
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INSTRUCTIONS 

I appreciate your willingness in taking the time to complete 
the two questionnaires in this packet. The estimated time for completing· 
the questionnaires is 30 minµtes. As a former vocational homemaking teacher, 
I realize that your time is precious; but I hope that you will take a few 
minutes now to complete the questionnaires. 

The directions for the Background Information sheet are given on 
the questionnaire. Do not ,omit any items. 

The directions for completing the Purdue Student Teacher Opinionaire 
are given on the instrument. However, there is no need to complete the 
blanks of the opinionaire. Complete only items 1-60. Do not omit any 
items. I 

As stated in the cover letter, Part II of the research study will 
be mailed to you upon my receipt of this packet. When finished with these 
two questionnaires, place them in the enclosed self-addressed stamped 
envelope and return:to uie by ·February 15, 1979. 

Thanks, 

Rachel Anderson 
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----·-"~.· · .. --O_K_L_A_H_O_M_A_•_T_A_T_l_U_N_l_Y_l.._R_a_l_T_Y_•_S_T_l_LL_W_A_T_l_.R __ _ fir Department of Home Ec;o.N»mic.s. Education 7.C07.C 
1405) 31WIW;CO~X bllf•SOlfb 

Dear Vocational Home Economics Teacher: 

A few weeks ago a questionnaire that pertained to your experience 
as a vocational home economics teacher In the public school system 
was malled to you with a self-addressed, stamped envelope for your 
return. As a former vocational homemaking teacher, I realize how 
busy you are, but your return would be very helpful to me. Enclosed 
Is a copy of the questionnaire as well as a stamped, self-addressed 
envelope for. return. My plans for analyzing the da~a collected were 
to be completed In March and your coopell'atlon In helping me meet this 
deadl lne wl 11 be appreciated. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter~ Please disregard this 
letter If you have returned the q!llestlonnal re. 

Rache I Anders on 
Graduate Student 
Home Economics Education 



OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY• STILLWATER 
Department of Home Economics Education 
("°5):lllUIC!lt2'lEOtlCllK 624-5046 

Dear Vocational Home Economics Teacher: 

74074 

Thanks for completing Packet I of my research study. I hope you are 
ready for Packet II! The estimated time. for completing the questionnaire 
is 25 to 30 minutes. 

160 

The directions for the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire are explained on the 
instrument. Again, do ~ complete any of the personal information asked. 
You need only complete items 1-100. 

The Purdue Teacher Opinionaire Supplement should be answered in the 
same manner as the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire. Indicate your opinion 
by circling one of the responses given. Disregard 1 the instructions 
given on the first page of the Supplement. no .!l2..t write your name on 
the instrument as all responses will remain anonymous. Do not omit 
any items. 

:After both instruments have bee~ completed, place them in the stamJed, 
:aelf-addresSed 1env'elope whiCh i~ enclos~d and : ret~rn them to me 
within ... 10 days. · 

Your cooperation in this project is much appreciated. 

I hope that the remainder of your school year is a pleasant one. 

Sincerely, 

~ukb~ 
Rachel Anderson, Graduate Student 
Home Economics Education 



OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVIRSITY • STILLWATER 
Department of Home Economics Education 
<.co5l x~x~~~~ 624-5046 

Dear Vocational Home Economics Teacher: 

A few weeks ago Packett II of my research study was malled to you 
with a self-addressed, stamped envelope for your return. As a former 
vocational homemaking teacher, I realize that. you are busy. Please 
take a few minutes now and complete the Purdue Teacher Oplnlonalre 

74074 

and the Supplement that I have enclosed. Your return Is very Important 
for my study. My plans for analyzing the data collected were to ''e 
completed In March and your cooperation In helping me meet this 
deadline will be appreciated. · 

Thank you for your attention to thl~ matter. Please dl~regard this 
letter if you have returned the questionnaire. 

·~~ 
Rachel Anderson · 
Graduate Student 
Home Economics Education 
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ARTHUR L. MALLORY 
ColnlldNwA_, 

State of Missouri 
DEPARTMENT OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION 

P.O.BOX4111 
.JEFFERSON CITY, MISSOURI 85102 

December 12, 1978 

Ms. Rachel Anderson, Graduate Student 
Home Economics Education 
Oklahoma State University 
Stillwater, OK 74074 

Dear Ms. Anderson: 

In order to assist with your Teacher Turno~er Study, I have 
asked our seven vocational teacher educatidn institutions to 
respond to your request for a list of new teachers. Each 
institution would have complete information and follow-up on 
their graduates. Our state office files would not provide a 
complete listing, which I am sure you need. 

The letter with my signature is enclos~d and you should be 
receiving our lists soon. 

I wish you luck in your research and will be anxious to have 
the results. 

Sincerely, 

~:::Dzr 
Home Economics Education 

llD1I 

Enclosure 
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SOUTHWEST MISSOURI STATE UNIVERSITY SPRINGFIELD. MISSOURI 65802 

February 13, 1979 

Rachel Anderson, Graduate Student 
Department of Home Economics Education 
Oklahoma State University 
Stillwater, Oklahoma 74074 

Dear Ms. Anderson: 
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( 4 1 7) 

Dr Joyce Waldron, teacher educator here in our department at Southwest Missouri 
State University has compiled a list of teachers who taught their first year 
in 1977-1978. We do not have the follow-up information which you request but 
hope this original list will help you secure the additional information which 
you desire, 

Best wishes in the pursuit of your graduate program. 

Sincerely, 

r'1""r x:r1i£1f,,,., 
Jacquelyn Ledbetter, Head 
Department of Home Economics 

JL/jb 



Department of Home Economics 

C> 

Ms. Rachel Anderson, Graduate Student 
Home Economics Education 
Oklahoma State University 
Stillwater, Oklahoma 74074 

Dear Ms. Anderson: 
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December 18, 1978 

I recently received a letter from Ms. Phyllis Herriage, Director Home. 
Economics Education in Missouri, requesting that I send you the names 
of first year teachers from Northwest Missouri State University who. did 
not retuni to teaching this year. The information indicated that these 
were to be first year teachers in Missouri. We only placed two graduates 
in teaching in Missouri in 1977-78. Others were placed in Nebraska, 
Illinois, Wyoming, Iowa and Texas. 

Mrs. Sandra Pippert Gerlt taught as a first year teacher at Ludlow, 
Missouri las.t year. She did not return to teaching this fall. Her 
current address i~ Mrs. Sandra Pippert Gerlt, RR #1, Red Oak, Iowa. 

Ms. Renee Vol tmer was placed in a Mi~dle SchooJ irt St. Joseph, Missouri. 
She returned to teach at the same school this fall. Her address is 
Ms. Renee Voltmer, 3436 Messanie, St. Joseph, Missouri 64501. 

l hope this infonnation is adequate to facilitate your research, if not 
please .contact me. 

Sincerely, 

~~.~n 
FS/kt 

NORTHWEST MISSOURI STATE UNIVERSITY, MARYVILLE, MISSOURI 64468 



_@_ 
SOUTHE:AST MISSOURI ST AT~ UNIVE:RSITY 

CAP&: GIRARD£AU. MISSOURI 63701 

Ms. Rachel Anderson 

CAP& GllARDIAU (31•) ~34-1211 
IN ST. LOUIS Ul•Olf5 

January 25, 1979 

Department of Home Economics Education 
Oklahoma State Uni.versity 
Stillwater, OK 74074 

Dear Ms. Anderson: 

I explained by telephone to you the cause for my delay in sending the 
list from Southeast Missouri State University you req1uested. I am 
sorry that was the situation. 

The addresses are the latest available from our Placement Office · 
combined with our ~ersonal knowledge. I suggest you ask that the question­
naire be forwarded since some of the addresses are parents addresses 
1 am sure. ! 

Many of the graduateg of 1976-77 did not go into teaching in 1977-78 
since the job marketlwas tight. I have indicated the first year teachers 
in the listing who have remained in teaching; others may· be just beginning 
this year due to the "availability of positions. 

Good luck on your research. 

Mrs. Grace Hoover; Chairperson 
Home Economics Department 

GH:sb 
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BGJ B ~ CENTRAL MISSOIJlll STATE UMVERSITY ................. MISSOURI ..... 

Rachel Anderson 
Graduate Student 
Home Economics Education 
Oklahoma State University 
Stillwater, Oklahoma 74074 

Dear Ms. Andersons 

January 4, 1979 

The Home Economics Department at Central Missouri State University has received 
your request for a report on Vocatiortal Hoine Economics teacher in Missouri who be­
gan teaching in 1977-78'and whether they continued in 197~79 for a Teacher Turnover 
Study you were conducting. You will find enclosed a list of Vocational Home Econo­
mics students who completed requirements for certification at the institution in May 
or August, 19771 and began teaching 1977-78. The list also indicates those w.ijo con-
tinued to teach 1977-78. ' , · , '. 

Your research is of interest to those who teach, advise and supervise Vocational 
Home Economics students. A copy of your research restilts is requested if possible. 
Best wishes as you continue your study. 

Enclosure 
cc: R. Youmans 

w. Beard 

Sincerely yours, 

Yt-~dtv ~-V 
Wanda Beard, Instructor 
Home Economics Education 
Central Missouri State University 
252 Grinstead Building 
Warrensburg, Missouri 64093 
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4... •KLA:i®!'.lA !37~T~ c:uvtHlSl7Y • S"i'U.:.:.;::~T~:? 
-----· '(-~ ---0-l'p_a_r-tm_e_n_t_o_f -H-om_e_E-co_n_o_m_ic_s_E_d-uc_a_li .... o_n _____________ 7_•_07-,-. ---

312.0211. ht. •S6 

November 21, 1978 

Hrs. Phyllfs Herriage, Director 
Home Economics Education 
P. 0. Box 480 · 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

Dear Mrs. Herriage: 

Thank you for responding to Ms. Nedra Johnson's request to participate In 
the Teacher Turnover Study that I am conducting while a student at the 
Oklahoma State University. 

As Ms. Johnson stated In her letter to you on November 7, I need sane in­
formation concerning vocational home economics teachers In Missouri. The 
postal card that you returned to me stated that the list would not be com­
plete, however, any information that you can supply would be greatly 
appreciated. I need for you to send me the following:. 1),the names of 
begln_n_lng-Y.QCa_t_lona_I_ ~~~I cs te.!f_ber_<Ll•LM.f.~~gu_t_! __ in _tf:te · l.9.77."'.'.78 . 
schQQ 1 year, and 2) tlie names and addresses of those beg Inn Ing teaehe rs who 
contlnued--to.teilch In the 1978.:.79 school year, and 3) .the names and. addresses 
~·those- begfo-nl ;,9·. teachers" 'who ,ff d not cont I nue to t~Llbe . .J..SZll:.7.!i_ 
school year. · 

I have enclosed a copy of the letter which will be malled to the participants 
In the study. Would you please co-sign the letter with my signature. I 
have enclosed a stamped self-addressed envelope for returning the letter. 

Thank you for agreeing to participate In my study. I am looking forward to 
receiving your list of teachers. 

5t:J:i~ 
Rachel Anderson, Graduate Student 
Home Economics Education 

Enclosures 
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OKLAHOMA STATI UIHVIRllTY • STILLWATER 
Department of Harne Econpmics Education 
Dl6J:IK~KXM1t 624-504fl 

Dear Vocational Home Economics Teacher: 

7407.C 

I need your help! As a doctoral candidate in Home Economics Education at 
Oklahoma State University, I am conducting a research study involving 
graduates in the May-July c.lasses of 1977 with majors in vocational home 
economics education, who taught home economics in the public schools of 
Oklahoma during the 1977-78 school year. The objective of the study is to 
discover what factors influence beginning teachers to remain in teaching 
or to leave the teaching profession. 

The questionnaire is in two parts. Part I, which is enclosed with this 
letter, consists of a Background Information sheet and the Purdue Student 
Teacher Opinionaire. Part II, which is to be mailed approximately one month 
from now, consists of the Purdue Teacper Opinionair~. 

Will you help me by completing the.enclosed questionnaires and returning 
them in the stamped, self-addre.ssed envelope by February 15, 1979. 
The coding of each questionnaire is used for data analysis on the computer 
and for follow-up purposes to be carried out by the researcher. The 
questionnaires and all linformatior~ ·provided by the participants in the 
study will be held in strictest conUdence. 

Your participation in the study is greatly appreciated. Thank you for 
your time and consideration. 

"t::Ur~ 
Rachel Anderson 
Graduate Student 
Home Economics Education 

~ Ms. NedraJohn6on-=::::, 
State Supervisor 
Home Economics Education 
State of Oklahoma 

Enclosures 

Anna M. Gorman 
Thesis Adviser 
Home Economics Education 
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OKLAHOMA STATI UlllYIRSITY • STILLWATER 
Deportment of Home Ec;.on.ornics Education 
J:.IV")tlQOQQJ bZ4-:>04b 

Dear Vocational Home Economics Teacher: 

7407-4 

I need your help! As a doctoral candidate in Home Economics Education at 
Oklahoma State University, I am conducting a research study involving 
graduates in the May-July classes of 1977 with majors in vocational home 
economics education, who taught home economics in the public schools of 
Arkansas during the 1977-78 school year. The objective of the study is to 
discover what factors influence beginning teachers to remain in teaching 
or to leave the teaching profession. 

The questionnaire is in two parts. Part I, which is enclosed with this 
letter, consists of a Background Information sheet and the Purdue Student 
Teacher Opinionaire, Part II, which is,to be mailed approximately one month 
from now, consists of the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire. 

Will you help me by completing the enclosed questionnaires and returning 
them in the stamped, self-addressed envelope by February 15, 1979, 
The coding of each questioqnaire 1 is; used for data, analysis on the computer 
and for follow-up purposes :to be carried out by the researcher. '],'he 
questionnaires and all information :provicfed by the participants in the 
study will be held in strictest confidence. 

Your participation in the study is greatly appreciated. Thank you for your 
time and consideration. 

~::;;z~ 
Rachel Anderson 
Graduate Student 
Home Economi.cs Education 

1 /f.._,.._.,_._~J f)(!:~ 
Ms. Frances Rudd, State Supervisor 
Home Economics Education 
Department of Education 
State of Arkansas 

Enclosure 

;Uuw?JJ.·~ 
Anna M. Gorman 
Thesis Adviser 
Home Economics Education 



orCLAUOr.1A STATE urJIVl'H?ZITY • OTILLt"JATC:R 

Deportment of Home Economics Education 
XKXIOiJYQXK~Mt 624-5046 

January 15, 1979 

Mrs. Frances Rudd, State Supervisor 
Home Economics Education 
Department of Education 
Arch Ford Education Build i.ng, 305W 
Little Rock, AR 72201 

Dear Mrs. Rudd: 

Thank you for responding to Ms. Nedra Johnson's request 
to part:lc:lpate in the research study that I am conducting 
while a student at Oklahoma State U,niversity; I received 
your list of the teachers ne~ded for my research and appreci­
ated the promptness of your reply. 

I have enclosed a copy of the letter which will be mailed 
to the participants in the study. Would you please co-sign the 
letter with my sfgnature? I have eI]closed a stamped, self­
addressed envelope for returning the letter. 

Enclosures 

Sincerely, 

Rachel Anderson, Graduate Student 
Home Economics Education 

7.C07.C 
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Deportme.nt of Homo Economics Education 
372·621 I, EAi. ~$6 · 

November 21, 1978 

Hrs. Frances Rudd, State Supervisor 
Home Economics Education 
Department of Education 
Arch Ford Education Building, 305W 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201 

Dear Hrs. Rudd: 

Thank you for responding to Ms. Nedra Johnson's request to participate 

7407.C 

In the Teacher Turnover Study that I am conducting while a student at the 
Oklahoma State University. 

As Ms. Johnson stated In her letter to you on November 7, I need some 
Information concerning Vocational Home Economics teachers in Arkansas. I 
need for you to send me the fol lowing: l) the names of beginning vocational 
home economics teachers in Arkansas in the 1977-78 school year, and 2) the 
names and addresses of those beginning teachers who continued to teach in 
the 1978-79 school year and 3) the names and addresses of those beginning 
teachers who did _not continue to te·ach In the 1978-79 school year. 

I have enclosed a copy of .the letter which wll i" be malled to the participants 
In the study. Would you please co-sign the letter with my signature? I 
have enclosed a stamped self-addressed envelope for returnl.ng the letter. 

Thank you for agreeing to participate in my study. I am looki.ng forward 
to receiving your list of teachers. 

Sincerely -yours, 

~ tA L{, tI:L r,{(/C4~trrU 
Rachel Anderson, Graduate Student 
Home Economics Education 

Enclosure 
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• J.KELLY NIX 

January 3, 1979 

Ms. Rachel Anderson 
135 HEW 
Oklahoma State University 
Stillwater, OK 74074 

Dear Ms. Anderson 

STATE OF LOUISIANA 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

I 
We do not have the staff to determine which teachers are first year teachers, 
but we are sending a copy of the teachers list for 1977·78 and 1978-79. You 
may compare and identify those teachers who are teaching for the first time 
and contact them individually to participate in your research. 

Sincerely, 

VC:dlg 
Encls. 

Crossno, 
of Home Economics 

CC: Miss Nedra Johnson 
State Supervisor 
Home Economics Education 
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Ol!LAUOf.'lA STATE U[JIVt;r!!;;liV • SilLL\."JATEfil 

Dcparlmcnl of Home Economics Education 
:lfXO<XXIXKXMC 624-5046 

Dr. Virginia Crossno 
Director of Home Economics 
Department of Education 
P. 0. Box l14064 
Baton Rouge, LA 70804 

Dear Dr. Crossno: 

January 15, 1979 

1'hank you for responding to Ms. Nedra Johnson's 
request to participate in the Teacher Turnover Study that I am 
conducting while a student at the Oklahoma State Unl:iversity. 
I received your list of teachers in Louisiana and am currently 
working on determ:l.ning my sample. 

I have enclosC'd a copy of the letter which will be 
mailed to the participants in the study. Would you please 
co-sign the letter with my signature? I have enclosed a 
stamped self-addressed envelope for returning the letter. 

Thank you for agreeing to participate in my study. 

Enclosures 

Sincerely yours, 

Rachel Anderson, Graduate Student 
Home Economics Education 

7.C07.C 

173 



OKLAHOMA STATI UNIYl.SITY • STILLWATER 
Depar!ment of Home Economics Education 
J?ll~lNX~K 624-5046 

Dear Vocational Home Economics Teacher: 

I need your help! As a doctoral candidate in Home Economics Education at 
Oklahoma State University, I am conducting a research study involving 
graduates in the May-July classes of 1977 with majors in vocational home 
economics education, who taught home economics in the public schools of 
Louis:f.ana during the 1977-78 school year. The objective of the study is 
to discover what factors influence beginning teachers to remain in teaching 
or to leave the teaching profession •. 

The questionnaire is in two parts. Part I, which is enclosed with this 
letter, consists of a Background Information sheet and the Purdue Student 
Teacher Opi.nionaire. Part II, which is to be mailed approximately one 
month from now, consi.sts of the Purdue Teacher Opiniortaire. 

Will you help me by completing the enclosed questionnaires and returning 
them in the stamped, self-addressed envelope by Februarv. JS, 1979. . 
The coding of each questionnaire is used for data analysis on tbe computer 
and for follow-up purposes to be carried out by the researcher. The 
questionnaires and all information provided by the participants in the 
study will be held in strictest confidence. 

Your participation :f.n the study is greatly appreciated. Thank you for 
your time and cousideration. 

Sincerely yours, 

t~~~ 
Rachel Anderson 
Graduate Student 

E 

rg:f.nia Crossno 
Director of Home Economics 
Department of Education 
State of Louisiana 

Enclosures 

/F . (l, . 
. ~/ JJ1. ~-/ft,/ 

1 Anna M. Gorman 
Thesis Adviser 
Home Economics Education 
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OKLAHOMA STATI UNIVERSITY • STILLWATER 
Deportment of Home Economics Education 
~~JOJtxlliXlllGlK 624-5046 

January 16, 1979 

Dear Vocational Home Economics Teacher: 

I need your help as a doctoral candidate in 
Home Economics Education at Oklahoma State University. 
I am conducting a research study involving beginning 
teachers in vocational home economics. The objective 
of the study is to discover what factors influence 
beginning teachers to remain in teaching or to leave 
the teaching field. 

A part of the sample for my study is to be 1com­
posed of beg:i.nning teachers in the state of Louisiana. 
The Director of Home Economics, Dr. Virginia Crossno, 
informed me that there was not a·comprehensive list 
of beginning teachers in Louisiana. Therefore, I 
need your help in compiling such a list. 

Will you help me by ·completing the enclosed 
postal card and returning it to me by February 1, 1979. 
Please check the description which best identifies 
your present position in vocational home economics. 

Your cooperati.on is greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

£~~ 
Rachel Anderson 
Graduate Student 

Anna M. Gorman 
Thesis Advisor 

Home Economics Education Home Economics Education 

Enclosure 

7407"' 
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Please check <J> the definition of your present' position: 

Beginning teacher: a teacher who has completed the basic 
~-requirements for vocational certification and is concurrent­

ly completing the first year of teaching vocational home ec. 

First Year Teacher: a teacher who has completed the basic 
--requirements for vocational certification and has concur­

t'ently completed one year of teaching voe. home economics 

Experienced Teacher: a teacher who has completed the basic 
--requirements for vocational certification and has completed 

two or more years .-,f teaching home economics or is return­
ing to teaching after a delayed absence. 

Am not currently employed as a vocational homemaking teacher 

Name Address. 
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Texas Education Agency 

November 28, 1978 

Ms. Rachel Anderson 
135 Hew 
Oklahoma State University 
Stillwater, Oklahoma 94074 

Dear Rachel: 

•STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 

•STATE COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION 

•STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

177 

201 East Eleventh Street 
Austin, Texas 

78701 

!'ecently I had a lP.tter from Pedra Johnson asking us to assist you with a study on 
influences causing beginning Home Economics teachers to stay in teaching or with­
draw from teaching. 

Three area consultants for Homemaking Education have agreed to help you with your 
study. They are: 

Mrs. Ima Dora Haile 
Area Consultant, Homemaking Education 
Texas Education Agency 
Suite 10 
705 West Sixth Street 
Plainview, Texas 79072 

Mrs. Norma Shipman 
Area Consultant, i:omemaking Education 
Texas Education Agency 
P. o. Box 7 
Sulphur Springs, Texas 75482 

?Irs. Phoebe Denney 
Area Consultant, Homemaking Education 
Texas Education Agency 
201 East 11th Street 
Austin, Texas 78701 

Will you please communicate with these consultants about your proposed study and the 
information you need from them. I am enclosing a map of Texas which shows the areas 
they serve. 

I will be glad to cosign a letter to the teachers if you want me to do so, or you 
might like for the area consultants to cosign with you since they have closer contact 
with their teachers than I do. 

Best wishes for a successful study. 

Sincerely, 

/fl~ 0ct J, /1,. -<5~u ,7;(_ / 
Hrs. E.:dzabeth F, Smith 
Director, Homemaking Education 

EFS:gb 
Enclosure 
cc: Hs. Nedra Johnson 

Mrs. Ima Dora Haile 
1-lrs. Uonna Shipman 
Hrs. Phoebe Denney 



178 

or.tlLAl!lftA,A STATE UNIVEClSITY • OTILB.t'l'J-'\Tl'Ul 

Deportment of Home Economic:s Education 
~~¥~~~ 624-5046 

De.cember 4, 1978 

Mrs. Elizabeth F. Smith, Director 
Homemaking Education 
Texas Education Agency 
201 East Eleventh Street 
Austin, TX 78701 

Dear Mrs. Smith: 

Thank you for responding to Ms. Nedra Johnson's request 
to participate in the.Teacher Turnover Study that I am con~ 
ducting while a student at the Oklahoma State University. 

In your letter of November .i8, you indicated that you 
would be willing to co-sign a letter to the participants in 
the study. l am presently ,corresponding with the Area · 
Consultants regarding their signature on the letter. As 
soon as this process is completed, I will be in further con­
tact with you. 

Thank you for agreeing to participate in the study. 

Sincerely, 

fttdl~ 
Rachel Anderson 
Graduate Student 

7407.( 



0l{LAHCl .. 1A STAil'B 1n~nv11asaTY • sval.Lt"IAT~la 
Deportment of Home Etonomic;s Edutalion 
ln~Xlll.XKXX!X~ 624-5046 

December 4, 1978 

Mrs. Phoebe Denney 
Area Consultant, Homemaking Education 
Texas Education Agency 
201 East 11th Street 
Austin, TX 78701 

Dear Mrs. Denney: 

Thank you for responding to Mrs. Elizabeth Smith's request to 
partic:l.pate in the Teacher Turnover Study that I am tonducting while 
a student at the Oklahoma State University. 

The purpose of my stut;ly is to give insight into the problem of 
teacher turnover. I am looking for factors in the teadher preparation 
programs and the first year of teaching home economics that influence 
these beginning teachers to remain in teaching or withdraw from the teaching 
profession.-

I need some information concerning Vocational Home Economics 
teachers in Area VII. I need for you to send me the following: 1) the 
names of begi.nning vocational home economics teachers in Area VII in the 
1977-78 school year; and 2) the names and addresses of those beginning 
teachers who continued to teach in the 1978-79 school year and 3) the 
names and addresses of those beginning teachers who did not continue to 
teach in the 1978-79 school year. -- --

I have enclosed a copy 
participants in the study. 
signature? I have enclosed 
returning the letter. 

of the letter which will be mailed to the 
Would you please co-sign the letter with my. 
a stamped, self-addressed envelope for 

Thank you for agreeing to participate in my study. I am looking 
forward to receiving your list of teachers. 

Enclosure 

Rachel Anderson, Graduate Student 
Home Economics Education 
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-
OKLAHOMA STATI UNIYIRSITY • STILLWATER 
Department of Home Economics· Education . 
.l1.lflmQtlt«XIR 624-5046 

Dear Vocational Home Economics Teacher: 

74'07.ol 

I need your help! As a doctoral candidate in Home Economics Education.at 
Oklahoma State University, l am conducting a research study involving 
graduates in the May-July classes of 1977 with majors in vocational home 
economics education, who taught home economics in the public schools of 
Texas during the 1977-78 school year. The objective of the study is. to 
discover what factors influence beginning teachers to remain in teaching 

·or to leave the teaching profession. 

The questionnaire is in two parts. Part I, which is enclosed with this. 
letter, consists of a Background Information sheet and the Purdue Student 
Teacher Opinionaire. Part 11, which is to be mailed approximately one 
month from now, consists of the Purdue Teacher Opinionaite. 

Will you help me by completing the enclosed quest1in~aires a~d8 rei'lffgng 
them in the stamped, self-addressed envelope by e r~ary ' . • 
The coding of each questionnaire is used for data analysis on the computer 
and for follow-up purposes to be carried out by the researcher. The· 
questionnaires and all information provided by the participants in the 
study will be held in strictest confidence. 

Your participation in the study is greatly appreciated. Thank you for 
your time and consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 

;fuid~ 
man 
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Rachel Anderson 
Graduate Student 
Home Economics Education 

Area VI Consultant, Homemaking Education 
Texas Education Agency 

/A~µ/v~ 
Mr:.-Juzabeth Smith 
Director, Homemaking Education 
Texas Education Agency 
State of Texas 

Enclosure 

~;?,.~ 
Anna M. Gorman 
Thesis Adviser 
Home Economics Education 
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OKLAHO#AA STATE UNIVERSITY .• STILl!.\"'IATmn 
Deportment of Ho6me Economics Education 
XllJl:15¥K~~¥ 24-5046 

December 4, 1978 

Mrs. Norma Shipman 
Area Consultant, Homemaking Education 
Texas Education Agency 
P. o. Box 7 
Sulphur Springs, TX 75482 

Dear Mrs. Shipman: 

Thank you for responding to Mrs. Elizabeth Smith's request to 
participate in the Teacher Turnover Study that I am conducting while 
a student at the Oklahoma s·tate University. 

i 
The purpose of my study is' to give insight into the problem of 

teacher turnover. I am looking for f!lctors in the t;eacher preparation 
programs and the first year of teaching home economics .that influence 
these beginning teachers to remain in teaching or withdraw from the 
teaching profession. 

I need some information concerning Vocational Home Economics 
teachers in Area VI. I need for you to send me the following: 1) the 
names of beginning vocational home economics teachers in Area VI in the 
1977-78 school year; and 2) the names and addresses of those beginning 
teachers who continued to teach in the 1978-79 school year and 3) the 
names and addresses of those beginning teachers who did not continue to 
teach in the 1978-79 school year. - --

I have enclosed a copy of the letter which will be mailed to the · 
participants in the study. Would you please co-sign. the letter with my 
signature? I have enclosed a stamped, self-addressed envelope fo:r 
returning the letter. 

Thank you for agreeing to participate in my study. I am looking 
forward to receiving your list of teachers. 

Sin.cerely, 

&1!!. .. f:!::::::: 
Home Economics Education 

·Enclosure 

74074 
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Texas Education Agency 

• 
201 Eallt Eleventh Street 

Austin, Tex11 
eSTATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 

eSTATE COMMISSIONER OF EOUCATION 

eSTATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

January 23, 1979 

·.>-: .,... 

Ms. Rachel Anderson, Graduate Student 
Home Economics Education 
Oklahoma State University 
Stillwater, OK 74074 

Dear Ms. Anderson: 

Please accept my apologies for the tardiness of my 
response to your request. As you can see, our record 
is very good. The delay was in getting forwarding 
addresses for those who left. 

Thank you for using our area in your survey. I would 
be interested in seeing the results of your study. 

Sincerely yours, 

t?UvJ~ 
Phoebe G. Denney, Consultant 
Homemaking Education 

PGD/blm 

cc: Elizabeth F. Smith 

78701 
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The Purdue Student-Teacher Opinionaire 
the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire, and the 
Purdue Teacher 0pinionaire Supplement 
are available for purchase from the 
following source: 

The University Book Store 
360 State Street 
West Lafayette, Indiana 47906 
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Code No. 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

. Directions: Please answer each of the questions carefully. Choose 
the response that best identifies your situation. Write 
the letter of that response in the blank to the left of 
the question. 

1. What is your age? 
a. 20-24 
b. 25-29 
c. 30-34 
d. 35-39 
e. 40-44 
f. over 45 

2. What is your sex? 
a. female 
b. male 

3. What is your current marital status? 
a. divorced, separated, widowed 
b. married 
c. single 

4. If married, is your spbuse gainfully employed? 
a. I am not married 
b. No, not gainfully employed 
c. Yes, employed full-time 
d. Yes, employed part-time 

5. What is the highest college degree you have received? 
a. bachelor's 
b. certificate 
c. doctor's 
d. master's 
e. master's plus 30 hours 

6. What is the highest academic degree which your spouse has 
received? 
a. bachelor's 
b. certificate 
c. doctor's 
d. does not apply to me 
e. hours above bachelor's 
f. hours above master's 
g. master's 

7. How many years have you taught vocational home economics? 
a. one year 
b. other 
c. two years 
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8. How many children do you have? 
a. none 
b. 1-2 
c. 3-4 
d. 5-6 
e. more than 6 

9. What are the ages of your children? 
a. does not apply to me 
b. under 6 years of age 
c. 6-11 years 
d. 11-17 years 
e. 18 years or older 

10. In liow many professional organizations are you a member? 
a. 1-2 
b. 3-4 
c. more than 4 
d. none 

11. What was your father's highest educational attainment? 
a. completed elementary school 
b. graduate or professional school 
c. graduated from college 
d. graduated from high, te~hnical, or ~usiness school 
e. no formal education · ' 
f. some college 
g. some elementary school 
h. some high, technical, or business school 

12. What is your father's present occupation? 
a. clerical or sales worker 
b. Managerial worker or self-employed 
c. Professional or semiprofessional worker 
d. retired 
e. skilled or semiskilled worker 
f. unemployed 
g. unskilled worker 
h. other 

13. What was your mother's highest educational attainment? 
a. completed elementary school 
b. graduate or professional school 
c. graduated from college 
d. graduated from high, technical, or business school 
e. no formal education 
f. some college 
g. some elementary school 
h. some high, technical, or business school 



14. What is your mother's present occupation? 
a. clerical or sales worker 
b. managerial.worker or self-employed 
c. professional or semiprofessional worker 
d. retired 
e. skilled or semiskilled worker 
f . unemployed 
g. unskilled worker 
h. other 

15. Does your spouse want you to be employed? 
a. no 
b. yes 
c. does not apply 

16. Do you plan to continue in the teaching profession? 
a. no 
b. yes 
c. no decision 

17. If you have decided to leave the teaching profession, do 
you plan to return at a later time? 
a. no 
b. yes 
c. no decision 

187 

18. What is (are) your reasons for deciding to remain in the teach­
ing field? 

19. What is (a,re) your reasons for deciding to leave the teaching 
field? 
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REASONS SUGGESTED UY HOME ECONOMICS TEACHERS 

FOR REMAINING IN THE TEACHING FIELD BY 

SUBJECT AREA CLASSIFICATION 

Enjoy Teaching 

Enjoy the work 

Enjoy the challenge 

I enjoy it 

189 

I find it rewarding and feel good about rnyself in this position. 

*I just like it. 

I like teaching 

It's right for me--I love it. 

Rewarding experience 

I believe in the importance of education and for me the pro­
fession is self-satisfying. 

I enjoy it 

Enjoy it 

*Rewarding 

I like it 

I 

Rewarding occupation; possibility for upward position. 

I enjoy it 

I love to teach 

Challenging 

I enjoy being gainfully employed. 

I enjoy sharing my knowledge and experience with the students.· 
Their eagerness to learn is a great reward. Every day is a new 
experience. I feel fully satisfied with my life as a teacher. 
At the present, I would not want to do anything else. 

I enjoy the experience. I like being around young people and 
knowing that I am contributing to the improvement or enrichment 
of their lives now and in the future. 

I like my job. I enjoy working. It is good for me to work •. 

I have to work and enjoy teaching very much. 

I like what I do. Worthwhile and rewarding 

I enjoy it 

Very rewarding work 

Enjoy my work majority of time 



Teaching is challenging and fulfilling. 

Personal satisfaction 

Enjoyment 

Rewarding 

I enjoy teaching and FHA 

I enjoy teaching 

Enjoy it, need the money, need a vocation 

I enjoy teaching and find it rewarding. 

I like it. It gives me a sense of accomplishment. 

I like teaching. 

Challenging 

I like my job. 

Enjoy Students 

I like the interaction with the students. 1 

I like young people and I enjoy the fields that I teach. 
I 

I enjoy students and teaching offers me contact with young 
people. I also feel education is important. 

I like to help the students to accomplish their goals. 

I care very much for each student. 

I enjoy teaching and being associated with teenagers. I feel 
I'm making a contribution toward tomorrow. 
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I try to prepare students for the responsibilities they'll have 
to take on after graduation. 

· Like teaching; like kids; security; versatility in preparations; 
myself also learning. 

I enjoy working with young people. 

Like youth and children 

*Enjoy contact with youth; gives me a feeling of being helpful. 

Rewarding, enjoy the students 

I enjoy students and teaching. 

I enjoy worki-ng with young people. 

I love working with high school students--it is very rewarding 
and the hours are great. 

I enjoy the contact with the students. 



Time 

I enjoy working with the students; personal satisfaction from 
teaching enjoyment, challenge, love students. 

Working with youth; good hours; fond of subject. 

Enjoy students and subject. 

I want to help students learn how to better themselves, their 
homes, and their communities. 

191 

There are more rewards than monetary rewards. I like high 
school students and working with young people. It is a profes­
sion I feel I can grow in intellectually. 

If I stay, I enjoy teaching and the contact with the students. 

I find it gives me great satisfaction and I love working with 
students. 

Satisfaction of helping students 

I enjoy my work and feel I can help others. 

I enjoy teaching.,--the students and I have a good rapport. I like 
working outside the home. 

Enjoy the student contact; the opportunity to be creative. 

I enjoy working with people of all ages. 

Enjoy students 

Rewarding feeling of helping someone 

Because I like to .teach young people 

I still enjoy the same days off·as my children and I enjoy the 
age group I am working with. 

Flexible position lets me do my work as I see fit, within limits 

Vacation; the few students who do care to learn; the variety work 
offers 

Like working hours 

Hours the same as my children; this is where my training can be 
used most effectively 

Like the hours 

Two months off. in swmner; hate to look fo:r something else 

My children are in high school and the hours work with their 
schedules 

Like kids; satisfaction; like the area; like the sunnner vacation 

Will return after pregnancy; like kids; rewarding 

Enjoy summer months off 

I'm home when my children are home 



Summers off; hours coincide with my children 

Enjoy work with youth and hours and vacations 

Easily combined with raising a family 

I enjoy my working hours and being off in the summer 

The time 

The vacation 

Economic Reasons 

My husband is currently in pharmacy school and I am supporting 
the family. 
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*Economics; good retirement plan; stable income; good working con­
ditions 

The salary, holidays, and vacation timja are good 

Economics 

Money 

Need to work; like it 
; 

Benefits; retirement, vacation 

Salary better than any other job I've qualified for 

Right now, I need the money 

It is a way of making money. 

Have to work to maintain present standard of living 

It gives me something to do. 

The pay is pretty good. 

We need my salary. 

Money; rewarding; interesting; enjoy subject matter; like teen­
agers; teacher friends 

To support myself 

Supplementary income 

Contributions to Society 

To help in trend changing and attitude changing 

My concern for the adults of tomorrow 

I feel that I am making a contribution to society 

An opportunity to help develop young minds and mature adults 

Because of the personal fulfillment and enjoyment 

I am interested in the youth of today. 



I try to help prepare young people for their future. 

Self--fulfillment; contact with students; good relati.ons 
with fellow workers 

Varied teaching materials, subject matter, like to help people 

Enjoy helping youngsters learn and improve their self-concepts 

Work with students in learning how to live 

Helping people grow 

Miscellaneous 

*The students need dedicated teachers like me. 

The subject matter 

Career 

Subject matter; students 

*I do not have enough to do at home to keep busy. 

I like to teach about home economics. 

Work qualifications; qualification 
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That's what I'm trained for and the money is better than any jobs 
I've held. 

The homemaking field. Education was my major in college. I feel 
this is my best area. 

To perfect my skills as a teacher 

Is what I am trained to do; rewarding at times 

Enjoy subject matter 

Working Conditions 

I like the working conditions and benefits. 

Enjoyable working conditions 

I like to work with people and my principal and superintendent 
are very good to work with. 

*Responses made by non-returning teachers. 



REASONS SUGGESTED BY NON-RETURNING HOME 

ECONOMICS TEACHERS FOR LEAVING THE 

TEACHING FIELD BY SUBJECT AREA 

CLASSIFICATIONS 

Discipline Concerns 

I left my particular situation on the basis that there was no 
discipline. 

Discipline in schools 

Discipline 

Career Changes 

Time 

Dropping Home Economics Cooperative Ed. from curriculum 

Left for another position in the administration of a college 

Unavailability of a job 

Hours necessary 

Amount of time required for work 

Family 

I am going to have a baby. 

Frustration-Pressure 

The students and parents had more rights than the teachers. 

Financial 

I do not have to work. My salary only causes me to pay more 
income tax. 
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TABLE XXXVI 

DATA FOR STUDENT'S t AND TABULATED t' TEST FOR 
JOB SATISFACTION 

Item Number Mean 

Factor 2 

Item Q019 "personal satisfaction received" 
non-returning 
returning 

8 
98 

Item Q024 "contribution to society" 

non-returning 
returning 

7 
98 

Item Q026 "enjoy teaching" 
non-returning 
retui;nins. 

7 
98 

1.6250 
1. 7448 

2.0000 
1. 9693 

1.8571 
1. 7244 

Standard 
Deviation 

1.0606 
.0770 

1.0000 
.9010 

1.0690 
.8708 

Item Q027 "repeat the selecting of teaching as a profession"-

non-returning 
returning 

7 
98 

2. 5714 
2.0816 

1.2724 
1.0519 

Prob > F 

.3780 

.5961 

.3678 

.3980 

Item Q029 "encourage teaching occupation to high scholastic students" 

non-returning 
returning 

7 
98 

2.5714 
2.2249 

1.1330 
1.0337 

Item Q030 "leave teaching for same pay in another occupation" 

non-returning 
returning 

7 
98 

2. 7142 
2. 7755 

1.2535 
1.0207 

.6154 

.3670 

"t If 
value 

-0.366la 

0.0862a 

0.3837a 

1.17438 

0.8551a 

~o.1511 8 

Prob > (T) 

o. 7150 

o.9315 

0.7020 

0.2430 

0.3945 

0.8802 '""' ID 

°' 



TABLE XXXVI (Continued) 

Item Number Mean 

Factor 2 

Item Q046 "student contact is satisfyingn 

non-returning 
returning 

7 
98 

1.4285 
1.5102 

Item Q047 "importance in school system felt" 

non-returning 
returning 

7 
98 

Item Q050 "feel successful" 

non-returning 
returning 

7 
98 

1.8571 
1. 77 55 

1. 7142 
1.5204 

Item Q051 "enjoy extracurricular activities" 

non-returning 
returning 

7 
98 

1.8571 
1. 7448 

Item Q056 "not adequately prepared for occupation" 

non-returning 
returning 

7 
98 

3.4285 
3.5510 

Standard 
Deviation 

.7867 

.0460 

1. 2145 
• 7111 

1.1126 
.6458 

1.2149 
.8532 

1.1338 
.0599 

Item Q058 "other teachers regard personal ability as good quality" 

non-returning 
returning 

7 
98 

1. 7142 
1.4591 

1.1126 
.5210 

Item Q060 "profession undesirable because of pressure" 

non-returning 
returning 

7 
98 

2.8571 
2.9285 

1.2149 
.9870 

Prob > F 

0.3840 

0.0233 

0.0211 

0.1383 

o.o2i8 

0.0008 

0.3624 

"t" 
value 

-0.3185a 

0.1756b 

0.4555b 

0.3266 

b 
-0.2823 

0.6019b 

-0.1823a 

Prob > (T) 

0.7507 

0.8661 

0.6641 

0.7446 

0.7568 

0.5687 

0.8557 

I-' 
\0 ...... 



TABLE XXXVI (Continued) 

Standard "t" 
Item Number Mean Deviation Prob ::> F value Prob :> (T) 

Factor 2 

Item Q076 "students' actions source of irritation" 

non-returning 8 2.0250 .8161 
returning 98 5.5877 .6522 0.1322 -3 .0811 a 0.0026 * 

Item Q078 "respect and confidence shown by students" 

non-returning 8 2.0000 l.0590c 
returning 98 1.6122 .6522c 0.0277 l.0107b 0.3441 

Item Q082 "students appreciative of help" 

non-returning 8 1.8750 .6408 
returning 98 1.8367 .6989 0.8849 0.1497a 0.8813 

Item Q083 "teaching is challenging" 

non-returning 8 2.2500 1.4880 
returning 98 1.8265 1.0156 0.0909 1.09263 0.2771 

Item Q086 "is competent as other teachers'' • 
non-returning 8 1. 7500 1.0350 

l.145Jb returning 98 1.3265 .5301 0.0013 0.2883 

Item Q089 "enjoy work with students" 

non-returning 8 1.5000 l.0650c 
0.2540b returning 98 1.3877 • 5301 c 0.0013 o. 7770 

Item QlOO "satisfied with present position" 

non-returning 6 2.1666 1.4719 
0.51108 

·returning 98 1.9574 .9380 0.0763 0.6105 ..... 
"' (JI) 



* Indicates significance at the .05 level 

a Student's t test used 

b Cochran and Cox tabulated t' test used 

c Unequal variances 

TABLE XXXVI (Continued) 

.... 
ID 
ID 
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TABLE XXXVII 

DATA FOR STUDENT'S t AND TABULATED t' FOR STUDENT 
TEACHING EXPERIENCE 

Standard 
Item Number Mean Deviation Prob > F 

Factor 1 

Item 05 "rapport with supervising teacher" 

non-returning 12 1.5000 .6741 
returning .109 1.6055 • 7700 0.6535 

Item 06 "teacher recognizes good teaching" 

non-returning 12 1.4166 .6685 
returning 109 1.3577 .5696 0.3867 

Item 18 "provided help" 

non-returning 12 1.6666 1.1547 
returning 109 1.5223 .8119 0.0655 

Item 34 "effective conference time" 

non.;..returning 12 l.5000 .6741 
returning 109 1.6981 .9975 0.1485 

Item 38 "new methods encouraged" 

non-returning 12 1.7500 .8660 
returning 109 1.6513 .8647 0.8978 

Item 52 "creativity present in teaching" 

non-returning 12 1.5000 .6741 
returning 109 1. 9266 .9497 0.2055 

"t ,, 
value Prob > (T) 

-0.4554a 0.6496 

0.3340a 0.7390 

0.5563a 0.5790 

-l.0080a 0.3155 

0.3749a 0.7084 

-1.51198 0 .1332 
N 
0 ..... 



TABLE XXXVII (Continued) 

Standard "t" 
Item Number Mean Deviation Prob :> F value Prob :> ( T) 

Factor 1 

Item 55 uwell-satisfied with experience" 
ao'fr-returning 12 1.5000 .9045 
returning 102 1.6146 .7806 0.4215. -0.4735a 0.6353 

Item 58 "freedom to question teaching methods" 

non-returning 12 1.5833 .9003 
returning 102 2.0000 1.0363 0.6304 -1.337la 0.1837 

Factor 2 

Item 01 "problems handled adequately" 

non-returning. 12 2.0000 1.0444 
returning 108 1.9259 .9038 0.4293 0.2652a o. 7913 

Item 09 "interest shown" 

non-returning 12 2.0833 • 7925 
returning 109 2 .. 2844 .9726 o.4604 -o.6904a 0.4913 

Item 22 "understood teaching assignment" 

non-returning 12 2.1666 1.1434 
~eturning 109 2 .2110 .9532 0.2367 -0.149la 0.8817 

Item 35 "discussion of school problems encouraged" 

non-returning 12 2.5000 1.2431 
r.eturning 108 2.6851 1.0470 0.3569 .... 0.57058 0.5694 

N 
0 
N 



TABLE XXXVII (Continued) 

Standard "t" 
Item Number Mean Deviation Prob > F value Prob > (T) 

Factor 2 

Itern42 "fair judgment of work" 

non-returning 12 2.5000 1. 2431 
returning. 108 2.6851 1.0470 0.3569 -0.5705a 0.5694 

Item 47 "made work pleasant" 

non-returning 12 2.0000 1.0444 
returning 108 2.2685 .8712 0.3328 -0.9929a 0.3228 

Item 56 "recognized good teaching" 

non-returning 12 2.0000 .7385 
returning 108 2.0185 .8314 0.6974 -0.0739a 0.9412 

Item 59 "freedom to discuss school problems" 

n.on .... returning 12 2.4165 1.0836 a 
returning 109 2.5779 1.0119 0.6656 -0.5206 0.6036 

Factor 3 

Item 07 "justified evaluation 

non-returning 12 1.2500 .4522c b 
returning 109 1.4678 .7884c 0.0457 -1.4446 0.1646 

Item 17 "conferences were productive" 

non-returning 11 . 1. 7272 1.0090 
returning 109 1.9724 .9473 0.6871 -0.8136a 0.4175 

N 
0 
~ 



TABLE XXXVII (Continued) 

Standard "t" 
Item· Number Mean Deviation Prob > F value Prob > (T) 

Factor 3 

Item 28 "constructive criticism given" 

non-returning 12 1.2506 .6215 
returning 109 1.5321 .8982 0.1742 -l.0584a 0.2920 

Item 30 "adequate observation time for judgment" 

non-returning 12 1.6666 .9847 
returning 109 2 .2477 1.0984 o. 7259 -l.7551a 0.0818 

Item.46 "observation time was comfortable" 

non-returning 12 1.6666 .8896 
109 1. 9357 .5640 0.8091 a 

0.3576 returning ;...0.9236 .· 

Item 54 "freedom to discuss teaching problems" 

non-returning 12 1.5833 .4962 
returning 109 1.6880 .8681 0.4489 -0.3910a 0.6965 

Item 60 "provided help" 

non-returning 12 1.5833 .9003 . . a 
returning 108 1.8333 1.0093 o. 7104 -0.8214 0.4128 

Factor 4 

Item 13 "provides social status" 

non-returning 12 1.3333 .4923c . b * returning 109 2 .1192 .9595c 0.0190 ;...4.6433 0.0001 
N 
0 
~ 



TABLE XXXVII (Continued) . 

Item Number 

Factor 4 

Item 15 "challenging profession" 

non-returning 
returning 

12 
109 

Mean 

1.9166 
1.8165 

Item 19 "provides occupational security" 

non-returning 
returning 

12 
109 

Item.20 "provides prestige" 

non-returning 
returning 

12 
109 

Item 23 "enjoy teaching" 

non-returning 
returning 

12 
109 

1.8333 
2.0458 

1.5000 
2.0825 

1.8333 
1.6055 

Standard 
Deviation 

.9003 

.9345 

• 7177 
.9066 

.5222 

.8936 

.9374 
• 7330 

Item 26 "affords opportunity for societal contributions" 

non-returning 
:returning 

12 
109 

Item 37 "select teaching again 

non-~eturning · 12 
returning 109 

1.5833 
1.9724 

for career" 

2.3333 
2.0000 

.6685 

.8828 

1.0730 
1.0363 

Prob > F 

0.9658 

0.3933 

0.0526 

0.1969 

0.4241 

0.7810 

"t It 
value 

0.3535a 

-0.7844a 

2.2116a 

0.99318 

-1.5621a 

1.05408 

Prob > (T) 

o. 7243 

0.4344 

0.0289 * 

0.3227 

0.1209 

0.2940 

N 
0 
VI 



TABLE XXXVII (Continued) 

Standard "t II 
Item Number Mean Deviation Prob > F value Prob > (T) · 

Factor 5 

Item 03 "supplies and equipment provided" 

non-returning 12 1.2500 .6215 
returning 109 1.3669 .6619 0.8779 -0.5842a 0.5602 

Item 32 "individual student difference provided for in curriculum" 

non-returning 12 1.8666 .6513 
returning 109 1.9082 .7881 0.4941 -l.0230a 0.3084 

Item 48 "adequate audio-visual equipment" 

non-returning 12 1.1665 .3892c 
b returning 109 1.4587 .754lc 0.0179 -2.1778 o.o4o5 

Item 50 "availability of library materials" 

non-returning 12 1.6666 .8876 
returning io9 1. 7155 .7545 0.5290 

. a 
0.8417 -0.2002 

Item 53 "efficient method for providing materials" 

non-returning 12 1.3333 .4923 
returning 109 1.5871 • 7227 0.1570 -l.1843a 0.2387 

Factor 6 

Item 12 "competent professional preparation" 

non-returning 12 1.5833 .9003 
returning 109 2.0091 .9670 0.8491 -l .4569a 0.1478 

N 
0 

°' 



TABLE XXXVII (Continued) 

Standard "t" 
Item Number Mean Deviation Prob :> F value Prob > ( T) 

Factor 6 

Item 24 "methods courses were helpful" 

non-returning 12 1.8333 1.1146 
returning 108 2.1759 1.0123 0.5748 -1.1013a 0.2730 

Item 39 "previous lesson planning helpful" 

non-returning 12 1.5833 .9962 
returning 109 1.8165 1.0107 1.0000 -0.7595a 0.4490 

Item 40 "preparation for discipline problems" 

non-returning . 12 3.1666 .9374 
returning 109 3.0733 .9200 0.8371 0.3327a 0.7399 

Item 43 "well-prepared for experience" 
non-returning 12 2.0000 .8528 
returning 109 1.9724 .8439 o.8663 0.10718 0.9149 

Item 44 "subject matter courses adequate" 

non-returning 12 1.6666 .9847 
returning 108 1. 7777 .8464 0.4108 -0.4244a 0.6720 

Factor 7 

Item 02 "school prepared students for citizenship" 

non-returning 12 1.9166 .5149 
returning 108 1.8333 .6627 0.3543 0.42lla 0.6745 

N 
0 ...., 



TABLE XXXVII (Continued) 

Standard II t II 
Item Number Mean Deviation Prob > F value Prob > (T) 

Item 11 "satisfactory teaching assignment" 
non-returning 12 1.0833 .2886c 

b .... 
returning 109 1. 4125 • 6966c 0.0032 -3.0865 0.1083h 

Item 16 "recognized professional ability" 
non-returning 12 1.5833 .6685 
returning 109 1.6055 .5776 o.4247 -0.1243a 0.9013 

Item 27 "met expectations" 
non-returning 12 1.8333 .8348 
returning 109 1.9357 .07731 0.6378 -0.4324 

a 
0.4425 

Item 29 ''satisfaction gained from student teaching experience" 

non-returning 12 1.5833 .9003 
returning 109 1. 7795 .8317 0.6298 -0. 7706a 0.4425 

Item 45 "appreciative of help given" 
non-returning 12 1.5000 .5222 
returning 109 1.7889 .7337 0.2089 -1.3255a 0.1875 

Item 49 "student contacts satisfying" 

non-returning 12 1.4165 .5149 
returning 109 1.4862 .6326 0.4565 -0.3673a o. 7140 

Item 51 "showed respect" 
non-returning 12 1.5000 .6741 
returning 109 1.4770 .6024 0.5233 0.1237a o.9011 

N 
0 
00 



TABLE XXA'VII (Continued) 

Standard II t II 

Item Number Mean Deviation Prob :> F value Prob :> ( T) 

Factor 8 

Itei:n 10 "respected others" 
non-returning 12 1.6666 .6513 
returning 108 1.8611 .7545 0.6120 -0.8571a 0.3931 

Item 21 "cooperation present" 

non-returning 12 1.8333 1.0298 
returning 107 1.8691 .7658 0.1222 -0.1481 a 0.8825 

Item 25 "congeniality present" 
non-returning 12 1.5833 .9003 
returning· . 109 1.6783 .7055 0.2007 -0.4329a 0.6658 

Item 31 "high professional ethics" 
non-returning 12 1.9160 .7929 
returning 108 1.9722 .7420 0.6730 -0.2444a 0.8073 

Item 33 "worked well together" 
non..,.. returning 12 1.8333 .8348 
returning. 109 1.9357 .7610 0.5864 -0.4385a 0.6618 

Item 57 "harmony shown" 
non-returning 12 1.8333 .8348 
returning 109 1.8440 .6962 0.3319 a 0.9606 -0.0496 

Factor 9 

Item 04 "student teacher load" N 
0 

nori:..returning 12 1.4166 .6685 \0 

109 1. 4495 .8106 0.4889 a 0.8926 returning ·--0.1353 



TABLE XXXVII (Continued) 

Item Number 

Factor 9 

Mean 
Standard 

Deviation 

Item 03 "no restriction on non-professional activities" 

non-returning 
!-"et urning 

12 
108 

Item 14 "reasonable teaching load" 

non-returning 
-returning 

12 
109 

2.8333 
2.4537 

1.1666 
1.4495 

1.1934 
1.1222 

.3892c 
• 7134c 

Item 36 "prepared to handle extracurricula problems" 

non-returning 
returning 

12 
109 

Item 41 "hours required reasonable" 

non-returning 
re~urn:!,118 

12 
109 

1. 7500 
1.9633 

2.1666 
2.1559 

* Indicates significance at the .05 level 

a Student's t test used 

b Cochran and Cox tabulated t' test used 

c Unequal variances 

.9653 

.8598 

1.1140 
.9445 

Prob ::> F 

0.6896 

0.0310 

0.5139 

0.3722 

II t II 

value 

l.1049a 

b -2.1509 

a -0.8060 

0.0366a 

Prob > (T) 

0.2714 

0.0437* 

0.4219 

0.9709 

N ..... 
0 
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TABLE XXXVIII 

DATA FOR STUDENT'S t AND TABULATED t' FOR SELECTED 
PUBLIC SCHOOL VARIABLES 

Standard 
Item Number Mean Deviation Prob > F 

Factor 1 
Item Q002 "faculty work appreciated and recognized" 

-non-returning 8 2.0000 1.0690 
returning 98 2.1428 .5632 0.1585 

Item Q003 "freedom to criticize administrative policy" 

·non-returning 8 2.5000 .5258 
returning 98 2.7653 .. 9717 0.9902 

Item QOOS "favoritism to teachers shown" 

non-retu~ning 8 3.6250 1.5175 c 
retUt!ning - 98 2.6734 l.08l9 c 0.0474 

Item Q007 "close contact maintained with faculty" 

non-returning 8 2.0000 1.4142 
returning 98 2.4081 1.0130 0 .1399 

Item Q012 "leadership apparent" 

non-returning 8 2.6250 1.3027 
returning 98 2.7448 .9876 0.2162 

Item Q033 "work is pleasant" 

non-returning 7 1. 7142 1.1126 
returning 98 2.6163 .9801 0. 5393 

II t II 
value Prob > (T) · 

-0.4002a 0.6898 

-0.7448 a 
0.4581 

4.4644b 0.0007* 

-l.0618a 0.2908 

-0.3222 a 
0.7479 

a· 
o.i226 N -1.5569 ...... 

N 



TABLE XXXVIII (Continued) 

Standard "t II 
Item Number Mean Deviation Prob :> F value Prob > (T) 

Factor 1 
Item Q038 "good teaching procedures recognized" 

no_n-returning 7 1. 5714 .5149 
.returning 97 1.8659 .7586 0.3778 -l .0070a 0.3163 

Item Q041 "communication structure well organized" 
non:-returning 7 1.8571 .8997 

. ret'!rning · 97 2.2474 1.0209 0.8162 -0.9833a 0.3278 
Item Q043 "interest shown to department" 

.non-returning 7 2.0000 1.1547 

. returning. . _ 97 2.4123 .9547 0.3984 -1.0889a 0.2788 
ItemQ044 "belongingness promoted" 

.non-returning 7 2.0000 1.1547 
returning 98 2.3541 1.0050 0.5116 -0.8917a 0.3747 

Item Q061 "concerned with faculty problems" 
··non-returning 7 1. 7142 1.1126 
:retul"nil\g 98 2.2755 1.0131 0.6194 -l.4075a 0.1623 

Item Q062 "discussion of problems encouraged" 
non-returning 7 2.1428 1.2149 

. : returning . 98 2.2959 1.1771 o. 7775 -0.33178 o. 7408 
Item Q069 "interest shown in relation to problems" 

non-returning 7 1. 7142 1.1126 
returning . 98 2.1224 .9660 0.5054 -l.0698a 0.2872 

Item Q070 "acts as a supervisor" 
non-returning 7 1.2857 .• 4879 

-returning 98 1.8775 .9871 0.0790 -1. 56738 0.1201 N ..... 
UJ 



TABLE XXXVIII (Continued) 

Item Number Mean 

Factor 1 

Item Q072 "teachers' meetings are not profitable" 

non-returning 
returning 

7 
98 

3.0000 
2.7551 

Standard 
Deviation 

.8164 
1.0654 

Item Q073 "understands problems with teaching assignment" 

non-returning 
returning 

8 
98 

Item Q074 "judges work fairly" 
non-returning 
_returning. __ 

8 
98 

1.8750 
2.1326 

1.6250 
1.9265 

.8345 

.8376 

.5175 

.9333 

Prob > F 

o.5205 

0.8060 

0 .1035 

Item Q092 "comfortable atmosphere present when classroom visits made" 

~on-returning 
returning 

8 
98 

2.2500 
1.9591 

Item Q093 "teacher's abilities used effectively" 
non-returning 
returning 

8 
98 

2.0000 
2.0714 

1.4880 
.9835 

1.1952 
.9109 

Item Q095 "discussion of personal and group problems encouraged" 

non-returning 7 2. 1428 1. 3451 

0.0667 

0.2243 

returning 94 2.1808 1.0772 0.3357 

"t" 
value 

0.5947a 

-0.7526a 

-0.9059a 

0. 7714a 

-0.2082a 

.0885a 

Prob > (T) 

0.5534 

0.4534 

0.3671 

0.4422 

0.8354 

0.9296 

N ...... 
.j:loo 



TABLE XXXVIII (Continued) 

Standard "t" 
Item Number Mean Deviation Prob > F value Prob > (T) 

Factor 3 

Item Q018 "petty issues and feuding present" 

non-returning 8 2.0000 1. 4142 
returning 98 3.0510 .9672 0.0927 -1.4932a 0.1384 

Item Q022 "respect each other" 

!J.On-returning 8 2.3750 1.0606 
retQ1ming 98 1.6320 .6944 0.0605 2.7850a 0.0064* 

Item Q023 "cooperation present" 
!_}on-returning 8 2.3750 .7440 
returning .. 98 1.8979 • 7797 0.9945 l.6688a 0.0982 

Item Q028 "new faculty readily accepted as professionals" 

rfon--returning 7 2.1428 1.0690 
returning 98 1.6836 .7543 0.1436 l.5122a 0.1336 

Item Q048 "teacher competency equivalent to others" 

non-returning 7 1. 7142 .7559 
returning 98 1.5408 • 7203 0.7347 0.6137a 0.5408 

Item Q052 "congenial-staff" 

non-returning 7 1.8571 .6900 
~eturning· 98 1. 5012 .6432 0.6782 l. l 708a o.2444 

Item Q058 "teachers are well prepared" 

non-returning 7 1. 7142 .7559 N 

return:lng . - 98 1.6224 .0009 0.3209 0.38428 0.7017 .... 
\J1 



TABLE XXXVIII (Continued) 

Standard "t" 
Item N:.imber Mean Deviation Prob > F value Prob > (T) 

Factor 3 

Item Q054 "teacher cliques present" 
non-returning c 

7 1.2859 .4879c 
returning. 98 2.3877 1.0900 0.0482 -5.1305b 0.0003* 

Item Q055 "teachers work in harmony" 

non-returning 7 2.1428 .6900 
returning 97 1.6701 .6880 0.8522 1. 7554a 0.0822 

Item Q077 "work enjoyable because of teacher cooperation" 

non-returning 8 1. 8750 .8345 
J;eturning _ 98 1.8205 • 7325 0.5180 o .• l 782a 0.8589 

Item Q080 "students values and attitudes positively influenced by teachers" 

non-returning 8 2.2500 .8864 
returning 98 2.0612 .7840 0.5373 0.6487a 0.5179 

Item Q084 "other teachers respect work'' 

non-returning 8 1. 7500 • 7071 
r~turning 98 1.3571 .0580 0.6716 -0.4405a 0.6605 

Item Q087 "high professional standards present" 

non-returning 8 2.2500 1.0350 
~eturning 97 1.9381 .7190 0.1070 l.1384a 0.2576 

Item Q090 "initiative and creativity shown in teaching" 

non-returrting 8 2.0000 .5345 N 

returning 98 2.0000 .7461 0.3525 o.ooooa 1.0000 I-' 
0\ 



TABLE XXXVIII (Continued) 

Standard II t II 
Item Number Mean Deviation Prob :> F value Prob > (T) 

Factor 4 

Item Q004 "good communication line regarding salary" 

non-returning 8 2.5000 1.1952 
_returning · 98 2.5714 .9632 0.3244 -0.198la 0.8434 

Item Q009 "pay raise system satisfactory" 

non-returning 8 2.5000 1.1952 
.returning 98 2. 7244 1.0028 0.4103 -0.6003a 0.5496 

Item Q032 "school tries to meet other financial needs of. teachers" 

non-returning 7 2.0000 1.1547 
retuJ'ning - 97 2.3814 .9622 0.4148 -1.000a 0.3197 

Item Q036 "fairness present in salary allocation" 

non-returning 7 2.1428 1.0690 
rett;irning 98 2.2142 .8645 0.3535 -0.2080a 0.8356 

Item Q039 "salary increase policy understood" 

non-returning 7 2.5714 1.1338 
returning 98 2.2653 .9366 0.3962 0.8243a 0.4117 

Item Q065 "salary schedule recognizes teacher competency" 

non-returning 7 2.4285 .9759 
· :returning - 98 2.6836 .9801 1.0000 -0.6654a 0.5073 

Item.Q075 "salaries equivalent to other school districts" 

}lon-returning a· 2.5000 1.3093 N 
retupniiig 98 2.2857 1.0551 0.3244 · 0.5425a 0.5886 ...... 

...... 



TABLE XXXVIII (Continued) 

Standard "t" 
Item Number Mean Deviation Prob > F value Prob > (T) 

Factor 5 

Item QOOl "much time spent in reporting" 

non-returning 8 2.1250 1.2404 
retu:i::ning 98 2.2040 .9520 0.2277 -0.2207a 0.8258 

Item Q006 "unreasonable amount of reporting expected" 

~on-returning 8 2.7500 1.0350 
returning 98 2.9795 .8731 0 .4225 -0.7055a 0.4821 

Item Q008 "community time is excessive" 

non-returning 8 . 2.7500 1.0350 
·returning 98 3.2142 .8154 0.2809 -1.5175a 0 .1322 

Item QOlO "greater teaching load than other teachers" 

non-returning 8 3.2500 1.1649 
returning 98 2.8061 1.0712 0.6393 l.1200a 0.2653 

Item QOll "excessive extra-curricular load" 

non-returning 8 3 .1250 .9910 
returning 98 2. 7244 .9821 0.6475 l.1084a 0.2703 

Item Q014 "excessive hours for position" 

non-rerurning· 8 2.5000 1.4142 
returning 98 2.7448 .9665 0.0921 -0.6540a 0.5081 

Item Q031 "scheduling not advantageous" 

non-returning 7 3.4289 .9759 N 
returning-· 97 2.9793 1.0400 0.9714 l.1069a ..... 

0.2710 <» 



TABLE XXXVIII (Continued) 

Item Number 

Factor 5 

Mean 
Standard 

Deviation 

Item Q034 "inadequate 
non-returning 
:returning 

time for professional contacts" 

7 
97 

3.2857 
3 .1443 

Item Q040 "problem students assigned to classes" 
non-returning 
returning 

7 
97 

Item Q042 "unreasonable teaching 
non-returning 7 
returnin~ 98 

3.0000 
2.4226 

load" 

3. 8571 
3.4183 

Item Q045 "nonprofessional activities hampered" 

non-returning 
returning 

Factor 6 

7 
98 

3.2857 
3.0918 

Item Q017 "well balanced curriculum offered" 

non-returning 
returning 

8 
98 

1.6250 
2.0816 

.9511 
• 7215 

1.2909 
1.0688 

.3779 

.7450 

.9511 

.8383 

.7440 

.9914 

Prob :> F 

0.2409 . 

0.4011 

0.0856 

0.5405 

0.4290 

Item Q020 "individual student difference recognized in curriculum planning" 

non-returning 
returning 

8 
98 

2.3750 
2.2244 

.9161 

.9304 1.0000 

''t" 
value 

0.4902a 

1. 36 l 9a 

l.5389a 

0.5862a 

-l .2714a 

0.4377a 

Prob >(T) 

0.6251 

0.1762 

0.1269 

0.5590 

0.2064 

0.6626 

N ...... 
\0 



TABLE XX.XVIII (Continued) 

Standard II t II 
Item Number Mean Deviation Prob :;. F value Prob>(T) 

Factor 6 

Item Q025 "major revisions needed" 

non-returning 7 2. 5 714 1. 2338 
returning 98 2.6122 .8924 0.3027 -0 .1149a 0.9088 

Item Q079 "school purposes cannot be achieved" 

non-returning 8 3.0000 1.0690 
·.returning 98 3.0816 • 7553 0.1229 -0.2845a 0. 7766 

Item Q088 "provides good preparation" 

non-:-returning 8 1.8750 .9910 
.returning 98 2.1734 .7325 0.1788 -l .0784a 0.2834 

Factor 7 

Item Q013 "desired social status met" 

non-returning 8 1.3750 .5175 
.returning 98 4.0204 .8849 0.1357 -2.0289a 0.0450* 

Item Q015 "material and cultural needs met" 

non-returning 8 1. 7500 • 7071 
returning 97 2.0824 .9538 0.4078 -0.9624a 0.3381 

Item Q035 "teachers feel part of the community'' 

non-returning 7 2.0000 1.0000 
returning 98 2.0204 .8370 o.4240 -0.0616a 0.9510 

!'-) 

N 
0 



TABLE XXXVIII (Continued) 

Standard 11t11 
Item Number Mean Deviation Prob > F value Prob >(T) 

Factor 7 

Item Q063 "desired prestige provided" 

non-returning 7 1. 2857 .4879 
returning 97 1. 9587 .9232 0 .1110 -1.9034a 0 .0398'>'< 

Item Q064 "standard of living is acceptable for family" 

non-returning 7 2.7142 1.3801 c 
b !='eturning 98 3.1530 .8415c 0.0371 -0.8302 0.4368 

Item Q068 "community respect for teachers" 

~o~-returning 7 2.0000 1.1547 
~e~urning 98 2.0612 .8712 0. 2323 -0.1758a 0.8608 

Itein Q071 "not accepted by conununity" 

non-returning 7 2. 7142 l.380lc 
-0.8302b . returning 98 3.1537 • 8415c 0.0371 0.4368 

Factor 8 

Item Q066 "understands good education" 

non-returning 7 1. 8571 1.2149 
returning 98 2.2448 .9531 0.2908 -l.0214a 0.3094 

Item Q067 "provides good place for family life 

non-, returning 7 2.1428 1.0690 
returning 97 2.0515 1.0446 0.7995 0 .2231 a 0.8239 

N 
N 

'""' 



TABLE XXXVIII (Continued) 

Standard II t II 
Item Number Mean Deviation Prob > F value Prob >(T) 

Factor 8 

Item Q094 "concern with school system" 

non-returning 8 2.1250 1.2464 
returning 98 2.1428 .3494 0.0897 -0.0551 0.9562 

Item Q096 "supports ethical procedures in teacher appointment and reappointment" 

non-returning 7 2.2857 .9511 
retupJ.ing 98 2.1290 .9115 0.7501 0.4374a 0.6628 

Item Q097 "supports good educational program" 

non-ret'1rning 7 2.0000 1.1547 
returning 94 1.8510 .7614 0.0818 0.4807a 0.6318 

Factor 9 

Item Q016 "adequate supplies and equipment" 

non-returning 8 1.7500 1.1649 
returning 98 1.9285 1.0077 0.4817 -0.4766a 0.6347 

Item Q021 "well defined procedure for obtaining materials" 

non-returning 8 2.8750 .6408 
retu:rning 98 2.3265 .9715 0.2432 1.5654a 0.1205 

Item Q049 "adequate audio-visual equipment" 

non-returning 7 1.4205 .7867 
returning 98 1. 7755 .9582 0.6586 -0.9344a 0.3523 

N 
N 
N 



TABLE XXXVIII (Continued) 

Standard II t If 
Item Number Mean Deviation Prob > F value Prob > (T) 

Factor 9 

Item Q057 "adequate clerical service" 

non-returning 7 2.1425 1.0690 
returning - 98 2.7051 1.0941 1.0000 -1.4322a 0.1551 

Item Q059 "adequate library facilities" 

~on-returning 7 2.4285 1.3972 
returning 98 2.4285 1.1122 0.3233 o.ooooa 1.0000 

Factor 10 

Item Q081 "unreasonable personal standards expected" 

non-returning 8 3.8750 .3535c 
5.3820b returning 98 3.0408 .9072c 0.0154 0.0001* 

Item Q085 "nonprofessional activities unduly restricted" 
non-returning 8 3.3750 .9161 
.returning 97 3.0515 .9828 0.9295 -0.8986a 0.3709 

Item Q091 "freedom to discuss controversial issues in classes" 

non-returning 8 2.8750 1.1259 
returning 98 2.1734 .8854 0.2776 2.1113 8 0.0371* 

Item Q099 "pressures interfere with teaching" 

non-returning_ 7 2. 7142 9511 
returning 94 2.9148 .7986 o.4317 -0.633la 0.5281 

..., 
N 
w 



TABLE XXXVIII (Continued) 

Standard "t" 
Item Number Mean Deviation Prob ::> F value Prob >(T) 

Factor 11 

Item SOl "educational decisions rather than political" 
non-returning 8 2.1251 1.2464 
.i;-etu!'~ing - 95 2.4210 .9847 0.2872 -0.800la 0.4255 

Item S02 "understands quality education" 
non-returning 8 1.8750 1. 1259 
;retuFning 95 2.0421 .8862 0.2802 -0.5016 a 0.6170 

Item S03 "concerned with teacher problems" 

non-returning a 2.2750 .9161 
returning 95 2.2576 .8741 0.7415 0.0530a 0.9579 

Item S04 "allows superintendent and staff right to their responsibilities" 

non-returning 8 2.1250 1. 3562 
returning 95 1.8520 .8987 0.0690 0.7890a 0.4320 

Item SOS "effort made to provide adequate financing" 

non-returning 8 2.1250 1.2464 
returning . 95 1.8526 .8375 0.0790 0.8484a. 0.3982 

Item S06 "ethical procedures followed" 

noft.-'retur:ning 8 1.6250 1.1877 
returning .1g 94 2.0957 .8433 0.1302 -1.4661 a 0.1458 

Item S07 "meets educational needs of community" 

non-returning 8 1.6250 .1.3606 N 

returning 94 1.8510 • 7471 0.1217 · -0. 7938a 0.4292 N 
.&:-



TABLE XXXVIII (Continued) 

Standard "t II 
Item Number Mean Deviation Prob > F value Prob >(T) 

Factor. 11 

Item S08 "good relationship with superintendent" 

non-returning 8 2.3750 l.3024c 
returning 94 1. 7234 .7815c 0.0230 1.3938b 0.2038 

Item S09 "teachers are not restrained in presenting problems" 

non-returning 8 2.2500 1.1649 
returning 95 2.6631 1.0064 0.4796 -l.1022a 0.2730 

Item SlO "teacher participation sought i~ policy making" 

non-returning 8 2.3750 1.1877 
returning 95 2.6947 1.0321 0.4939 -0.8321a 0.4073 

Factor 12 

Item SOll "concerned with teacher problems" 

non-returning 8 1. 7500 .7071 
J'.'eturning· 95 2.1789 .8149 0.5750 -l .3480a 0.1807 

Item S012 "ethical procedures followed" 

non-returning 8 1.2500 .4629 
returning 94 1.9893 .7328 0.1426 

. a 
-2.6250 0.0100* 

Item S013 "democratic policy followed" 

non-returning 8 1.3750 .5175 
returning 95 2.0634 .8969 0.1269 02.1340a 0.0353* 

N ..,, 
""' 



TABLE XXXVIII (Continued) 

Standard II t II 
It.em Number Mean Deviation Prob !> F value Prob >(T) 

Factor 12 

Item 5014 "understands quality education" 

·non-returning 8 1.12500 .4629 
returning 95 1.6447 .7584 0.1673 -1.6275a 0.1067 

Item S015 "innovative teaching encouraged" 

non-returning 8 1.8750 .9910 
returning 95 1. 9789 .8870 - 0.5684 -0.3156a 0.7529 

Item 5016 "works well with administrative staff" 

non-returning 8 1. 7500 .8864 
re·turning 94 2.0851 .9689 0.8784 -0.4444a 0 .3472 

Item 5017 "imagination and creativity present" 

non-returning 8 1.8750 .9910 
retu,:iiing 94 2.3829 .9028 0.7922 -1.4296 a 

0.1560 
Item S018 "leadership apparent" 

non-returning 8 1.6250 1.1877 
returning 95 1.8842 .8856 0.1919 -0. 7739a 0.4408 

Item 5019 "teachers informed about new policies" 

non-returning 8 1.7500 .8364 
retur11ing 93 2.1505 1.010 0.7691 -l .0850a 0.2806 

Item 5020 "community well informed" 

non-returning 8 1.8757 1.1259 N 
ret~rning 94 2.0638 .9816 0.5020 a 

0.6066 
N -0. 5166 0\ 



* Indicates signifiGance at the .05 level 

a Student's t test used 

b Cochran and Cox tabulated t' test used 

c Unequal variance 

TABLE·XXXVIII (Continued) 
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