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STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

The Distéict of Columbia Public Schools' (DCPS, Dissemination Project,
under the supervision of the Division of Research and Evaluation, has sought
to examine its dissemination procedures and to devise a more effective system
of sharing information germane to the improvement of practice with the
personnel of the school system.

With the assistance of a National Institute of Education (NIE) one-year
Special Purpose Grant, the Dissemination Project identified and fuifilled the
following objectiv._s:

1. to establish a School System-wide Task Force;

2. to analyze existing dissemination activities;

[
.

to undertake staff dovelopment activites for
Task Force members; and

4, to design 2 comprehensive dissemination program
for the District of Columbia Public Schools,
"emphasizing two-way communication between the
different levels of school system personnel,

The culmination of these efforts resulted in the submission of a proposal
to NIE for a capacity-building grant to implement the Task Force-desigred
dissemination network. The design focuses on uniting and complementing the
existing dissemination efforts in the system, rather than on a total
restructuring of the fragmented dissemination activities.

In expectation of, and preparation for, the receipt of the implementing
grant, the Task Force staff and project manager prepared and distributed a

questionnaire entitled, "Information Needs and Uses." With the input and

suggestions from principal heads of divisions and offices of central




administration, a needs assessment of the total target audience was conducted
prior to the actual implementation of a disseminatipgrdesign. Therefore,
input from classroom teachers, support staff, regional anc central
administrators, and local school administrators was necessary to implement a
design that would be responsive to the interests of all the groups.

Thus, the purposes of this gquestionnaire were to:

1. investigate the status of current dissemination agents
at work in the school system;

2. evaluate the success of these dissemination outlets;

3. identify levels of school personnel needing
information distributed through dissemination sources,
e.9., who are the users in the school system;

4. identify what assistance in getting information is
needed for the various levels of school personnel, but
is not available at present; and

5. assess needs for information of school personnel and
their success in obtaining the needed information.




INTRODUCTION

Description of the Questionnaire

A survey instrument was developed jointly by the staff and project
manager of the D.C. Public Schools' Dissemination Project. It was designed to
assess the need, flow, and use of information intended to improve the
dissemination practices of educators in the-DCPS. Appendix A contains a copy
of the questionnaire.

The introductory part of the questionnaire contained six background
information items. Included in these demographic items were requests for the
respondent's name and school or office. This information was requested for
each 1 -.pondent because the same or a like questionnaire is planned to be
administered'to the respondents after a reasonable period following the
introduction of the dissemination network. Comparing the data from this and a
follow-up questionnaire should assist in determining whether the network
design will contribute to any significant improvements in the dissemination
procedures of the D.C, Public Schools or the lack thereof. Additional
demographic information requested of ali respondents was their position,
educational level, years of professional experienc: in education, and years of
experience in the District of Columbia Public School System.

Section [ of the questionnaire listed 17 activities or tasks which were
to be examined as to the frequency of qeed‘and the frequency of success in
obtaining needed information for each task. Respondents were to rate the
frequency of need for each task with a Likert-type scale of 1 to 5, with 1
indicating that a task was "not needed," 2 indicating “rarely needed," 3
indicating "occasionally needed," 4 indicating "fairly ofien needed," and 5
indicq‘ing "frequently needed." Each respondent was also asked to rate the
frequency of success in obtaining needed information for each of the 17 tasks

& 3
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on the same Likert-type scale of llto 5, with 1 indicating "no success" to 5
indicating "frequent success" in obtaining needed information. -

Section Il of the questionnaire listed 12 information sources upon which
educators could depend for securing new 1deas and knowledge in cinnection with
their professional responsibilities. Each respondent rated the extent he/she
refied on each of 12 sources of information. The ratings were on a
Likert-type scale with 1 indicating "no reliance," 2 indicating "very little
reliance,"” 3 indicating "limited reliance," 4 indicating "considerable

reliance," and 5 indicating "extensive reljance.“

Section I]I asked respondents to indicate their experience in using 6
listed 1nformation sources. Respondents were to indicate if they were
familiar with each source, had used the source, and if used, the vélue of
the source. The value of the source was on a scale of 1 to 3, with 1}
indicating “no value," 2 indicating “some value," and 3 indicating "great
valye."

Section IV listed 7 types of assistance that could be of fered respondents
in seeking information. Respondents were to check those types of assistance
they could use. Respondents could also list other needs they could use
assistance with.

And finally, Section V permitted respondents to comment on any aspects

related to the questionnaire.

The Sampling of Respondents

Questionnaires were mailed to school principals, regional administrators,
and central adminstrators. Five questionnaires were sen. to each public
school in the District. Principals were requested to complete one
guestionnaire and to randomly select classroom teachers, resource teachers,

librarians, and counselors to complete the remaining four questionnaires.




A total of approximately 1,000 surveys were distributed in the system for

prospective respondents to complete and return to the Division of Research and
Evaluation for evaluation. Of the tota? mailed, 462 completed surveys were
received in the Division of Research and Evaluation prior %o the deadline
date. Those completed surveys constituted a 46% response rate to the
questionnaire.

Table 1 lists the seven positions of the respondents and the number and
percent of respondents falling intb each position. For some analyses, the
seven position classifications were grouped into four larger groups --
classroon teachers, support staff, school building administrators, and
non-s:h90l tuilding administrators. Close to half the respondents were
classroom teachers,

Table 2 descrites the respondents according to their years of
professional experience in education and their years of experience
specifically in the District of Columbia Public School System. Approximately
78% of the respondents had 10+ years of professional experience in education.
Seventy-nine percent of the respondents had 10+ years of professional
experience in thé DCPS system.

Table 3 describes the educational level attainment of the 462

>

respondents. o A majority of the respondents hati master's degrees.




Table 1

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF COMPLETED SURVEYS RECEIVED
RY POSITION AND GROUPED CLASSIFICATION

Number of Percent of
Pisition Surveys Total Grouped
Classification Received Response Classification
Classroom Teacher : 212 46 Classroom Teacher
Librarian .
Counselor 106 . 23 Support Staff
Resource Teacher
Building
Principal . 37 Administrator
Central Administrator . Non-Building
Regional Administrator): . Administrator
Total
Table 2
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS' PROFESSIONAL YEARS
OF EXPERIENCE IN EDUCATION ‘AND IN DCPS i '
Years in E.ication Years in DCPS .
Professional Experience Number Percent Number Percent "l
0 - 2 Years 14 3.0 9 2.0
3 -5 Years 18 3.9 13 3.0
6 - 9 Years 65 14.1 57 12.0
10 Years + 359 77.7 363 79.0
No resporse 6 1.3 20 4.0
Total 462 100.0 462 100.0
¥
Table 3 3
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS' EDUCATIONAL 'EVEL
- ATTAINMENT
TEducational Level Numberi Parcent
Less than bachelor's degree 5 1.1
Bachelor's degree 120 26.0
Master's degree 283 61.3
Doctorate degree 27 5.8
Post graduate 16 2.5
No response_ 11 2.4

Total . 462 100.0




SECTION I - INFORMATION NEEDS AND OBTAINMENT

Section I includes five research questions. They are as follows:

A. How do the seven position groups differ in their
frequency of need for 17 specified activities?

B. How do the seven position groups differ in their
frequency of success in obtaining needed
information for 17 specific activities?

C. For the seven positions, what is the relationship
between need for information and success in
obtaining ne2ded information for 17 listed
activiti:s or tasks?

D. Do respondents with less experience in DCPS tend
to have a greater need for information than those
with more experience 11 the system?

E. Do respondents with less professional experience
in education tend to have a greater need for
information than those with more profes.ional
experience?

Statistical Analyses

Sec* jon I of the questionn: REH ana]yzeq using three statistical
indices: contingency table percentages; mean scores, and correlation
coefticients. Contingency tables 1isted che seven classification positions in
a vertical column and the five item response catecories, which reflected
degrees of need for information or frequency of sv~-ess in obtdining needs
from "never” to "frequently," in a horizontal row. The number and percent of
respondents who gave each response category was at the appropriate cross-point
of the table. This analysis procedure permitted a compariscn of each group's

distribution along the frequency of need scale or the frequency of success

scale.




As a second analysis procedure, the respondents' designation to each of
the 17 activities 1n Section | concerning frequency of need for information or
frequency of success in obtaining the needed information was quantified on a
scale of 1 to 5 using numerical values assigned below:

never

rarely

occasional ly

fairly often
frequently

P wwn —
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The mean or average was computed for each respondent's position and for all
the respondents regardless of position. The mean scores could range on the
frequency of need or frequency of success scales from a low of 1.0 to a high
of 5.0, Using the group's mean scales, the F statistic, which measures the
general existence of mean differences between defined groups, was also
obtained. [f the F-test indicated that the mean responses for the groups
differed significantly, a follow-up procedure was done pinpointing which
particular pairs of group means differed.

Finally, correlation coefficients, describing the strength of
relationships between two measures, were calculated between the frequency of
need and the frequency of successfully obtaining the needed information for
each of the 17 activities. Hopefully, the correlation coefficients would be
high and positive. Correlations were also used to measure the relationship
between experience in education, experience in DCPS and a total need score.

- The total need score was obtained by summing scores across the 17 activities.




Results for Research Question A

Tables 1-B through 17-B which appear in Appendix B summarize the
responses of the seven position classifications as to their need for
information 6n each of 17 activities. The statistical analysis reveals that
with regard to need for information on:

1. Developing daily lesson plans (Table 1-B)

a. Over one-fourth of the resource
teachers, classroom teachers and
librarians indicated a frequeat need
for information on developing daily
lesson plans.

b. As expected, a large percentage of
central and regional administrators
indicated (80% and 40%, respectively)
that they never had a need for
information concerning developing daily
lesson plans.

c. The mean scores for the seven positions
(given at the bottom of the tables in
Appendix B) are all below 3.0, which in
the table is defined as the
"occasionally needed" category.

d. The mean scores for classroom teachers
(2.98), librarians (2.96), and resource
teachers (2.92) are significantly
larger thar the méan score for central
administrators (1.30).

2. MWriting proposals (Table 2-B)

a. The majority of respondents in each
position classification marked
"occasionally"” needed or less for this
activity. The mean scores for each
position are all below 3.0.

b. The mean score for cental
administrators (2.93; was significantly
larger than the mean scores for
resource teachers (1.98) and classroom
teachers (2.00).




3. Developing or revising curricuium (Table 3-B)
a. Almost 50% of the principals marked

that they needed this information
"fairly often" (33.3%) or "frequently"
(15.2%). Thirty-three percent of the
librarians indicated they needed
information regarding this activity.
The five remaining groups indicated
that they had a lower frequency of need
regarding information on this
activity.

b. The mean scores for all positions
except principals were less than 3.0.
The mean scores for principals and
resource teachers were cignificantly
higher (3.24 and 2.84, respectively)
than the mean score for central
administrators (1.87).

4. Formulating policy recommendations (Table 4-B)

a. Over one-third of the three
administrative positions (principals,
central and regional administrators)
indicated they needed information
regarding formulation of policy
recommendations "fairly often" or
"frequently." The mean scores for
these three groups were over 3.0,

b. Over a quarter of all groups except
' counselors indic®ted they
"occasionally" needed information
regarding this activity.

c. The mean scores of principals,
regional administrators, and central
administrators (3.38, 3.38, and 3.34,
respectively) were significantly higher
than the mean scores of counselo:.,
classroom teachers, and resource
teachers (2.15, 2.26. and 2.34,
respectively).
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5. Carrying out committee assignment (Table 5-B)

a. A mejority of central administrators
(51.5%), resource teachers (62.0%),
principals (67.7%), and regional
administrators (81.4%) indicated they
needed information on this activity
“fairly often" or "frequently."

b. The mean scores for all seven positions
exceeded 3.0, with the mean score for
regional administrators (4.30)
significantly larger than the mean
score of classroom teachers (3.18).

6. Developing rules/regulations (Table 6-8)

a. Approximately 60% of the principals
marked that they "fairly of*en" or..
"frequently" needed information on #his
activity. A majority of regional =
administrators (53.8%) marked the
"occasional 1y" category. A fairly
large percentage of librarians and
central administrators (41.7% and
31.3%, respectively) also marked the
“occasional 1y" category.

b. The mean scores for four of the seven
groups equalled or exceeded 3.0. These
groups were: librarians (3.00),
resource teachers (3.12), regional
administrators (3.35), and principals
(3.51). '

7. Writing or revising curriculum guide (Table 7-B)
a. A majority of respondents in all seven
groups marked “never" or "rarely"
needing infoimation regarding this

activity.

h. All mean scores for the seven position
groups were below the 3.0 mark.

11
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8. Planning/conducting in-service training (Table 8-B)

a.

b.

A large percentage of “:e three
administrative groups marked
"frequently" needing information
regarding this activity: regional
administrators (69.0%), principals
(33.3%), and central administrators
(27.0%).

A large percentage (38.9%) of classroom
teachers indicated they "never" needed
information on this activity.

The mean scores for regional
administrators (4.31), principals
(3.78), and central administrators
(3.24) were significantly higher than
the mean scores for classroom teachers
(2.22). Regional administrators also
scored significantly higher than
counselors {2.45), resource teachers
(2.88), and central administrators
(3.24). In addition, principals had a
mean significantly higher than
counselors,

9. Designing new instructional programs (Table 9-B)

ad.

b.

A majority of cruuselors (65.0%),
central administrators (60.7%), and
classroom teachers (56.3%) indicated
that they "never" and “"rarely" needed
information regarding this activity. A
majority of regional administrators
(53.6%) indicated they needed
information about this activity "fairly
often” or "frequently," A large
percentage of principals (44.4%) and
Tibrarians (45.5%) indicated that they
"occasionally" needed information
regarding this activity.

The mean scores of librarians (1.09),
principals (3.14), and regiona®
administrators (3.39) were above the
3.0 point. The mean for regional
administrators was significantly
greater than the means for counselors
(2.05), central administrators (2.23),
and classroom teachers (2,39).

12 19




10, Developi'g rationale/position statement (Table 10-B)

a. A majority of counselors (75.0%),

classroom teachers (69.9%), and
resource teachers (64.4%) marked that
they "nrever" or "rarely" needed
information for this activity. A
majority of regional administrators
(51.7%) and just under a majority of
central administrators (47.7%) marked
that they needed information regarding
this activity "fairly often" or
“frequently.”

Mean scores for regional administiators
(3.59) and central administrators
(3.31) were above the 3.0 point. The
means for these two positions were
significantly larger than the means for
counselors (1.75), classroom teachers
(1.96), and resource teachers (2.11).
The mean for principals (2.89) was
significantly larger than the means for
counselors and classroom teachers.

11. Preparing speech/presentation/articie (Table 11-8B)

-

A majority of classroom teachers
(68.2%), counselors (61.9%), and
resource teachers (59.6%) indicated that
they "never" or "rarely" needed
information about this activity,

Two-thirds of the’ regional
administrators (66.7%) marked that they
needed inform¢tion about this activity
either "fairly often" (23.3%) or
"frequently" (43,3%).

The mean scores for the regional
administrators (4.00) and central
administrators (3.20) were above the
3.0 or mid-point. Th2 mean of the
regional administrators was
significantly larger than the means of
classroom teachers (2.06), counselors
(2.33), resource teachers (2.44),
librarians (2.70), and principals
(2.92). The means for central
administrators (3.20) and principals
(2.92) were also significantly larger .
than the mean for :lassroom teachers.

13




12, Updating teaching/instructional methods and techniques
(Table 12-B;

a. For five of the seven positions a
majority of respondents marked either
“fairly often" or "frequently" needing
information concerning this activity.
The five groups and their percentages
were:

principals (69.7%)
~ librarians (69.5%)

classroom teachers (52.7%)

resource teachers (58,9%)

regional administrators (74.0%)
Slightly more than a majority of central
administrators (56.4%) indicated they
“never" needed information regarding this
activity.

b. Five group means were above the
mid-point, 3.0, and were significantly
greater than the mean for central
administrators (2.16). These groups and
their means were:

principals (3.C5)

librarians (3.83)

regional administrators (3.81)
resource teachers (3.73)
classroom teachers (3.54).

13, Securing innovative ideas for improvement (Table 13-B)

a. A majority of all seven positions
’ indicated that they needed information
concerning this activity "fairly often"
or "frequently." The group percentages
were:
principals (70.2%)
librarians (70.2%)
counselors (55.0%)
classroom teachers (55.2%)
resource teachers (61.3%)
central administrators (50.0%)
regional administrators (83.9%)

b. The mean scores for all seven groups
exceeded 3.0, the mid-point. The means
for librarians (4.00) and regional
administrators (4.29) were at or above
the 4.0 lrvel, In addition, the mean for
regional administrators (4.29) was
significantly greater than the mean for
central administrators (3.45), the lowest
mean.
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(Table 14-B)

a.

The percentages for all the groups were
fairly well distributed across the five

l 14. Conducting research for academic course work or degree

levels showing frequency of need for
information regarding this activity,

Only one group mean was above 3.0,
resource teachers at 3.08, While the
meaqns ranged from a lcw of 2.53 for
counselors to a high of 3,08 for resource
teachers, none of the group means was
significantly higher than any other group
mean,

15. Investigating promising programs/practices (Table 15-B)

a.

-

Over 50% of the central and regional
administrators (50.8% and 55.6%,
respectively) indicated a need for
information regarding this activity
“fairly often" and "frequently." This
study shows that 50% of the nrincipals
indicated that they "occasionally" had a
r-ed for information regarding this
activity. The highest percentages for
the remaining four groups also fell into
the "occasionally" category -- librarians
(31.8%), counselors (42.9%), classroom
teachers (36.9%), and resource teachers
(34.0%).

Four group means were above the 3.C
level. They were: principals (3.33),
librarians (3.41), central administrators
(3.43), and regional administrators
(3.79). Specifically, the group mean for
regional administrators was significantly

higher than the group mean for counselors
(2.57).
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16. Identifying exemplary administrative/ management practices
(Table 16-B)

a. Slightly over 60% of the principals
indicated they "fairly often" or
"frequently" needed information regarding
this activity. On the other hand,
more than 50% of librarians (52.6%),
counselors (68.5%), classroom teachers
(60.9%), and resource teachers (73.9%)
indicated they "never" to "rarely" needed
information regarding this activity.

The group neans for the three
administrative groups (principals at
3.58, regional administrators at 3.33,
and central administrators at 3.08) were
above 3.0, the scale's mid-point. The
means for these three groups were
significantly higher than the means for
resource teachers (2.02) and classroom
teachers (2.18), In addition, the means
for principals and regional
administrators were significantly higher
than the lowest mean, which was for
counselors (1.89).

17. Seeking improved classroom management and/or discipline
techniques (Table 17-8)

a. Five of the position groups had a
majority of their respondents marking
that they "fairly often" or "frequently"
needed information for this activity.
The combined percentages of the five
groups were: principals (72.2%),
librarians (56.5%), counselors (57.9%),
resource teachers (51.0%), and regional
administrators (72.4%). A majority
(52.7%), of central administrators
indicated they "never" needed information
regarding this activity,

The means for six of the seven positions
exceeded 3.0 -- classroom teachers
(3.44), librarians (3.61), resource
teachers (3.65), counselore (3.84),
principals (3.89), and regional
adminstrators (3.97). These six group
means were all significantly higher than
the mean for the central administrators
which was 2.11,
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In addition to the 17 tasks that were rated by the participants, an
opportunity vas provided to list additional tasks for which information is

e5e tasks were listed but not rated by the participants. Outlined

below are those additional tasks according to three groups of respondents.

1. Classroom Teachers

- Career development orientation at the junior
high level

. Trying to obtain new CBC materials

« Seeking source of teaching materials

2. Librarians, Counselors, and Resource Teachers
. Improvement of counseling techniques
. Seeking budget information

. Prome ion of staff spirit

3. Central and Regional Administrators
. Seeking budget and statistical information
. Interpreting and implementing federal regulations
"+ Developing compliance monitoring systems
. Reviewing proposals
. ldentifying persons with information responsibility
. Researching collective bargaining practices

. Developing and gathering information on new
studies for the gifted and talented

. Obtaining relevant reports from legislative
and executive branches of government, pertaining
to funds, trends, issues, etc.




Summary

Table 4 summarizes the means and percents for all respondents regardless

of position for the 17 listed types of information needs. The information
needs are numbered from 1 to 17, coinciding with the 17 activites listed in
Section I of the questionnaire (Appendix A). Table 4 also prioritizes, by
ranking total means, information needs for the total group of responde;ts.
The means for 5 of the 17 listed tasks were in the 3.0 to 4.0 range,

indicating that the respondents were "occasionally" to "fairly often" 1n need

of the task. The remaining 12 tasks had total means in the 2.0 to 3.0 range,

h 1]

indicating a “rare” or "occasional" need.

For 3 of the 17 tasks, a majority of all respondents, irrespective of
pusition grdup, marked that they “fairly often" or "frequently" needéd the
reSpeciive task. The three tasks and percentages were:

13. Securing innovative ideas for improvement (59.7%)

i2. Updr\ing teachiﬁg/instructiona] methods and
' teck 'ques (52.5%)

5. Carring out comnittee assignment (50.0%)

For 6 of the 17 tasks, a majority of respondents, regardless of position,
marked that they "never" or "rarely" needed the listed task. These Six tasks
and percentages were:

7. wrfting or revising curriculum guide (63.9%)
2. Writing proposals (5¢ 5%)

10. Developing rationaler ition statement (52.1%)

16. Identifying exemplary administrative/management
practices (50.8%) .

11. Preparing speech/presentation/article (50.6%)

1. Developing daily lesson plans (54.8%)

18
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l‘
' Table 4 ®
I RANKING OF TOTAL PERCENTS AND MEANS FOR
17 TYPES OF INFORMATION NEEDS
l
|
Percents of Respondents
Fairly
Information | Never | Rarely | Occasionally | Often Frequently Ranked
Needs* (1) (2) (3) - (4) (5) Means
13 4.4% | 4.9% 31.0% 31.9% 27.8% 3.74
5 12.9% | 10.1% 27.0% 23.0% 27.0% 3.4
12 15.4% 9.2% 22.8% 24.6% 27.9% 3.41
17 13.2% | 12.7% 25.3% 19.6% 29.3% 3.40
15 15.4% | 14.2% 35.380 | 19.9% | 15.2% 3.05
6 19.6% | 17.1% 26.0% \ 20.4% 16.8% 2.98
14 23.6% | 17.5% 25.1% \x 18.5% | 15.3% 2.85
8 24,65 | 15.5% 29.3% | 13.8% 16.8% 2.83
4 25.3% | 18.5% 32,00 | 13.8% 10.4% 2.66
1 34.4% | 20.4% 14.8% E 7.5% 22.8% 2.64
11 28.0% | 22.6% 25.80 | 12.5% 11.1% 2.56
9 30.3% | 18.4% 28.06 | 13.2% 10.1% 2.54
16 33.9% | 16.9% 22.0% 16.4% 10.8% 2.53
3 31.6% | 17.4% 27.9% 14,7% 8.4% 2.51
10 32.81 | 19.3% 25.3% 15.4% 7.3% 2.45
2 36.6% | 19.9% 28.3% 7.3% 7.9% 2.30
7 45.7% | 18.2% 20.3% l 10.6% 5.2% 2.11
*Each of the seventeen types of Information needs is stated on the following
page.




Statements of Information Needs

Securing innovative ideas for improvement

Carrying out committee assignments

12 Updating teaching/instructional methods and techniques

Seeking improved classroom management and/or discipline techniques

Investigating pronising programns/practices

Developing rules/regulations

14 Conducting research for academic course work or degree
3 Planning/conducting irservice
4 Formulating policy recommendations

1 Developing daily Tesson plans ~

11 Preparing speech/presentation/article

9 Designing new instructional programs

16 Identifying exemplary administrative/management practices

3 Developing or revising curriculum ‘

2 Writing proposals

Writing or revising curriculum cuide

10 Developing rationale/position statement /
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
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Results for Research Question B

As previously stated, Research Question B was "How do the seven position
groups differ in their frequency of success in obtaining needed information
for the 17 specific activities?" Tables 1-C through 17-C which appear in
Rppendix C summarize the responses to this question. The statistical 2nalyses
reveal that with regard to success of obtaining needed information on:

1. Developing daily lesson plans (Tables 1-C)

a. Over 50% of principals (60.8%),
‘ibrarians (72.7%), counselors (57.1%),
classroom teachers (74.5%), and resource
teachers (60.0%) indicated that "fairly
often" or “frequently" they sugcessfully
obtained needed information regarding
developing daily lesson plans.

b. As expected, a large percentage (79.2%)
—of-central administrators—indicated-they ———

“never" or "rarely" were successful in
obtaining information regarding
developing daily lesson plans,

« c. The responses of regional administrators
were bimodal for successfully obtaining
needed information on developing daily
lesson plans. Forty-five percent
indicated they were "never" or "rarely"
successful, and 45% indicated they were
"fairly often" or "frequently" successful
in this endeavor.

d. The quantified mean score for six of the
- ’ seven classification positions was above
3.0, which in the Table is defined as the
“occasional” category. The one exception
was central administrators, with a mean
of 1.79.

e. The mean scores for principals (3.58),
librarians (3.95), and classroom teachers
(3.99) were significantly greater than
the mean score for central administrat~-=
(1.79).
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2. Writing proposals {Table 2-C)

a. MWith the exception of central
administrators and regional
administrators, the majority of the
respondents in the five remaining
positions marked "occasionally"
successful or less for this activity.

b. The mean score for central administrators

: (3.68) was significantly larger than the
mean scores for counselors (2.08),
classroom teachers (2.24), and resource
teachers (2.28). The mean scores for
regional administrators (3.58) was
significantly larger than the mean for
classroom teachers and resource teachers.,
And finally, the mean score for
librarians (3.50) was significantly
larger than the mean score for classroom
teachers.

3. Developing or revising curriculum (Table 3-C)

a. Almost 67% of the librarians "fairly
often” or "frequently" had success in
obtaining information to develop or
revise curriculum; while, on the other
hand, almost 49% of the central
.ministrators were "never" successful.
The frequency of success for the rther
five groups was fairly even over 2
five scale categories.

b. On the 5-point scale, the mean scale
scores ranged from a low of 2,42 for
central administrators to a high of 3.67
for librarians.

4, Formulating policy recommendations (Table 4-C)

a. Over 55.0% of the three administrative
groups (principals and central and
regional administrators) indicated they
were successful in obtaining needed
information for formulating policy
recommendations "fairly nften" or
"frequently." The percentages for the
three groups were: 56.3% for principals,
64.0% for central administrators, and
57.1% for regional administrators.
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b. On the 5-point Likert-type scale, the
mean score for central administrators
(3.70) was significantly larger than the
mean score for clessroom teachers (2.85).
There were no other significant pairwise
mean differences. The mean values ranged
from. & low of 2.43 for counselors to'a
high of 3.7C “or central administrators.

5. Carrying out committee assignments (Table 5-C)

. a. A majority of respondents within all
seven positions indicated that they were
successful "fairly often" or*"frequently"
in obtaining needed information regarding

. this activity.

b. The mean scores for all seven groups were
above 3.5, with the 3.73 for librarians
being the lowest and 4.36 for regional
administrators peing the highest.

6. Developing rules/regulations (Table 6-C)

a. For six of the seven positions, a
majority of respondents indicated that
they "fairly often" or "frequently" were
successful in obtaining information on
developing rules or regulations.
Resource teachers were the one
exception.

b. The mean scores for all seven positians
exceeded 3.0, with the resource teachers
having the lowest mean (3.10) and
principals having the largest mean
(4.00)

7. Writing or revising curriculum guides (Table 7-C)

a. A majority of counselors (72.8%), class-
room teachers (50.0%), central
administrators (51.3%), and regional
adminstrators (54.6%) marked that they

. were "rar2ly" or "never" successful in
obtaining infor ..ion needed for tnis
activity.

b. All mean scores for the seven position
groups were below the 3.0 mark.
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8. Planning/conducting in-service (Table &-C)

a. A large percentage of the three
administrative groups marked "frequently"
successful in obtaining information
regarding this activity. The three
administrative groups and percentages
were: principals (43.2%), central
administrators (41.1%), and regional
administrators (64.3%).

One-quarter of the classrnom teachers
“never" were successful 1n obtaining
information in regard to planning
in-service programs.

The mean scores for regional
administrators (4.39), librarians (4.04),
principals (3.95), and central
administrators (3.79) were significantly
higher than the mean score for classroom
teachers (2.96).

9, Designing new instructional programs (Table 9-C)

a. A fairly large percentage of counselors
(21.4%), classroom teachers (16.8%),
rescurce teachers (19.5%), and central
administrators (35.9%) indicated they
"never" were successful in obtaining
needed information in regard to
designing new instructional programs. On
the other hand, a majority or close to
it, of principals (50.0%), librarians
(47.6%), classroom teachers (48.9%),
central administrators (48.7%), and
regional administrators (53.8%) were
"fairly often" or "frequently"
successful,

The mean scores for classroom teachers
(3.22), librarians (3.52), regional
administrators (3.54), and principals
(3.59) were above the 3,0 level.




10.

Developing rationale/position statement (Table 10-C)

a. A large percentage of counselors (69.3%),
classroom teachers (46.3%), and resource
teachers (61.1%) marked that they "never"
or "rarely" were successful in obtaining
needed information regarding developing
rationale/position statements. On the
other hand, a majority of central
administrators (61.7%) and regional
administrators (55.5%) marked that they
were "fairly often” or "frequently"
successful in that endeavor. The
responses of librarians were divided
fairly evenly across all five response
‘categories. And over a third of the
principals marked that they were
"occasionally" successful.

b. The mean scores ranged from a low of 2.28
for resource teachers to a high of 3,78
for regional administrators. The mean
scores for central and regional
adminictrators (3.67 and 3.78,

oo respectively) were significantly Jarger — — -

11.

than the mean scores for resource
teachers (2.28) and classroom teachers
(2.66).

Preparing speech/presentation/article (Table 11-C)

a. A majority of principals (62.9%),
librarians (52.6%), central
administrators (f8.8%), and regional
administrators (72.4%) indicated that
they “fairly often" or "frequently" were
successful im obtaining information
concerning presentation of speeches or
articles. On the other hand, a majority
of classroom teachers (50.4%) indicated
they "never" or "rarely" were successful
in this endeavor. The responses of the
resource teachers were evenly spread over
‘the five response categories. And,
counselors' responses were bimodal with
47% indicating they were "never" or
“rarely" successful and 41% indicating
they were “fairly cften" or "frequently"
successful, :
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b. The mean scores ranged from a low of 2.57
for classroom teachers to a high of 4,07
for regional administrators. The mean
scores for regional administrators
(4.07), central administrators (3.87),
and principals (3.49) were significantly
larger than the mean score for classroom
teachers (2.57).

12. Updating teaching/instructicnal methods and techniques
(Table 12-C)

a. For five of the seven positions, over
two-thirds of respondents marked either
“fairly often" or "frequently" being
successful in obtaining needed
information. The five groups and their
respective percentages were: principals
(75.8%), librarians (78.3%), classroom
teachers (70.1%), resource teachers
(62.6%), and regional adminiscrators
(80.8%). Thr responses of the counselors
were fairly evenly spread across the five

———response—categories. The responses—of— —

central administrators were bimodal --
51.3% marking "never" or "rarely"
successful and 41.0% marking "fairly
often" or "frequently" successful.

b. Six of the seven groups had mean values
abuve 3.0. Central administrators with a
mean of 2.64 was the one deviation. The
mean scores for resource teachers ,3.71),
classroom principals (4.15), and
librarians (4.22) were sigrniiicantly
larger than the mean sco'e for central

> administrators (2.64).

13. Securing ideas for improvement (Table 13-C)

a. A majority of all seven positions marked
that they “fairly often" or "frequently"
were successful in securing innovative
ideas for improvement -- principals
(63.9%), librarians (70.9%), counselors
(61.9%), classroom teachers (66.9%),
resource teachers (64.6%), central
administrators (60.7%), and regional
administrators (80.6%).
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b. The mean scores for all seven groups of
respordents exceeded 2.0, the mid-point.
The means for librarians (4.00) and
regional administrators (4.16) were at or
above the 4.0 level.

14, Conducting research for academic course work or degree
(Table 14-C)

a. A majority of librarians (52.9%),
classroom teachers (55.8%), resource
teachers (54.2%), and central
administrators (56.8%) indicated that
they "fairly often” or “frequently" were
successful in obtaining needed
information concerning conducting of
research for coursework or degree. The
percentage for the remaining three groups
wes fairly well distributed across the
five response categories.

b. The means for all seven groups were in
the 3.03 to 3.50 range. None of the
group means was significantly higher
than any other group mean.

15. Investigating promising programs/practices (Table 15-C)

a. A majority of librarians (52.3%),
central administrators (68.4%), and
regional administrators (58.6%) indicated
that they "fairly often" or "frequently"
were successful in obtaining needed
information regarding this activity. The
responses of counselors, classroon
teachers, and resource teachers were
fairly evenly distributed over three
combined response categories (the
“never-rarely category, the "occasionally"
category, and the "fairly often-frequently"
category). And finally, slightly over
40% of the principals marked the
"occasionally" category as
to the success of obtaining needed
information for this activity.

b. The group mean scores ranged from a low
of 2.94 for counselors to a high of 3.84
for central administrators. The mean for
central administrators (3.84) was
significantly higher than the means for
resource teachers (2.98) and classroom
teachers (3.11).
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16. ldentifying exemplary administrative/management practices
(Table 16-C)

d.

A majority of principals (61.1%) and
regional administrators {(55.1%) marked
that they “fairly often” or "frequently"
were successful in obtaining needed
information regarding this activity. On
the other side, a majority or near
majority of 11brar1ans (52.9%),
counselors (50.0%), classroom teachers
(49.6%), and resource teachers (74.3%)
indicated that they “never" or “rarely"
were successful. And finally, slightly
over one-third of the central
administrators (37.3%) were
"occasionally" successful in obtaining
the needed information for this task.

The means for the seven positions ranged
from 2.06 to 3.75. The means for
principals (3.75) and regional
administrators (3.55) were significantly
larger than the means for resource
teachers (2.06) and classroom teachers
(2.56). The mean for central
administrators (3.24) was also
significantly larger than the mean for
resource teachers (2.06).

17. Seeking improved classroom management and/or d1sc1p11ne
techniques (Table 17-C)

ade.

b.

Six of the seven position groups had

a majority of their respondents marking
that they "fairly often” or "frequently"
were successful in obtaining needed
information regarding this task. The six
positions and their respective
percentages were: principals (66.7%),
librarians (54.6%), counselors (60.0%),
classroom teachers (62.0%), resource
teachers (55.3%), and regional
administrators (66.6%). As the one
exception, 56.7% of the central admpini-
strators had marked "never" or "rarely"
in regard to their success in

obtaining needed information for this
task.

The means for six of the seven positions
exceeded 3.0, The means fof these Six
groups were significantly%2§gher than the
mean for central administfrators (2.49).
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Summary

Table 5 summarizes the means and percentages of all respondents

regardless of posit%on as to their success in obtaining information on the 17
listed information needs. The information needs are numbered 1 to 17
coinciding with the 17 tasks listed in Section I of the questionnaire
(Appendix A). Table 5 also prioritizes, through ranking total means, the 17
tasks according to indication of success in obtaining needed information.

The total means for 13 of the 17 tasks were in the 3.0 to 4.0 range,
indicating the respondents, on the average, were "occasionally" to "fairly
often” successful in obtaining needed information for these tasks. The
remaining 4 tasks had total means in the 2.0 to 3.0 range, indicating the éa
respondents were "rarely” or "occasionally" successful in ohbtaining needed

— —  ipfermatigR—— s - o U ——

For 8 of the 17 tasks, a majority of the respondents across the 7
positions marked that they "fairly often" or "frequently" were successful in
obtaining needed information. The eight tasks and percentages were:

5. Carrying out connittee assignment (72.1%)
13. Securing innovative ideas for improvement (66.5%)

12. Updating teaching instructional methods and
techniques (66.6%) .

1. Developing daily lesson plans (63.7%)

17. Seeking improved classroom management and/or
discipline techniques (58.4%)

8. Planning/conducting in-service training (55.6%)
6. Developing rules/regqulations (54.2%)

14. Conducting research for academic course work
or degree (52.5%)




Table 5

" RANKING OF TOTAL PERCENTS AND MEANS INDICATING
THE SWYCCESS IN OBTAINING THE 17 TYPES OF INFORMATION MEEDS

Percents
Fairly )
Information | Never | Rarely | Occasionally | Often Frequently Ranked
Needs* (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Means
5 6.1% 4.7% 1m % 34.8% | 37.3% 3.93
13 3.5% 5.0% 24.9% 34,8% 31.7% 3.86
12 9.3% 6.7% 17.4% 32.3% 34.3% 3.76
1 19.2% 8.9% 8.2% 18.2% 45.5% 3.62
W33 —114% - - 22,82 | 29.6% | 28.8% | ..3.61 .
8 14,7% 10.6% 19.1% 23.8% 31.8% 3.47
6 10.3% 13.5% 22.1% 20.8% 24.4% 3.44
14 15.5% 11.7% 20.2% 28.2% 24.,3% 3.34
15 10.1% 12.9% 3.1% | 27.7% 18.2% 3.31
9 16.5% 15.8% 21.9% 24.5% 21.3% 3.18
11 19.3% 16.1% 17.6% 25.0% 22.0% 3.14
4 15.9% 15.5% 23.8% 28.4% 16.5% 3.14
3 21.5% | H.2% 20.5% 24,5% 19.2% 3.06
10 19.3% 17.7% 23.8% 23.2% 16.1% 2.99
16 22.3% 18.7% 22.6% 24,3% 12.1% 2.85
2 29.0% 16.9% 18.3% 19.7% 16.2% 2.77
7 31.5% 17.8% 19.5% 20.1% 11.1% 2,61

*Each of the seventeen types of Information needs is stated on the following
page.
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Statements of Information Needs

13
12

17

14
15

o

11

10
16

Carrying out committee assignments

Securing innovative ideas for improvement

Updating teaching/instructional methods and techniques

Developing daily lesson plans

Seeking improved classroom management and/or discipline techniques
Planning/conducting inservice ‘

Developing rules/regulations

Conducting research for academic course work or degree

Investigating promising programs/practices

-Des-igning new instructional programs. N ——

Preparing speech/presentation/articile

Formulating policy recommendations

Developing or revising curriculum

Developing rationale/position statement

Identifying exemplary administrative/management practices
Writing proposals

Writing or revising curriculum guide
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; Results for Research Question C

As stated before, Research Question C was "“For the seven positinns, ‘what
was the relationship between need for information and success in obtaining
needed information for the 17 listed activities or tasks?" Table 6 summarizes
these relationships. The table shows both the correlation coefficient between
need and success in obtaining needed information for each task and position
and the number of respondents on which each respective correlation coefficient
1S based.

For the group of principals, the correlation for 12 of the 17 tasks was
positive and significantly greatér than zero. The five remaining correlation
coefficients not achieving significance were in the following tasks:

1. Developing daily lesson plans (r=.04, n=18)

3. Developing or revising curriculum {r=,30, n=28) .

9. Designing new instructional programs (r=.29, n=31)

10. Developing rationale/position statement (r=.29, n=31)
13, Securing innovative ideas for improvement (r=.21, n=36)

For the group of 26 librarians, 9 of the 17 possible correlation
coefficients were positive and significantly greater than zero. One
coefficient (for Task 2 - Writing proposals) was significantly less than zerd
(r= -.44), The seven correlation coefficients not achieving significance were
for the following tasks:

4, Formulating policy recommendations (r=.32, n=16)

6. Developing rules/regulations (r=.08, n=20)

7. Writing or revising curriculum guide (r= -.08, n=12)

8. Planning/conducting in-service training (r=.23, n=23)
10. Developing rationale/position statement (r=.05, n=17)
11. Preparing speech/presentation/article (r=.39, n=17)

16. Identifying exemplary administrativc/management
practices (r=.44, n=14)
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Special attention should be given to the correldtions for Tasks 11 (r=.39) and
16 (r=.44), Both of these correlation coefficients are substantial but not
stable due to the small sample sizes. With more respondents, these
coefficients would most likely be significant,

For the group of counselors, 8 of the 17 possible correlation
coefficients were positive and significantly greater than zero. The 9 tasks
not hav%ng significant correlations were: .

1. Developing daily lesson plans (r= -.16, n=11)

2. Writing proposals (r=:%2, n=8)

3. Developing or revising curriculum (r= -,40, n=12)

4. Formulating policy reconaendetions (r=.52, n-11)

8. Planning/conducting in-service training (r=,38, n=15%)
9. Designing new instructional programs (r= -,03, n=10)
10. Developing rationale/position statements (r=,55, n=9)

12, Updating teaching/instructional methods and
techniques (r=.41, n=13)

15, Investigating promising programs/practices
(r=.44, n=13)

Three of the above correlations are ﬁegative (Tasks 1, 3, and 9), with the
correlation for Task 3 being rather large (r= -.40)., With a larger sample to
give the correlation coefficient more stability, this correlation coefficient
most likely would have been significantly less than zero. Tasks 2, 4, 8, 10,
12, and 15 also have rather large correlation coefficients but their n's need
to be larger to gain stability.

For the sample of classronm teachers, 15 of the 17 possible correlations
were positive and significantly greater than zero. The two tasks not having
significant correlation coefficients were:

2. Writing proposals (r=.10, n=73)

8. Planning/conducting insservice training (r=.10, n=94)

3440




For the sample of resource teachers, 15 of the 17 possible correlation

coefficients were positive ana significantly greater than zero. The two tasks
not having significant corre'ations between needing 1nforuation and success in
obtaining the needed information were:
" 2. Writing proposals (r= -,12, .=23)°

4. Formulating policy recomnendations (r=.26, n=29)
As in the sample of classroom teachers, the correiation coefficient for Task 2
(Writing proposals) was negative, but not significantly different from zero.

For the group of central administrators, 12 of the 17 possible

correlation coefficients were positive and significantly greater than zero.
The five tasks not having significant correlations were:

1." Developing daily lesson plans (r=.51, n=8)

3. Developing or revising curriculim (r=,15, n=17)

7. Writing or revising curriculum yuide (r=.04, n=19)

9. Designing new instructional programs (r=,12, n=25)

13, Securing innovative ideas for improvement (r=.19, n=53)
. One noticeable situation is the high, but not significant, correlation for
Task 1. The correlation (r=.51) is large, but the sample size is very small
(n=8) and relatively unstable. V

For the sample of regional adn.nistrators, 12 of the 17 correlation

coefficients were positive and significantiy larger than zero. The five tasks
not having significant correlations werc:

1. Developing daily lesson,plans (r=.13, n=13)

2. Writing proposals (r=.20, n=24)

3. Developing or revising curriculum {r=,42, n=15)

5. Carrying out committee assignment (r=.34, n=25)

12. Updating teaching/instructional methods and
techniques (r=.3% n=22)

]
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Summary

For the most part, the rorrelations between a need for information and
the succgss of obtaining the needed information were positive and
significantly different from zero, for each task and each position. One
caveat of this correlational analysis should be noted. The significance of
correlation coefficients is dependent on sample size. Because of small sample
sizes, correlation could be quite large, but remain insignificant and
unstable. The correlation coefficient for counselors on Task 10 is one case
in point. The correlation was .55, but the sample size included only 9
~espondents as having'answered both the "need" part of the task and the
“success" part of the task. Counselors' correlations and librarians'

correlations were affected most by the small sample sizes.




Table 6

CORRELATION OF NEED FOR INFORMATION AND SUCCESS IN OBTAINING THE NEEDED
INFORMATION BY POSITION

Position
[Classroom| Resource Central Regional
Principal| Librarian| Counselor | Teacher | Teacher |Administrator|Administrator

Task** r (n) r (n)] r (n) 1 r )l r [l (n) r {n)
1 .04 18| .54 *19{( -.16 11 | .35 *116| .70 =*32| .51 8 .13 13

2 .39 %25 -.44 *17| .62 8 [-.10 73!-.12 23| .27 *45 20 24
3 .30 28| .40 *20{ -.40 12 | .21 *102! 46 *390 15 17 42 15
4 | .51 *31| .32 16| .52 11 | .31 *91| .26 29| .23 *59 43 *26
5 .65 *33| .69 *18( .72 *16 | .42 *136| .39 *41| .34 *53 3425
6 .51 *32| .08 20| .79 *12 | .34 *120| .45 *38| .29 *46 76 *26
7 .69 *27| -.08 12| .81 *7 | .19 *83| .54 *31| .04 19 .68  *13
8 .43 *36| .23 23| .38 15 | .10 94| .47 *37| .34 *49 .85 %27

9 .29 31| .65 *19( -,03 10 | .33 *101| .55 *32| .12 25 A2 %23
10 .29 31 .05 171 .55 9 | .33 *78; .50 *24| .61  *56 .46 *26
11 .38 *31} .39 1; .73 *13 | .27 *86| .60 *35| .35 *58 31 *29
12 .44 *32/ 51 *2¢| .41 13 | .43 *148| .56 *45] ,58 *24 .34 22
13 .21 36] .47 *23| .42 *19 | .35 *160| .54 *44| .19 53 S .62 *31
14 .55 *26f .61 *14| .73 *13 | .44 *122| .60 *42| .53 *37 . 55 *24
15 .55 *36| .62 *20( .44 13 | .41 *120| .56 *38| .30 *54 .50  *29
16 .58 *33| .44 14| .60 *9 | .40 *78| .63 =*19| .46 *48 J4  *28

IS

17 .57 *36| .41 *20| .42 *18 | .23 *152| .45 *44| .57 *23 .53 *28

*Correlation coefficient is significantly different from zero.

**tach of the seventeen types of Information needs is stdted on the following
page.




Statements of Information Needs

1 Developing daily lesson plans

2 Writing proposals A

3 Developing or revising curriculum

4 Formulating policy recommendations

5 ‘ Carrying out committee assignmerts

6 Developing ‘rules/regulations

7 Writi r revising curriculum guide

8 Plannte¥/conducting inservice

9 Designing new instructional pragrams
10 Developing rationale/positiun statement
il Preparing speech/presentation/article
12 Updating teaching/instructional methods and techniques
13 Securing innovative ideas fur improvement
14 Conducting research for academic course work or degree
15 investiqating bromising programs/practices
16 Identifying exempiary acd-inistrative/management practices
17 Seeking improved classroom management and/or discipline techniques
'
‘ 34a
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Kesu: 1S 07 Kesearcn uestion b

=esearch Question D was "Do respondents with less experience in DCPS tend
to have a greater need fbr information than those with more experience in the
system?" For this correlational analysis, a total "need" score was calculated
for each respondent across all seven positions. The total “need" score was
the simple addition of the "need for information" score (ranging from 1 to 5)
for the 17 defined activities or tasks. Missing values were given an item
score of zero. For this analysis,.there were 456 respondents.

The correlation between "need" and'years experience was 0.15. This
correlation is both positive qnd significantly different from zero. Being a
positive corre]ationkTeans that respondents with many years' experience a]so
-tended to nave a high total need score and respondents with few years'

~ experience in the DCPS System tended to have a lower total need score.
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Results for Research Question E

Research Question E was "Do respondents wfth less professional experience
in edutation tend to have a greater need for information than those with more
professional experience in education?" A total "need" score, as defined above
in the Results section for Research Quescion D, was correlated with
professional years' experience in education. The correlation was 0.16. This
correlation coefficient is both positive and significantly different from
zero. This means that a respondent with many prc-essional years' experience
tended to have a higher total "need" score and a respondent with few
professional years' experience in education tended to have a lower total

“need" score. This is just the reverse of the trend suggested in the research

question.




SECTION II - PROFESSIONAL SOURCES FOR SECURING NEW IDEAS

Section Il looks at the analysis of one research question: How do the
defined educational groups differ in their genera' responses tn each of 12
given sources of information? On a dependency or reliance scaje, what sources
do respondents depend upon for securing new ideas and know]edgé in connection

with their professional responsibilities?

Statistical Analyses

Section Il of the questionnaire was analyzed using two statistical
procedures: contingeniy table percentages and group mean scor:s. The
contingency analysis permitted a comparison of each of the fo%g groups'
response distribution along a reliance or dependency, Likert-type scale.

For Section I analyses, respondents were grouped into one of seven
possible position classifications. For Section Il analyses, the seven
positions were regrouped into four groups -- classroom teachers, support
staff, building administrators, and non-building administrators. Table 1
shows how the original seven positions were reorganized intd the four group
classifications.

For the mean score analyses, each respondént's score was quantified along
the relianée scale as given below:
not at all
very little
limi ted

considerable
extensive

S LI LR R ||

‘The mean scores could range on the reliance scale from a low of 1.0 to a high
of 5.0. If the difference between grouped means was significant, a follow-up

procedure was done to specifically locate their difference.




Results

Tables 1-D through 12-D, which appear in Appendix D, summarize the
grouped responses of the four groups as to their designation of the sources
they depend on for securing new ideas and knowledge in connection with their
professional responsibilities. The 12 sources include:

1. Discussions with teachers in your school/school system
» (Table 1-D)

a. Over 75% of classroom teachers (78.9%),
support staff (79.2%), and building
administrators (91.6%) indicated that
they relied “"considerably" or
"extensively" for new ideas on
discussions with other teachers in their
school., A considerably lesser number of
non-building administrators (53.8%)
marked “considerable" or "extensive."
This, of course, was expected.

The means for all four groups were above
3.00 on the defined 5-point scale. The J
‘means for building administrators (4.33), -
‘classroom teachers (4.06), and support
staff (4.03) were significantly higher
than the mean for the non-building
administrators (3.26).

2. Discussions with administrators/supervisors in your
school system (Table 2-D)

a. Over 75% of support staff (78.1%),
building administrators (88.9%), and
non-building administrators (85.2%)
indicated that they depended
“considerably” or “"extensively" for new
ideas on administrators in the school
system. A lesser number of classroom
teachers (64.7%) marked "considerable" or
"extensive".

The means for all four groups were above
3.00. The means for non-building
administrators (4.25), building
administrators (4.22), and support staff
(4.00) were significantly higher than the
mean for the classroom teachers (3.72).
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3. Reading professional journals/publications (Table 3-D)

a. Over 75 of all four groups -- classroom

teachers (76.1%), support staff (91.4%),

building administrators (86.1%), and

non-building administrators (84.7%) --

indicated that they "considerably" or

“extensively" depended upon professional

Journals and publications for securing

new ideas with regard to their

profession.

b. The means for all four groups were above
4.00. The means for support staff (4.32)
and non-building administrators (4.29)
were significantly higher than the mean
value for classroom teachers (4.01).

4. Attending meetings sponsored by professional organizations/ ;
associations {Table 4-D)

gh
:
a. Excluding the classroom teacher group, |
over 65% of the remaining three groups
-- support staff (68.0%), building 1
administrators (69.5%), and non-building ‘
administrators (66.0%) -- indicated that l
- they relied upon professional meetings to j
- gain new knowledge in regard to their
profession. Sixty-seven percen* of the {
classroom teachers indicated that
.attendance at professional meetings was
of "limited" or "considerable" use to
them for securing new ideas.

b. The means for all four groups were above
3.25, with means for building
administrators (3.86), support staff

"(3.79), and non-building administrators
(3.70) being significantly higher than
the mean for classroom teachers (3.33).

5. Attending meetings/conferences/workshops (Table 5-D)

a. Axwnin, excluding the classroom teacher ’
g~aup, over 25% of the remaining three
gruuns -- support staff (34,.9%), building
administrators (30.6%), and non-building
administrators (27.9%) -- indicated that
they relied "extensively" on meetings and
workshops for securing new ideas.

| Twenty-eight percent of the

; classroom teachers marked that their

' dependence upon meetings and workshops

for securing new ideas was "limited" and -
"considerable," respectively.




b. The means for all four groups were above
3.70 with the means for support staff
(4.11) ind non-building adminstrators
(3.99) being significantly higher than
the mean for classroom teachers (3.71).

6. Informal contacts v th university/college faculty (Table 6-D)

a. Approximately one-third of the
respondents from all four groups --
classroom teachers (30.0%), support staff
(36.9%), building administrators (36.1%),
and non-building administrators (32.7%)
-- marked that they had only a "limited"
reliance or dependence on informal
contacts with college faculty for
securing new ideas. Also, 26.1% of the
classroom teachers marked that they only
had "very little" dependence or
reliance on this information source.

b. Classroom teachers had the iowest mean at
2.78. The remaining three means were
above 3.00 -- support staff (3.07),
non-building administrators (3.09), and
building administrators (3.33).

L]

7. Pérticipating in school system professional development
(in-service; experience (Table 7-D)

a. A majority of classroom teachers (68.6%),
support staff (79.8%), and building
administrators (80.5%) marked that they
used in-service activities “considerably"
or "extensively" for securing new ideas
and knowledge. A somewhat smaller
percentage of non-building administrators
(47.4%) relied on this source to the same
degree. Slightly over 30% of the
non-building administrators used this
source to a "limited" degree for securing
new ideas.

b. The means for non-building administrators
and classroom teachers were above 3.0,
while the means for support staff and
building administrators were above 4.0.
The means for classroom teachers (3.79),
support staff (4.07), and building
administrators (4.14) were significantly
higher than the mean for non-building
administrators (3.36).
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8. C[Ciscussions with educators in other school systems (Table 8-D)

a. A majority of the respondents indicated
that they used this source to a "“limited”
or "considerable" degree to secure new
knowledge --classroom teachers (62.2%),
support staff (70.7%), building
administrators (61.1%), and non-building
administrators (72.6%).

b. The means for all four groups were above
3.0 but below 3.5. The individual means
were not significantly different from
each other.

9. Enrolling in college/university courses and/or special
workshops (Table 9-D)

a. A majority of three groups -- classroom
teachers (68.3%), support staff (78.1%),
and building administrators (60.0%) --

. indicated that they used this source
either “considerably"” or "extensively" to
gain new ideas and knowledge. Slightly
under one-quarter of the non-building
administrators (24.5%) marked that they
used this source "very little" for
securing new ideas.

b. A1l four groups means fell between 3.0
and 4.0, The . means for support staff
(3.99) were significantly higher than the
mean for non-building administrators
(3.18).

10. Discussions with consultants (Table 10-D)

a. Over 60% of support staff (69.9%),
building administrators (63.9%), and
non-building administrators (67.3%)
indicated that they talked with
consuitants to a "limited" or
"considerable" degree to secure new
ideas. Over 60% of classroom teachers
(61.,7%) marked that they used consultants
to a "very little" or "limited" degrea.

The mean for classroom teachers was 2.82.
The remaining three groups had means
above 3,0 -- non-building administrators
(3.18), building administrators (3.31)
and support staff (3.41). The means for
suppart staff and non-building
administrators were significantly higher
than the mean for classroom teachers.




11. Using information centers (Table 11-D)

a.

Qver sixty percent of all respondents
indicated that they used information
centers either to a "limited" or
“considerable" degree to secure new ideas
-- classroom teachers (64.8%), support
staff (67.3%), building administrators
(63.9%), and non-building administrators
(67.4%).

The four group means ranged from a low of
3.27 for classroom teachers to a high of
3.51 for support staff.

12. Usina school and public libraries (Table 12-D)

a.

b.

Over 75% of classroom teachers (79.1%)
and support staff (88.4%) marked that
they used libraries either “considerably”
or "extensively" to gain new ideas and
knowledge. Eighty percent of the
building administrators marked "limited"
or "considerable" for using this source.
The responses for non-building
administrators were more spread out over
the three categories -- "limited,"
“"considerable," and "extensive."

The four group means fell between 3.5 and
4.5. The means for support staff (4,28)
and classroom teachers (4.03) were
significantly higher than the mean for
non-building administrators (3.59).

Also, the mean for support staff was
significan*ly higher than the mean for
building aaministrators (3.69).



Summar

Table 7 summarizes the percents and means for 12 information sources for
securing new ideas and knowledge. This summarization disregards the grouping
variables of classroom teachers, support staff, building administrators and
non-building administrators. The sources entered in the left-hand column of
Table 7 refer to the 12 sources of Section Il of the questionnaire
(Appendix D). The sources are prioritized in the table according to their
mean values, which are listed in the right-hand column.

Source 3 (reading professional journals/publications) had the highest
mean (4.16). Over 80% of the respondents indicated that they used this source
either "considerably” or "extensively” to secure new ideas and knowledge.
Source 6 (informal contacts with university/college faculty) had the lowest
overall mean (2.96). One-third of the respondents indicated that they used

4

this source "not at all" or "very little." One-third of the respon&ents also
used this source to a "limited" degree and one-third to a "considerable" or
"extensive" degree to secure new ideas. Analysis of the mean values indicates
that the ten remaining sources were used, on the average, by the respondents

somewhere between a "limited" degree and a “'considerable” degree.




“table 7

RANKING OF TOTAL PERCENTS AND MEANS FOR THE
12 SOURCES FOR SECURING NEW IDEAS AND KNOWLEDGE

Not At| Very

- A1l Little | Limited | Considerable| Frequently Ranked
Source* (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Means

3 0.7% | 3.1% | 13.8% 44.4% 38.0% .16

12 2.9% 5.3% 16,7% 42.5% 32.5% 3.97

"2 0.7% 6.0% 18.9% 47.2% 27.2% 3.94

1 3.6% 6.8% 14,9% 44,9% 29.8% 3.91

5 0.0% 6.0% 23.2% 45,9% 24.9% 3.90

7 2.2% 8.5% 21.7% 43,2% 24,4% 3.79

\\‘f9 2.9% 9.7% 23.4% 43,5% 20.5% 3.69

4 3.1% 9.5% 31.9% 38.8% 16.7% 3.57

11 4,5% 16.4% 31.1% 34.8% 13.2% 3.36

8 . 6.9% 19.0% 33.9% 32.6% 7.6% 3.15

, 10 8.2% 20.6% 33.6% 30.4% 7.3% 3.08
6 11.7% 21.8% 32.7% 26.1% 7.7% 2,96

I

*Each of the twelve Sources of Information is given on the following page.




Sources of Information >

12

Reading professional journals/publications
Using school and public libraries

Discussions with administrators/supervisors in your school/school

system

Discussions with teachers in your school/school system
Attending meetings/conferences/workshups

=
¥

Participating in school system professional development (inservice)
experiences

Enrolling in coilege/univérsity courses and/or special workshops

Attending meetings sponsored by professinnal
organizations/associations

Using information centers
Discussions with educators in other school systems
Discussions with consultants

Informal contacts with university/collcge faculty




' SECTION IIl - USE AND VALUE OF INFORMATION SOURCES

Section II‘?analyzed three research questions. They were: -
A. What percentage of respondents in edach of the seven

groups and the total group is familiar with the cix |
listed information sources?

B. What percentage of respondents in each of the seven
position groups and the total group have used the six
information sources?

C. AOf the respondents who have used a particular local

information source, what were their perceptions of
the valuer to them of each source?

Statistical Analysis

Section III of the questionnaire (Appendix A) was analyzed using two

questions) and mean score analysis (for Research Question C). The analyses
for Research Questions A and B compared the percent distributions of yes/no
reéponses for each information source within groups and across groups. )
Percentages were also used to analyze Research Question C. Percent

distributions across a common value scale, going from hno value" to "some

value" and-"great value,’

statistical indices. contingency table percentages (for all three research -
were used to evaluate Research Question C. For

summary purposes, the value scale was quantified such that mean scores for

. - |
each information source could be calculated and compared. The quantification |
\

was as follows: B




l Results for Research Question A
Tables 1-E through 6-E, which appear in Appendix E, summarize the grouped
responses as to their familiarity with six information sources. The six

information sources include:

1. Research Information Center --- RIC (Table 1-E)

a. A majority of respondents within each of
the seven classification positions
indicated they were familiar with RIC.
Across a1l positions, 64% indicated they
were familiar with RIC.

b. Over 80% of the principals and central
administrators were familiar with this
information source. ~

2. Public School Libraries (Table 2-E)
¥

a. One hundred percent of principals,
librarians, counselors, classroom
teachers, ana regional administrators
indicated they were familiar with the
information source., As the most deviant
group, only 87.3% of the central
administrators marked that they were
familiar with the public school
libraries.

b. In tota', 97.7% of the respondents were
familiar with this source of
information.

3. University Libraries (Table 3-E)

a. MWithin all positions, over 90% of the
respondents indicated tnat they were
“familiar with this srurce of
inforration.

I

b. Across all positions, 94.0% of the
respondents were familiar with university
libraries as a source of information.

W4
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4, CBC Center (Table 4-F)

a. One hundred percent of the librarians
were familiar with this source of
information. As the lowest group, 79.1%
of the central administrators were
familiar with the Competency-Based
Curriculum Center as -an information
source.

b. Across all positions, 87.5% of the
respondents were familiar with the CBC
Center as a source of information,

5. D.C. Teacher Center (Table 5-E)

a. Ninety-two percent of the librarians were
familiar with the D.C. Teachers' Center
as an information source, while only
62.8% of the tlassroom teachers were '
familiar with this source.

b. Across all positions, 68.8% of the
respondents were familiar with the D.C.
Teachers' Center as an information
source.

6. D.C. State Facilitator Project (Table 6-E)

a. Fifty percent and above of central and
regional administrators (50.0% and 81.3%,
respectively) were familiar with this
source of information. The percertages
for the four remaining groups ranged from
a low of 13.7% (classroom tedchers) to a
high of 47.8% (librarians).

b. Across all positions, only 29.9% of the
respondents were familiar with the D.C.
State Facilitator Project as one
information source.

N
G
%
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Summary

Table 8 rank orders the sources of information respondents are familiar
with. Across the seven positions, the respondents were n 3t familiar with
‘public school libraries (97.7%). On the other hand, they were least familiar
with the D.C. State Facilitator Project (29.9%)., | )
- Table 9 show: the relationship between position membership and an average
percentage of familiarity indéx. On the average, regional administrators

were the most familiar with the six listed information sources (89.0%), while ~

classroom teachers were the least familiar with the six sources (67.9%).



I{ i : I Table 8
; RANK ORDER OF INFORMATION SOQURCES RESPONDENTS

ARE FAMILIAR WITH

Source  xves

‘ Public School Librarians 97.7%

University Librarians 94.0%

. CBC Cenfer ] 87.5%

. D.C. Teachers' Center 68.8%
Research Information Center (RIC) 64.0% N

D.C. Statz Facilitator Prdject' * 29.9%

Table 9

AVERAGE PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIARITY ACROS3
THE SIX INFORMATION SOURCES

Average
Position % of Familiarity

Principals 18.7%
"Librarians . 83.3%
Counselors . 12.1%
Classroom Teachers 67.9%
Resource Teachers 11.4%
Centra!l Admihistrators 17.4%

Regional Administrators ‘ 89.0%




Results for Research Question B

Tables 1-F through 6-F, which appear in Appendix f, summarize the grouped

responses as to their use of the six defined information sources. The six

+

information sources are:
1. Research Information Center -- RIC (Table 1-F)

a. A majority of principals (75.9%),
librarians (52.6%), central
administrators (89.6%), and regional
administrators (63.0%) indicated they had
used RIC.

b. Across all positicns, slightly more than half
(52.1%) of the respondents had used RIC.

2. Public School Libraries (Tables 2-F)

a. While a majority within all position
classifications indicated they had used
public school libraries, two positions
used this source at a somewhat lesser
rate -- central administrators (58.6%)
and regional administrators (83.9%). The
remaining five positions used this source
at least 97.0% of the time.

b. Across all positions, approximately 90%
of the respondents had used the public
school libraries. .

3. University Libraries (Table 3-F)

a. Within each position, at least 75% of the
respondents used this information
source.

b. Across all positions, 84.7% of the
respondents had used university
libra ies.

4, CBC Center (Table 4-F)

a. The percentage of respondents within-each
position varied considerably, with a low
of 39.1% of central administrators using
this source to a high of 91.3% of the
Pibrarians,

4




5.

6.

Summary

Table 10 rank orders six information sources respondents can use.
Regardless of position classification, most respondents used the public school

libraries (90.2%). On the othér hand, the D.C. State Facilitator Project was

b. ., Across all positions, 62.9% of all
respondents indicated they had used the
CBC Center as an information source.

D.C. Teacher Center (Table 5-F)

a. Less than half of respondents
_ within each position, except for
s librarians at 52.4%, had used this
information source. The lowest
percentage was 13.3% of the central
administrators.

b. Across all positions, 29.0% of the
respondents had used the B.C. Teachers'
Center as an information source.

D.C. State Facilitator Project (Table 6-F)

“a. The regional administrators were a

deviant group, with 53.6% indicating they
used this information source. The usage
percentages of the remaining six
positions were below the 25% level.

b. Across all positions, only 16.5% of the
respondents used the D.C. State
Facilitator Project as an information
source.

s
r

least used by respondents (16.5%).

Table 11 shows the relationships between position classification and an
average percentage of use index across the six information sources.
average, a larger percent of librarians (66.5%) used a listed information
source than any other position. Closely following the percentage of
librarians is regional administrators, with 66.0% of them using one of the

sources. 0On the average, counselors were the group of respondents using an

information source the least (50.6%).

e
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Table 10

RANK ORDER OF INFORMATION SOURCES USED BY RESPONDENTS

Source % Yes
Public School Libraries 90.2%
University Libraries ’ 84.7%

i CBC Center 62.9%
Research Information Center 52.1%
D.C. Teacher Cente: 29.0%
D.C. State Facilitator Project 16.5%

Table 11
AVERAGE PERCENTAGES OF USE ACROSS THE SIX IRFORMATION
SOURCES
. Average
Position ; % of Use
Principals ' 59.5%
Librsrians €5.5%

' Counselors ' 50.6%
Classroom Teachers 53.3%
Resource Teachers 55.8% -
Central Administrators 51.4%
Regional Administrators 66.0%
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Results for Research Question C

Percentages were the primary method of analysis for this research
question, with means peing the secondary method. For the mean analyses, the
categorical variables of "no value," "some value," and "great value" were
translated into numerical values of 1, 2, and 3, respectively, Tables 1-G
through‘G-G, which appear in Appendix G, summarize the grouped responses as to
the value of the six information séurces. The six information sources are:

1. Research Information Center -- RIC (Table 1-G)

a. A total of 176 participints responded to
this research item. Of those, slightly
more than a majority (51.1%) indicated
that RIC was of "great" value to them.
Only 3.4% said this information was of
"no" value.

b. Within the positions, a majority of
principals, litrarians, classroom
teachers and resource teachers indicated
that RIC was of "some" value. The
majority of earh of the remaining three
positions (counselors, cen:iral and
regional administrators) indicated that
RIC was of “great" value to them. Y

2. Public School Libraries :(Table 2-G)

a. A total of 383 participants responded to
this research item, Of those, slightly
more than a majority (52.7%) indicated
that the public school libraries were of
"great” value to them. Only 2.1% marked
that this source of information was of
"no" value.

b. Separated into seven positions, a
majority of principals, counselors, and
central and regional administrators
indicated that the public school
libraries were of "some" value to them.
The-majority of librarians and classroom
resource teachers indicated that this
information source was of "great" value
to them,

€4
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'3, University Libraries (Table 3-G)

d.

O0f a total of 343 respondents to this
research item, 200 or 58.3% of them
indicated that university libraries were
of "great" value to them as an
information sourze. Only 1.7% marked
that this source was of "no" value to
them,

Categorized by positions, a majority of

principals and regional administrators

indicated that university libraries were .
of "some" value to them as an information

source. A majority of the five remaining

groups (librarians, counselors, classroom

and resource teachers, and central

administrators) designated that this v
source of information was of "great"

value to them.

4, CBC Center (Table 4-G)

d.

5. D.C. Teachers' Center (Table 5-G)

a.

Of a total of 241 respondents to this
research item across all positions, 131,
or 54,4% of them, indicated that the CBC
Center was of "some" value to them as an
information source, while 2.5% of them
1ndicated this source was of "no" value
to them.

Categorized by positions, a majority of

principals, counselors, and classroom

teachers indicated that the CBC Center

was of "some" value to them, while a -
majority of librarians and resource

teachers marred that the CBC Center was

of "great" value to them. Slightly less

than half of central administrators :
and regional administrators indicated

that this information source was either

of "some" value or "great" value to

them,

Of a total of 101 respondents to this
research item across all positions, 51, or
50.5% of them, indicated that the D.C.
Teachers' Center was of "some" value to
them as an information source. O0n the
other hand, 5 respondents, or 5%, indicated
the Center was of "no" value to them,




b. Separated into seven positions, a ’
majority of principals, counselors,
resource teachers, and regional
administrators regarded the D.C.
Teachers' Center as being of "some" value
to them. A majority of librarians and
central administrators thought that the
Teachers' Center was of “"great" value to
them. Slightly less than half of
classroom teachers marked the Center as
being either of "some" value or of
“great" value.

6. D.C. State Facilitator Project (Table 6-G)

a. Only 50 survey participants responded to
this research item. Over all positions,
6, or 12%, thought that this information
source was of "no" value; 20, or 40%,
thought it had "some" value; and 24, or
48%, of the respondents thought it was of
"great" value.

b. Of 18 classroom teachers, 11, or 61.1%,
marked that this information source was
of “"some" value. Of 11 central
administrators, 8, or 72.7%, thought the

"source was of "great" value and of 15
regional administrators, 14, or 93.3%,
indicated that the D.C. State Facilitator
Project was of "great" value to them,
There were too few respondents in the
) remaining groups to make inference from
! them.

In addition to the given information sources rated by respondents for
Research Question C above, an opportunity was provided for listing additional
information centers. Appendix H contains the 1isting of other information
centers identified by the four groups of respondents. The additional sources

are grouped according to being DCPS sources, private sources, federal sourcés,

=

or local sources. '

Twenty classroom teachers listed additional sources. Four (20%) teachers
mentioned regional resource cencers and three (15%) listed the Advisory and
Learning Exchange. Nine of the 20 teachers indicated that they used various

private sources as their information sources.
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Thirty-six support staff (i.e., librarians, counselors, and resource
teachers) listed additional information sources. Sixteen (44%) of these other
teachers indicated that they reliea on information sources within the
District Public School system (e.g., regional resource centers and career
development centers). Thirty percent of the other teachers mentioned‘that
they used various private sources as their information sources.

Five principals listed additional information centers. Of these five
principals, three listed regional resource centers és an additional source.

Thirty central and regional administrators listed additiona[ information
sources. Of these,.slightly more than half listed sources’belonging to the
private sector and slightly more than one-fourth listed fe;eral information
sources as additiona]rsources.

Across groups, ;;veral trends stand out. First, regional resource
centers {(DCPS source) were mentioned by each group—of respondeq;s. Public
libraries (local source) were also mentioned by each group. 4Approximate]y 40%
of the respondents identified additional sources belonging to the private

sector, while 30% identified additional sources within the DCPS system. The

remaining 30% identified federal (20%) and local sources (10%).
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Across all seven positions, Table 12 ranks the six information sources as
to their value. The sources are ranked according to their mean value ratings
given in the laét column of this table. The means for each source could range
from a Tow of 1 to @ high of 3. As shown in this table, all means>for‘a11
information sources arerabove 2.0, the mid-point representing "of some

value."

Disregarding a\respondentrs position, a majority of users indicated that
university libraries were of greatest value to them as information sources.
Following closely behind with the ranked means, a najorit& of users also
ranked public school libraries and the Research Infofmation Center as be{ng of
"great" value to them. )

As being the fourth and fifth ranked means, the CBC Center and che D.C.
Teacher Center(were seen by a majority of users as befng cf "some" value to
them. The D.C. State Facilitator Project had the lowest mean across all

positions (2.36). A quite high percentage of users (12.0%) marked it as being

of "no" value to them.




Table 12

RANKING uF "OTAL PERCENTS AND MEANS FOR THE VALUE
~ OF SIX INFORMATION SOURCES

. ‘
| | . ,
L S | — N W Weew W e e—
T — Ny . Wm— W Ay e Wwm— NS . W — —_——
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£

Velue —
None | So~ | Great |
Information Source (1) te; | (3) ! Ranked Means
, : | B

University Libraries 1.7% 1 33.9% | 58.3% | 2.57
i | !
Public School i : | 1

Libraries | -2.1% | 45.2% | 52.7% | 2.51
| | |
Research Information y | |

Center 3.4% | 45.5% | 51.1% | 2.48
e ! l

CBC Center 2.5% | 54.4% | 43,2% | 2.41
: i i

D.C. Teachers' Center 5.0 | 50.5% | 44.6% | 2,40
| | |
D.C. State | [

Facilitator Project 12.0% | 40.0% | 48.0% - 2.36
| L | |
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SECTION IV - ASSISTANCE IN JOB-RELATED INFORMATIOM SEEKING

Section JV attempts to relate how survey respondent groups indicated
their needs and potential uses of seven types of assistance that could be
of fered to them in their job-related information seeking tasks. This section
also looks at how the total group of respondents prioritize their need for
assistan;e. Secticn IV lists seven types gf assistance that could be given.

Each respondent marked those types he/she needs or would vse.

rd

Statistical Analyses

»

Section IV of the questionnaire was analyzed using contingency table

percentages both for within groups and across groups. The percent

sdistributions of yes/no responses for each type of assistance were compared.

Results
Table 1-1 through 7-1, which appear in Appendix I, summarize the groups'
responses as to their need and use of assistance for job-related information

seeking. As listed on the questionnaire, the seven areas of assistance are:

1. Concisely stating my information requests (Tab]e 1-1)

a. Within each position, over 85% of the
respondents indicated they did not need
assistance in concisely stating an
info «.ation request. Within each
position, the percentage saying "no"
ranged from a low of 85.1% (central
administrators) to a high of 93.9%
(regional administrators).

Totaled over all positions, tess than 10%
of the survey respondents indicated they
needed or would use assistance on this
job-rc ated information seeking task.




2. Collecting and organizing new information (Table 2-1)

a. Within each of the seven positions, a
majority of respondents indicated they
did not need and would not use assistance
in collecting and organizing new -
information. Within each group, the
percentage indicating "no" assistance
needed ranged from a low of 52.2% for
counselors to a high of 74.1% for
classroom teachers.

b. Approximetely two-thirds of these
responding as a total group indicated
they did not need or would not use this
type of assistance. -

’

3. Translating my problems into informational and resource
needs (Table 3-1)

a. Within each position, a minimum of 65% of
the respondents indicated they did not
need or would not use this type of
assistance for job-related information
seeking tasks.. Within each position, -the
percentaas: indicating "no" assistance
needed ranged from a low of 65.2%
(counselors) to a high of 92.3%
(librarians).

b. Seventy-seven percent of the respondents
as a total group indicated they did not
need or would not use this type of
assistance,

4. Increasing my awareness of available information services
(Table 4-1)

a. Within each position, a majority of
respondents indicated that they needed
and would use this type of assistarce.
Within each position, the percentages
indicating "yes" assistance is needed
ranged from a low of 55,4% for central
administrators to a high of 77.2% for
resource teachers.

b. As a total group, 63.6% of the
respondents indicated that they needed
and would use assistance in increasing
awareness of available information
services.
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5. Installing a new procedure or practice (Table 5-1)

a. Within each position, a majority of
survey respondents indicated they did not
need or would not use this type of
assistance. Within each position, the
percentages indicating "no" assistance
needed ranged from a low of 69.6% for
counselors to a high of 84.8% for
regional administrators.

b. As a total group, approximately 80% of
the respondents indicated that they did
not need and would not use assistance in
installing a new procedure or practice.

6. Interpreting and using information (Table 6-1)

da. Within each position, over 75% of the .
respondents indicated that they did not
need or would not use assistance in
interpreting and using informatien.
Within each position, the perczntages
indicating "no" assistance ranged from a
Tow of 75.4% (resource teachers) to a
high of 93.9% (regional administrators).

b. As a total group, slightly over 80% of
the respondents indicated that they did
not need and would not use this type of
assistance.

7. Referring me to other helpful resource centers (Table 7-1)

a. Exzludir3 principals, a majority of the
six remaining positions indicated that
they had a need and wgyld use this type
nf accistance. The majority of
principals indicated they did not need
tnis assistance. Excluding librarians,
the percentage of respondents was fairly
evenly divided between "yes" (needs
assistance) and "no" (does not need
assistance). Eighty percent of the °
librarians marked that taey could use
this type of assistance in locating
helpful resource centers.

b. As a total group, slightly more than
half of the respondants (57.1%)
indicated that they needed this type of
assistance. :




Section IV of the questionnaire asked respondents to lict additional
types of assistance that were needed and would be used, if available. Below
are summarized the additional types of assistance given by clasgroom
teachers:

. The establishment of more in-service
courses and workshops. There needs to be
a concerted effort to bring together )
individuals and facilities that have
common concerns. Possible topics for
in-service courses in<lude: Classroom
ranagement, proposal writing, and the
relationship of psychology of education
and cognitive development. (n = 4)

. Assistance in securing equipment and
other needed materials. (n = 4)

" . Time release so teachers can take

advantage of various resource facilities.
(n=2)

. Assistance by the Personnel Office for
teachers desiring to changé in area of
certification. (n = 1)

Four additional types of assistance or needs given by librarians,
counselors, and resource teachers include:

. ldentification of funding sources
(fellowships) and assistance i. proposal
writing, (n = 1)

. Assistance in the implementation and
‘utilization of relevant information
when change is necessary. (n =1)

. Need for regional resource centers and
libraries for counselors. (n = 1)

. Need for efficient and clear methods of
copying information for both chiidren and
parents.
Only one principal mentioned an additional need in Section IV, The need

was identification of funding sources (both federal and private) ard

assistance in proposal writing.

n_%]

e
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The group of central and regional administrators specified several needs
not listed on the questionnaire. In summary, they were:

. Identificatibn of-an effective.
dissemination process or network of
resource facilities so administrators can
keep abreast of new and relevant
information. (n = 4)

. Distribution of periodicals showing new
7 sources of research information and
s documents in RIC, (n = 2)

. Identification of information systems and
- : clearinghouses. (n = 1)

. Establishment of professional discussions
between offices on relevant issues.
(n=1)

. Assistance in proposal writing and .
preparation. (n = 1)

. A need to research the relationship of

community education to improvement of the
life style of D.C. residents. (n =1)

Summg}x

Table 13 rank orders the percentage of respondents across positions
needing assistance for job-related information seeking. The percentages range
from a high of 63.6% of the respondents indicating they need and would use
assistance in increasing awareness of available information services to a low
of only 9.7% of the respondents indicating they need a:sistance in concisely

stating information regjuests.




Table 13

RANK ORDER OF ASSISTANCE NEEDED
* FOR JOB-RELATED INFORMATION SEEKING

-

Types of Assistance Needed

Increasing awareness of available information
services

Referring respondent to helpful resource centers

Collecting and organizing new information

Translating problems into informational and
resource needs

#
Installing a new procedure or practice

Interpreting and using information

Concisely stating information requests

Yes

63.6%

57.1%

31.4%

22.7%

20.8%

16.9%



SECTION V - COMMENTS

Section V permitted respondents to comment on any aspect related to the

questionnaire. Classroom teachers had <everal comments to make. They were:

£
. It’would be helsful if regular, citywide
partmental mzetings across the
different schyols were held to discuss
new ideas and techniques in respective
fields. Related to this is a need for
disseminating procedures allowing
///» teachers throughout the system to be made
more aware of programs in regions other
than their own. One teacher commended
his/her school administrators for either
- directly making resource information
/ available or securing educators who
// specialize in the various areas of
conce~n. (n = 4)

Many classroom teachers are seeking

; innovative instructional techniques. The
/ problem comes in the implementation of

/ new courses. With this comes a lack of

! equipment, supplies, and support in

' following through. (n = 2) -

o
o
-

/ . Additional services should be rendered to
teachers placed in new positions. One
§ ] . particular teacher asked for assistance
\; in setting up a teacher resource center
\ concerning CBC and testing information
\/ within his/her school. (n = 2)

. There is a need for career orientation

information on the junior high level,

The information should include some sort

of alternative for the junior high

?tudeng with educational difficulties.
n=1

. Teachers need improved classroom
management and/or discipline techniques.
Workshops including parents, teachers,
and students could be useful. (n = 1)




Librarians, counselors, and resource teachers specified several needs
2 related to the purposes (some general, others more specific) of this study.

They were:

. Information sources, such as Regional
Resource Centers, are adequate, but the
hours of resource centers are notl
conducive to teacher use. {(n = 1)

. More funds need to be channeled to the
students for books and other educational
materials. (n = 1)

. Courses in sensitivity training,
simu'ation games, decision-making
seminars, trips, and media--elated
experiences should be of fered school
personnel, (n = 1)

. Many companies offer free or inexpensive
materials for teachers. A listing or
resource file of these companies and
their materials would be useful. (n = 1)

. Counselors will be receiving a State Plan
and Handbook for use with the principal,
teachers, parents, and students. This
will be a great help with communication
and information needs. (n = I)

. Researching and.organizing data for the
Academically Talented Program i, a
definite need. (n = 1)
Only one principal responded to Section V of the questionnaire. This

one principal requested discussions with educators in other school systems.

The school system should make organized efforts to have administrators visit

other schools in systems within and outside of the D.C. metrcpolitan area.




The group of regional! and central administrators had several comments to
make in Section V. In summary, they were:

. Administrators need assistance in
conducting/processing adverse actions, in
handling employee grievances, in
negotiations of ampioyee work contracts,
in improving community relations, and in
developing subordingte personnel. (n = 2)

. RIC has been helpful in providing
informacion. (n = 1)

. There 15 a nead for assistance in
researching the status of various
instructional programs and procadures.
(n=1) -

. One administrator was specific in
reminding administrators of the
important role that speech, hearing, and
languages play in the overall academic
process. (n = 1)

“”“‘I
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QUESTIONNAIRE SURVEY




Distriet of Columbia Public Schools

INFORMATION NEEDS AND USES

A Survey of Educators
in the D.C. Public Schools

The D.C. Public Schools Dissemination Task Force is presently reviewing
the need, flow and use of information intended to improve the practices of
its educators. This questionnaire is designed to solicit your thoughts con-
cerning your need for and use of the best available current information in
the past school year with regard to your professional responsibilities,

Background information: Please put a check to the right o the appropriate

Tesponse,
Name: School or Office:
Position: Educational Level:
Principal Less than bachelor's degree
Librarian Bachelor's degree or equiv.
Counselor Master's degree
Classroom Teacher Doctorate degree
Resource Teacher Post graduate ]
Central Adm.
Regional Adm. -
Other -
Specify
Professional experience in education: Years experience in present system:
0 - 2 years ) 0 - 2 years
3 - 5 years ) 3 - 5 years
6 - 9 years 7 6 - 9 years ]
10 years + 10 years +




e Wy wemy ey T .

! ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Please share with us your upericm-:n during the psst school year w.ch
vegard to informstion needs and obtainment. Check in the left response
column your frequency of peed for inforzation and i{n the right columrn

your frequency of success in securing the reeded {nformation.

FREQUENCY OF SUCCESS IN
OBTAINING NEEDED INFORMATION

ALY
& d
A/E [y
A
> fa
SITDATION/OCCISION/TASK S/ £ /¢
Y
: s/
- . 5." 5 0" ; Q‘

_ Developing datly lessof plans

Writisg propesals [

Developing or revising currfeulum

i
Foroylating poliey Tecomsendations
i

Carrying out committee assipgrment

Developing rules/regulacions

“1-

Writing or tevising curriculum
guide

Planning/conducting {nservice

Designing nev {nstructional prngunsi

i |

Developing rationa le/posttion
statement

Preparing speech/presencstion /
article

Updating teaching/instruetional
sethods and techniques

Securing ionovative {deas for
{mprovesent

Conducting research for academic
Course vork or degres

Iovestigating promising programs/
practices

Identifying exemplary admin{stra-
tive/management practices

Seaking improved classroom sanage-
ment sod/or dissipline techniques

Other (specify)
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II. 1In this section we need to know the sources on which you depend for
securing new ideas and knowledge in connection with your professional
responsibilities. Please tell us to what extent you rely on each of
the following sources for this purpose.

Discussions with teachers in your
SChODI/SChOOI system R R R

Discussions with administrators/
supervisors in your school/
8chool system cecceroiintverrinsnncanns

Reading professional journals/
publications Ceeie s i e are et eiaaanns

Attending meetings sponsored by
,. professional organizations/ ]
T -85S0CiAtiONS cieciiiiiiiciiieie i

Attending meetings/coﬁferences/
workshops .. ......iiviiiiininneinnnne.

Informal contacts with university/
eollege faculty ....cevveieenrncinannas

Participating in school system T
professional development =
(inservice) experiences «.ocececesevssns

Discussions with educators in
other school systems .....oo.v00ceevunn

Enrolling in college/university.
courses and/or special worksheps.......

Discussions with consultants ............

o
d

Using information cefters

LI R A R I A

Usiag school and public libraries

s s E Ve
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[I. We zre interested in knowing your experience with information sources. Please
indicate by cnecking in the appropriate columns the following: your familiarity
with the source; your use of the source; and the value of the source to you.

Source Familiar with | Have used I1f used, the value to me wasl:
Yes M. Yes | No Great Some None

Resesarch Info. Center (RIC)
Public School Libraries
{Univ. Libraries
C3C Center
D.C. Teacher's Center
D.C. State Facilitaior
Project ,
Other Info. : T
Ctrs. (specify) .

=

- . Listed below are tvpes of assistance that could be offered to you in your job-related
" info.mation seeking. Please check those types of assistance you need and would use,
if availabia.

I could use assistance in:

concisely stating my information requests

. collecting and organizing new information

translating oy problems into informational and resource needs
increasing my awareness of available information services
installing a new - ncedure or practice

interpreting and using information

referring me to other helpful resource centers

Are there other needs’ Please specify.

Y. 1Inhe space provided below, please elaborate on any question included in the question-
naire. However, be sure to indicate the number of the question before your narrative.

F
¥

"~ T 'THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE,

~ Prepared by
Dissemination Project
Division of Research and Evaluation
o Jeptember 197

ERIC | I




APPENDIX B

FREQUENCY OF NEED FOR INFORMATION




Table 1-B

FREQUENCY OF NEED FOR INFORMATION ON DEVELOPING DAILY LESSON PLANS

L. Occasion-
Position Never Rarely ally Fairly Often Frequently
Principal
Number 12 7 5 3 4
Percent 38.7% 22.6% 16.17% 9.7% . 12.9%
Librarian
Number 4 6 7 1 6
Percent 16.7% 25.0% 29.2% 4.27% 25.0%
Counsclor
Number 5 7 2 3 1
Percent 27.8% 38.9% 11.1% 16.7% 5.6%
Classrooz Teacher
Number 50 29 31 17 54
Percent 27.6% 16.0% 17.17% 9,47 29 .,8%
Resource Teacher )
Number 12 15 3 3 16
Percent 24.57% 30.6% 6.1% 5.1% 32.7%
Céntral Administrator
Kumber 35 6 2 1 0
Percent 79.5% 13.6% 4,5% 2.3% 0.0%
Regional Adcinistrator
Number 10 6 5 0 4
Percent 40.0% 24 .0% 20.0% 0.0% 16.0%
Position Mean

Prineipal 2.35
Librarian 2.96

Counselor 2.33

Classroom Teacher 2,98
Resource Teacher 2.92
Central Administrator .30

Regional Administrator 2.28
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FREQUENCY

Table 2-RB

OF NEED FOR INFORMATION IN WRITING PROPOSALS

Occasion-
Position Never Rarely ally Fairly Often Freguently
<,
Principal
Number 5 9 12 4 3
Percent 17.6% 26,5% 35.3% 11.3% 8.8%
Librarian .
" Number 5 2 13 2 2
Percent 20.8% 8.37% 54,27 8.3% 8.37%
Counselor
Number 9 5 4 1 0
Percent 47.4% 26,37 21.1% 5.3% 0.07%
Classroom Teacher
Xumber 83 35 35 9 10
Percent 48.3% 20.3% 20.3% 5.2% 5.8%
Resource Teacher-
Number 21 9 16 2 2
Percent 47.7% 20.5% 22.77% 4.57% 4,5%
Central Administrator
Number 14 6 z1 10 10
Percent 23.0% 9.87 34 4% 16 .47 16.4%
Regional Administritor
Number 2 10 13 0 3
Percent 7.1% 35.7% 46 .47 0 9% 10.77
Position Mean
Principal 2.68
Librarian 2,75
Counselor  1.84
Classroom Teacher 2.00
Resource Teacher 1.98

Central Administr.iuv: 2.93 -

"
"

Regional Administrator 2.71
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FREQUENCY OF NEED FOR INFGRMATION ON DEVELOPING OR REVISING CURRICULIM

Table 3-B

76

Positi Occasion-
- osition Never Rarely ally Fairly Often Frequently
Principal
Number 5 3 9 11 5
Percent 15.2% 9.1% 27.3% 33.3% 15.2%
Librarian ]
Number 3 4 9 8 0
Percent 12.5% 16.7% 37.5% 33.3% 0.07%
" Counselor
Number 8 6 6 0 1
Percent 38.17% 28.6% 28.6% 0.0% 4.8%
Classrooi Teacher
Number 59 30 46 24 16
Percent 33.7% 17.1% 26.3% 13.7% 9.1%
Resource Teacher
Number 8 i1 17 7 6
Percent 16.3% 22.4% 34.7% 14.3% 12.2%
Central Administrator
Number 31 4 12 3 2
Percent 59.6% 7.7% 23.17% 5.6% 3.87
H
Regionzl Adrinistrator
Number 6 8 7
Percenat 23.17% 30.8% 26.97%
Position Mean
frincipal 3.24
Librarian 2.92
Counselor 2,05
Classroom Teacher 2 .47
Resource Teacher =~ 2.84
) Central Administrator 1.87
Regional Administrator 2.50




Table 4-p

FREQUENCY OF NEED FOR INFORMATION ON FORMULATING POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

Position Occasion-
Never Rarely ally Fairly Often Freguentl
Principal
- Number 2 4 14 7 7
Percent 5.9% 11.8% 41,27 20.6% 20.6%
Librarian
Kumber 6 3 7 . 5 1
Percent 27.3% 13.67% 31.8% 22.7% 4.5%
Counselor
Number 7 8 2 1 2
Percent 35.0% 40,0% 10.0% 5.0% 10.0%
Classroom Teacher
Rumber 64 32 50 17 8
Percent 37.4% 18.7% 29.2% 9,97 4,7%
Resource Teacher
Number 10 14 11 5 1
Percent 24 4% 34,1% 26.8% 12.2% 2.4%
Central Administrator
Wumber 6 7 26 14 14
Percent 9.0% 10.4% 38.8% 20.9% 20.97
Regional Administrator
Kumber 2 3 13 4 7
Percent 6.9% 10.3% 44 8% 13.87 24 1%
. Position Mean

Principal 3.38
Librarian 2.64

Counselor 2.15

2%

Classroom Teacher .26
Resource Teacher 2.34
Central Administrator 3.34
Regional Administrator 3.38
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Table 5-B

FREQUENCY OF NEED FOR INFORMATION ON CARRYING OUT COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENT

) Occasion-
Position Never | Rarely ally Fairly Ofte Freguently
= Principal
) Number 1 6 4 11 12
Percent 2.97% 17.6% 11.8% 32 .47 35.3%
Librarian ,
Number 6 2 8 3 6
Percent 24.07 8.0% 32.0% 12.0% 24.0%
Counselor
Number 2 5 4 5 ! 3
Percent 10.5% 26.3% 21.1% 26 ,3% 15.8%
Classroom Teacher
Number 30 20 56 33 40
Percent 16.87% 11.2% 31.3% 18.4% 22.3%
2esource Teacher
Rumber 5 4 10 16 15
Percent 10.07% 8.0% 20.0% 32.,0% 30.0%
Central Administrator -
Number 7 3 20 7 14 18
Percent 11.3% 4,87 32.3% 22 .6% 29,07
Regicnal Adrpinistrator
Number 8] 0 5 g 13
Pe~cent 0.0% 0.0% 18.5% 33.3% 48,17
Position Mean

Principal 3.79

Librarian 3.04

Counselor 3.11

Classroom Teacher 3.18
Resource Teacher 3.64
Central Administrator 3.53

. Regional Administrator 4,30
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l Table 6-B
' FREQUENCY OF NEED FOR INFORMATION ON DEVELOPING RULES/REGULATIONS
cx Occasion-
l Positinn Never Rarely ally Fairly Often Frequently
Principzal
l Number 4 7 4 10 12
Percent 10.8% 18.9% 10.8% 27.0% 32.4%
Librarian
Xumber 3 3 10 7 1
Percent 12.5% 12.57% 41.77% 29.2% 4,27
I Counselor ]
Number 5 5 4 3 ! 2
l Percent 26.3% 26, 3% 21.17 15.8% 10.5%
- Classroom Teacher
3 Number 41 32 41 33 26
' Percent | 23.7% 18.5% 23.7% 19.1% 15.0%
E Resource Teacher
Numbdr 8 10 9 12 10
16.3% 20 .47 18.47 24.5% 20.4%
l 16 6 20 1 12 10
| 25.0% g % 31.3% 18.87% 15.67%
‘ 0.0% 15.47 53.8% 11.5% 19.2%
Pogition Mean
Principal 3.51

Librarian 3.00 i
Counselor 2.58 I
Classroom Teacher 2.83

Rescurce Teacher 3.12

[ ™

Central Administrator .91
Regional Administrator 3.35
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FREQUENCY OF NEED FOR INFORAATIVON OL WRITING OR

Table 7-8

REVISING CURRICULYM GUIDE

Occasion~-
Position Never Rarely ally Fairlv Often Frequently
Principal
Number 8 12 11 4 0
Percent 22.9% 34.37% 31.4% 11.47% 0.0%
Librarian
Number 10 4 5 0
Percent 43.5% 17.4% 17.4% 21.7% 0.0%
Counselor
Kumber 12 6 2 0 0
Percent 50.0% 20,07 10.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Ciassroom Teacher -
Number 84 27 35 19 13
Percent 47 .27 15.2% 19.7% 10.7% 7.3%
Resource Teacher
Number 16 il 1z 6 5
Percent 32.0% 22.0% 24 .00 12.0% 10.0%
Central Administrator
Number - 36 5 8 6 1
Percent 64 .37 8.9% 14.30 10.7% 1.8%
Regional Administrator
Number 10 3 6 1 1
Percent 43.5% 21.7% 26.17% 4,3% 4.,3%
Position Mean

Principal 2.31

Librarian 2.17

Counselor 1.50

Classroom Teacher 2.15
Resource Teacher 2.46
Cent-al Administrator 1.77
Fegional Administrator 2.04
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Table 8-B
|

FREQUENCY OF NEED FOR INTORMATION ON PLANNING/CONDUCTING INSLRVICE

P Occasion~
osition Never Rarely ally Fairly Often Frequently
rincipal
Number 0 4 12 8 12
Percent 0.0%° 11.1% 33.3% 22.2% 33.3%
Librarian ?
Xumber 1 4 11 6 2 j
Percent 4.2% 16.7% 45.8% 25.0% 8.3%
Counselor %
Number 5 5 10 1 ! 1 |
Percent 22.77% 22.7% 45.5% 4,57 4.,5% i
Classrooz Teacher g
Percent 38.9% 20.07 26.9% 8.67 5.7%
Resource Teacher
Kumber 16 9 1 i3 5
Percent 20.0% 18.0% 26.0% - 26.07% 10.0%
Central Administrator
NumberT 13 3 20 10 17
Percent 20.6% 4,87 31.7% 15.9% 27.0%
Regional Administrator
Nuzbes 1 2 4 2 20
Percent 3.4% 6.97% 13.8% 6.9% 69.07
Position Mean

Principal 3.78

Librarian 3.17

Counselor 2.45

Classroom Teacher 2.22
Resource Teacher 2.88
Central Administrator 3.24
Rezional Administrator 4.31
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FREQUENCY OF NCED FOR INFORMATION ON DESIGRING NEW INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS

82

Positi Occasion-
) osition Never Rarely ally Fairly Often Frequently
Principal
Number 2 7 16 6 5
Percent 5.6% 19.4% 44 4% 16.7% 13.9%
Librarian
Kumber 3 3 10 1 5
Percent 13.67% 13.6% 45.,5% 4.,5% 22.7%
Counselor
Number 8 5 6 0 1
Percent 40.0% 25.0% 30.0% 0.0% 5.0%
Classroom Teacher
Number 60 39 42 19 16
Percent 34.17% 22.2% 23.9% 10.8% 3.1%
Resource Teacher
Number 13 9 17 7 2
Percent 27.17 18.8% 35.4% 14.6% 4.,2%
Central Administrator
Number 29 5 9 6 7
Fercent 51.8% 8.37 16.17% 10.7% 12.5%
Regional Administrator
Number Z 3 8 12 3
Percent 7.1% 10.7% 28.6% 42 .9% 10.7%
Positicn Mean
Principal 3.14
Librarian 3.09
Counselor 2,05
Classroom Teacher 2.39
Resource Teacher 2.50
, Central Administrator 2.23
/
/ Regional Administrator 3.39
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Table 10-B

REQUENCY OF NEED FOR TNTORMATTION O DEVELOPING RATINNAL

/POSITION STATEMENT

bositi Occasion-
osition Never Rarely ally Fairly Often Fregquently
Principal
Number 5 9 10 9 3
Percent 13.9% 25.0% 27.8% 25.0% 8.3%
Librarian
Number 5 4 g 2 3
Percent 21.7% 17.47% 39.1% 8.7% 13.0%
Counselor
Number 10 5 5 0 0
Percent 50.0% 25.0% 25.07 0.0% 0.07%
Ciasstoox Teacher
Number 78 38 33 13 4
Percent 47.,0% 22.9% 19.97 7.8% 2.4%
- -
Resource Teacher
Number 19 10 9 6 1
Percent 4 2% 22.,2% 20.07 13.3% 2.2%
Central Administrator
Xunmber 8 5 21 21 10
Percent 12.3% 7.7% 32.3% 32.3% 15.4%
Regionzl Adrministrator
Number 1 3 10 8 7
Percent 3.47 10.3% 34.5% 27 .6% 24 .1%
Position Mean
Principal 2.89
Librarian- 2.74
Counszlor 1.75
Classroom Teacher 1.96
Resource Teacher 2.11
Central Administrator 3.31
3.59

Regional Administrator
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Table 11-B

FREQUENCY OF NEED FOR INFORMATION ON PREPARING
SPEECH/PRESENTATION/ARTICLE

' ; 1
|
L. Occasion- |
Position Never | Rarely ally Fairly Often Frequently
Principal .
Number 5 10 6 ) 13 2
Percent 13.97% 27.8% 16.77 36.1% " 5,6%
Librarian :
Number 4 6 9 1 3
Percent 17.47% 26.1% 39.1% 4,3% 13.0% |
Counselor . 3
Number 7 6 5 0 { - 3 |
Percent 33.37% 28.6% 23.87 0.0% 14.3% |
Classroom Teacher . |
Number 75 47 37 12 8 j
Percent 41,97 26.3% 20,77 6.7% 4.57 :
Resource Teacher i
Number 16 15 9 6 6 |
Percent 30.8% 28.8% 17.37% 11.5% 11.5%
Central Administrator
Number 6 7 31 12 10
Percent 9.1% 10.67% 47.3% 12.2% 15,2%
Regional Adcinistrator |
Number 1 1 8 7 13
Percent 3.3% '3.3% 26.7% 23.3% 43.3%
2 =
Posi<ion Mean
Principal 2.92
T.ibrarian 2.70
Counselor 2.33
Classroom Teacher 2.06
iesource Teacher 2.44
Central Administrater 3.20
Regional Administrator 4.00

84

ERIC 35




Table 1z-B

7 OF NEED FOR TYFNDY ‘\’T‘T!’\\" OK‘ T'DT\A"PI\'P TLCAMITN
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AND TECHNIQUES o

'
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. Occasion-
Position Never Rarely ally Fairly Often Frequently
Principal . ;
Number 1 3 6 13 10
Percent 3.0% 9.1% 18.2% 39.4% 4 30 2%
Librarian
Kumber 1 0 6 11 5
Percent 4.,3% 0.07% 26,17 47.8% 21.7%
Counselor . -
Number 5 1 6 4 ] 3
Percent 26.3% 5.3% 31.6% 21.17% 15.8%
Classroom Teacher P
Number 14 20 52 45 -51
Percent 7.7% 11.0% 28.67% 24 .77 28.07
Resource Teacher
Rumber 3 6 12 11 19
Percent 5.9%, 11.8% 23.5% 21.6% 37.3%
Central Administrator )
Number 31 5 6 5 8
Percent 56.4% 9.1% 10.9% 9.1% 15,57
Reglonzl Administrator
Number 5 1 1 7 “13
Percent 18.5% 3.7% 3.7% 25.9% 48.1%
Positibn Mean
, Principal 3.85 )
Librarian 3.83
Counselor 2.95
Classroom Teacher 3.54
Resource Teacéng 3,73
Central Administrator 2.16
'Regional Administracor 3,81




FREQUEXCY OF NEED FOR TNFORMATION ON SECUR‘:NG INNOVATIVE

Table 13-B

-

IDEAS FOR IMPROVEMENT

86

Positd - Ceccasion=-
ositicn Never Rarely ally Fairly Often Frequently
Principal
Number 1 2 8 15 11
Percent 2.7% 5.47 21.6% 40.5% 29.7%
Librarian
KNumber 0 0 7 11 7
Percent 0.0% 0.0% 28.0% 44 0% 28.0%
Counselor
Number 0 1 8 6 S
Percent 0.0% 5.0% 40.0% 30.0% 25,0%
.. Classroom Teacher
T Number 8 12 62 59 42
Percent 4 4% 6.6% 33.9% 32,27 23.0%
Resource Teacher
Kumber 1 0 18 14 16
Percent 2.0% 0.07% 36.7% 28.67% 32.7%
Central Administrator
Number 8 4 19 14 17
" Percent 12.9% 6.5% 30.6% 22.6% 27 .47
Regional Adninistrétor
Number 0 1 4 11 15
Percent 0.0% 3.2% 12,9% 35.5% 48,47
Position Mean
Principal 3.89
Librarian 4,00
Counselor 3.75
Classroom Teacher 3,983
Resource Téachar 3.90
Central Administrator 3.45
Regional Administrator 4.29



Table 14-B

FREQUENCY OF NEED FOR INFORMATION ON CORDUCTING RESEARCH

FOP ACADEMIC COURSE WORK OR DEGREE

{ Occasion=-
Position Never Rarely ally Fairly Often Frequently
Principal
Number 11 6 12 5 3
Percent 29.7% 16.27% 32.47 13.5% 8.1%
Librarian
Number 6 2 6 3 4
Percent 28.6% 9.5% 28.6% 14.3% 19,0%
Counselor
Number 5 4 6 3 1
Percent 25.,3% 21.1% 31.6% 15.8% 5.3%
Classroom Teacher ) ’
Number 39 30 . 43 . 41 30
Percent 21.3% 16.4% 23.5% 22.47% 16.4%
Resource Teacher
Number - 7 9 17 9 9
Percent 13.7% 17.6% 33.37 17.6% 17.6%
Central Administrater
Nunmber 21 11 9 10 8
Percent 35.6% - 18.6% 15.3% 16.97 13.6%
Regionzl Administrator
Number 5 8 7 3 6
" Percent 17.2% 27.6 24 . 1% 10.3% 20.7%
Position Mean

Principal 2.54

Librarian 2.86

Counselor 2.53

Classroom Teacher 2.96

Resource Teacher 3.08

Central Administrator 2.54
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Table 15-B

FREQUENCY OF NEED FOR INFORMATION ON INVESTIGATING PROMISING PROGRAMS/PRACTICES
;‘-,?"

] Occasion~
Position Never Rarely ally Fairly Often Freouently
Principal
Number 0 5 18 9 4
Percent 0.0% 13.9% -~ 50.0% 25.0% 11.1%
Librarian
Number 1 4 7 5 5
Percent | 4.5% 18.2% 31.8% 22.7% 22,77
Counselor
Number 4 5 9 2 1
Percent 19 .0% 23.8% 42,97 9.5% 4 .87
Classroom Teacher
Number 36 24 66 36 17
Percent 20.1% 13,47 36.97 20.17% 9.5%
Resource Teacher
Number 11 10 17 8 4
Percent 22.0% 20.0% 34.,0% 16.07% 8.0%
Central Administrator ~
Number 10 6 16 12 21
Percent 15.4% 9.2% 24 6% 18.57% 32.3%
Regional Administrator
Number 0 3 9 8 9
Percent 0.0% 10.3% 31.0% 27.6% 31.0%
Position Mean
Principal 3.33
Librarian 3.41
Counselor 2.57
Classroom Teacher 2.85
Resource Teacher 2,68
Central Administrator 3.43
Regional Administrater 3.79
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Table 16-B

FREQUENCY OF NEED FOR IDENTIFYING EXEMPLARY ADMINISTRATIVE/MAMAGEMENT PRACTICES

Position Occasion-
Never Rarely ally Fairly Often Frequentl
Principal 7
Number 3 5 6 12 10
Percert 8.3% 13.9% 16.7% 33.3% 27.8%
Librarian
Number 5 5 6 1 2
Percent 26.3% 26.37% 31.6% 5.3% 10.5%
Counselor
Number 9 4 S 1 0
Percent §7.4% 21.1% 26.3% —- - 5.3%2 —-{ — 0,07 |
Classroom Teacher
Number 74 27 34 23 8
Percent 44 ,6% 16.3% 20.5% 13.9% 4 8%
Resource Teacher
Number 24 10 3 5 4
Percent 52.2% 21.7% 6.5% 10.9% 8.7%
Central Administrator
Number 11 8 18 15 10
Percent 17.7% 12.9% 29.0% 24,22 16 .1%
Regional Administrator
Number 2 -3 11 - 7
Percent 6.7% 16.7% 36.7% 16,72 23.3%
Position Mean
Principal 3.58
Librarian 2.47
Counselcr 1.89
Classroom Teacher 2.18
Resource Tezcher 2.02
Central Administrat-r 3.08
Regional Administrator 3.33
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Table 17-B

AND/OR DISCIPLINE TECHNIQUES

FREQUEHC? OF NEED FOR SEEKING IMPROVED CLASSROOM MANAGEMEN

Positi Occasion-
osition Never | Rarely ally Fairly Often | Frequently
Principal
Number 1 4 6 13 13
Percent 2.7% 10.8% 16.2% 35.17% 35,172
Librarian
Numbe~ 2 0 8 8 5
Percent 8.7% 0.0% 34 ,8% 34,87 21.7%
Coun;;ior
Number 0 1 7 5 6
— —— — - Percent |- 0-.0%——-5.3% -1 — -36.87% 26.3% +-— 31.6%
Classroom Teacher
Number 18 26 56 33 56
Percent 9,5% 13.8% 29.6% 17.5% 29 .67
Resource Teacher
Numter 2 7 16 8 18
Percent 3.9% 13.7% 31.4% 15.7% 35,.3%
Central Administrator B
Number 29 10 5 -3 8
Percent 52.7% 18.27 9,1% 5 5% 14 5%
Regional Administrator
Number 1 3 4 9 12
Percent 3.4% 10.3% 13.8% 31.0% 41.4%
Position Mean
Principal 3.89
Librarian 3.61
Counselor 3.84
Classroom Teacher 3.44
Resource Teacher 31.65
Central Administrator 2.11
Regional Administrator 3.97
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APPENDIX C

FREQUENCY OF SUCCESS IN OBTAINING INFO' ¥ .TION
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Table 1-C .

FREQUENCY OF SUCCESS IN OBTAINING INFORMATION ON DEVELOPING DAILY LESSON PLANS

- Occasion~- .
Position Never Rarely ally . Fairly Often Freguently
Principal .
Numbzr 3 - 2 2 7 7,
: 21.7% 8.7% 8.7% 30.47% 30.4%
Percent s .
Librarian .
Number - 3 1 2 4 12
Percent 13.6% 4.,5% 9.1% ) 18,22 T 54,57 -
Counselor
Number 1 3 2 3 5
Percent 7.1% 21.4% 14,3% 21.47% 35.7%
Classroom Teacher .
Number 17 11 10 29 82
Percent 11.47% 7.4% 6.7% 19.5% 55.0%
Resource Teacher -
Number 7 4 5 7 17
Percent 17.5% 10.0% 12.5% 17.5% 42 .5%
Central Administrator
Number 16 3 1 2 -2
Percent €6,7% 12.5% 4,2% 8.3% 8.37
Regional Administrator
Number 7 2 2 1 8
Percent 35.0% 10.0% 10,0% 5.0% 4G.0%
Position Mean
Principal 3.39
Librarian 3.95
Counselor 3.57
Classtoom Teacher 3.99
Rescurce Teacher 3.58
Central Administrator 1.79
Regional Administrator 3.05
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Table 2-C

FREQUENCY OF SUCCESS IN OBTAINING INFORMATION ON WRITING PROPOSALS

Wiy ey W

Positi . Qccasion-
osition Never Rarely ally Fairly Often Freguently
Principal
' Nuuber 1 9 6 9 2
Percent 3.7% 33.3% 22.2% 33.37% 1. 7.4%
I Librarian ]
Number 2 1 ) 7 5 5
Percent 10.0% 5.0% 35.0% 25.0% 25.0%
l Counselor
Number .5 3 3 0 1
l Percent 41.7% 25.0% 25.0% 0.0% 8.3%
Classroom Teacher
Number 54 21 18 13 13
' Percent | 45.4% 17.6% 15.1% 10.9% 10.9%
Resource Teacher
l Number 13 10 6 4 3
Percent 36.1% 27.8% 16.7% 11.17% 8.3%
Central Administrator
Number 7 3 6 17 17
) Percent 14 .0% 6.0% 12.0% 34 ,0% 34.0%
l Regionzl Administrator
Number 2 o2 7 9 6
l Percent 7.7% 7.7% 26.9% 34,6% 23.1%
Position Mean
' Principal 3.07
l Librarian 3.50
Counselor 2.08
l Classroom Teacher 2.24
l Resource Teacher 2.28
; Central Administrator 3.68
' Regional Administrator 3.58
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FREQUENCY OF SUCCESS IN

Table 3-C

OBIAINING INFORMATION ON DEVELOPING OR REVISING CURRICULUM

Central Administrator 2.42

Regional Administrator 3.10
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Occasion-
Position - Never Rarely ally Fairly Often Frequently
Principal
Number 2 4 9 12 5
Percent 6.3% 12.5% 28.1% 37.5% 15.67%
/
Librarian
Kumber 2 2 3 8 6
Percent 9.5% 9.5% 14.37% 38.1% 28.6%
Counselor
Number 1 4 5 3 1
Percent 7.1% 28.6% 35.7% 21.4% 7.1%
Claésroom Teacher
Number 32 22 27 30 29
Percent 22.9% 15.7% 19.3% 21.4% 20.7%
Resource Teacher
‘Number 6 8 11 9 8
Percent 14,37 19.0% 26,27 21.4% 19.0%
Central Administrator
Number 16 2 3 9 3
Percent 48.5% 6.1% 9.1% 27.3% 9.1%
Regionzl Administrator
Number 6 1 4 3 6
Percent 30.0% 5.0% 26.0% 15.0% 30.0%
Position Mean
Principal 3.44
Librarian 3.87
Counselor 2.93
Classroom Teacher 3.01
Resource Teacher 3.12




Table 4-C

FREQUENCY OF SUCCESS IN OBTAINING INFORMATION ON FORMILATING
POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

Occasion-
Positien Never Rarely ally Fairly Often Fregquentl
Principal
Number 0 3 11 12 6
Percent 0.0% 9.4% 34 .4% 37.5% 18.8%
Librarian
Swsher 3 4 3 7 2
Percent 15.8% 21.1% 15.8% 36.8% 10.5%
Counselor
Number 2 7 2 3 0
Percent 14,37 50,0% 14,3% 21.4% o.azf
Classroom Teacher
Number 35 24 30 25 24
Percent’ 25.47 17.4% 21,77 18.1% 17.4%
Resource Teacher
Number 7 7 9 11 2
Percent 19,47 19.4% 25.0% 30.6% 5.6%-
Central Administrator
Number 3 4 15 25 14
Percent 4 ,9% 6.6% 24,67 41.0% 23.0%
Regional Administrator
Number 2 2 8 10 6
Percent 7.1% 7.1% 28.6% 5.7 21.4%
Poasition Mean
7 Principal 3.66
Librarian 3,05
Counselor 2,43
‘Classroom Teacher 2.85
Resource Teacher 2.83
Central Administrator 3.70
Regional Administrator 3,57
o 95 '
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Table 5-C

FREQUENCY OF SUCCESS IN OBTAINING INFORMATION ON CARRYING QUT
COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENTS

jl

Occasion- .
Position Never | "Rarely ally Fairly Often | Frequentl
Principal |
Number 1 3 5 14 11
_ Percent 2.9% 8.8% 14.7% 41.2% 32.4%
l Librarian .
Number 3 1 4 5 9
Percent 13,62 4.5% 18.2% 22.7% 40,9%
'  Counselor
Number . 0 2 3 5 8
' - ?ercent 0.0% 11.1% 16.7% 27.8% 44 4%
Classroom Teacher Sl
Number 12 7 31 60 53
I Percent 7.4% 4.3% 19.0% 36.8Y% 32.5%
) Resource Teacher
l Number 2 2 10 10 20
Percent 4 ,5% 4 .5% 22.7% 22.7% 45.5%
Cent:al Administrator
- Number 4 2 6 22 22
Percent 7.1% 3.6% 10.7% 39.3% 2.3%
l Regicnal Administrator .
Number 0 -0 3 10 12
' Percent 0.0% 0.0% 12.0% 40.0% 48.0%
Position Mean
' Principal 3.91
l . Librarian  3.73
Counselor 4,06
' Classroom Teacher 3.83
l Resource Teacher 4,00
Centraledministratar 4,00
l Regional Administrator . 4.36
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Table 6-C

UENCY OF SUCCESS IN OBTAINING INFORMATION ON DEVELOPING RULES/REGULATIONS

105

Occasion-
Position Never | Rarely ally Fairly Often | Frequently
Principal
Number 1 2 7 9 14
Percent 3.0% 6.1% 21.2% 27.3% 42 4%
Librarian
Number 1 3 7 6 5
B Percent ’ 4.5% 13.6% 31.8% 27.3% 22.7%
Counselor
Number ] 2 1 8 ' 3
Percent 6.7% 13.3% 6.7% 53.3% 20,07
Classroom Teacher
Number 18 23 35 42 - 38
Percent 11.5% 14.7% 22.4% -26.9% 24,47
ReSource Teacher
Number 4 11 10 9 7
Percent 9.8% 26.8% 24 4% 22.0% 17.1%
Central Administrator
Number 11 4 6 21 14
Percent 19.6% 7.1% 10.7% 37.5% 25.0%
Regional Administrator
— Number Y .2 11 9 4
\ Percent 0.0% 7.7% 42,3% 34.6% 15,4%
Position Mea
Principal 4,00
Librarian 3.5G
Counselor 3.67
Classroom Teacher 3.38 >
Resource Teacher 3.10
Central Administrator 3.41
Regional Administrator  3.58
Q o . 97




Table 7-C

FREQUENCY OF SUCCESS IN OBTAINING INFORMATION ON WRITING
’ OR REVISING CURRICULUM GUIDE

Positi s Occasion- S
osition Rever Rarely ally Fairly Often Frequently
 Principal
Number 5 10 6 7 4
Percent 10.0% 33.3% 20.0% 23.3% 13.3%2 ~
Librarian
Number 4 . 2 6 4 1
Percent 231.5% 11.8% 35.3% 23.5% 5.9%
Counselor
Number 3 5 2 1 0
Percent 27.3% 45,5% 18.2% 9.1% 0.0%
. - Classroom Teacher
i Number 48 2Z 26 25 19
Percent 34.3% 15.7% 12,07 17.9% 13.6%
Resource Teacher
Number 10 9 9 9 4
Percent 24 4% 22.0% 22.0% 22.0% 9.8%
Central Administ at r
ilumber 18 1 3 12 2
Fercent 48 6% 2.7% 8.1% 32 4% 8.1%
Fegional Adzinistrator
Number 8 4 6 2 2
Percent 36.4% 18.2% 27.3% 9,1% 9.1%
Position Mean

Principal 2.97

Librarian 2.76

Counselor | 2.09

Clazsivoum Teacher 2.61
Resource Teacher 2.71
Central Administrator 2.49

" Regional Administrator 2.36
98




Table 8-C

FREQUENCY OF SUCCESS IN OBTAINING INFORMATION ON PLANNING/CONDUCTING INSERVICE

o Occasion-
Position Never | Rarely ally Fairly Often | Frequentl
Principal
Number 0 5 8 8 16
Percent 0.0% 13.5% 21.67% 21,6% 43,2%
Librarian
Number 0 1 6 9 9
Percent, 0.0% 4.0% 24,07 36.0% 36.0%
Counselor
Number 0 3 5 5 3
Percent 0.0% 18.8% 31.3% 31.3% 18,82
Classroom Teacher
Number 34 18 28 30 25 -
Percent 25.2% 13.3% 20.7% 22.2% 18.5%
Resource Teacher
Number 7 6 9 7 14
Percent 16.3% 14.,0% 20.9% 16.3% 32.67
Central Administrator
# ¥ymber 8 ! 9 15 23
Percent 14 ,3% 1. 16.1% 26.87 41.1%
Regional Administrator
Number 1 2 0 7 18
Fercent 3.62 7.1% 0.0% 25.0z7 64.3%
Position Mean

Principal 3.95

Librarian 4,04 ’

Counselor’ 3.50

Classroom Teacher 2.96

Resource Teacher 3.35

Central Administrator 3.79

Regional Administrator  4.39
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Table 9-C

FREQUENCY OF SUCCESS IN OBTAINING INFORMATION ON

DESIGNING NEW INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS
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Occasion-~
Po§1tion Never Rarely ally Fairly Often Frequentl
Priucipal
Number 0 4 12 9 7
Percent 0.0% 12,5% 37.5% 28.,1% 21.9%
Librarian
Number 1 3 7 4 6
Percent 4.8% 14.3% 33.3% 19.0% 28.6%
Counselor
Number 3 4 4 3 0
Percent 21.4% 28.,6% 28.6% 21.4% 0.0%
Clzssroom Teacher
Number 23 24 23 34 i3
Percent 16.8% 17.5% 16.8% 24,87 24.1%
Reéource Teacher
Number 8 12 8 7 6
Percent 19.5% 29.3% 19.5% 17.1% 14.6%
Central Administrator
Number 14 1 5 10 g9
Percent 35.9% 2.6% 12,8% 25.6% 23.1%
Regional Administratoer
Number 2 1 -9 9 5
Percent 7.7% 3.8% 34.,6% 34,6% 19,22
Position Mean
Principal 3.59
= Librarian 3.52
Counselor 2.50
Classroom Teacher 31.22
Resource Teacher 2.78
Central Administrator 2.97
Regional Administrator 3.54
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Table 10-C

FREQUENCY OF SUCCESS IN OBTAINING INFORMATION ON DEVELOPING
RATIONALE/POSITION STATEMENT

Occasion-
Position Never | Rarely ally Fairly Often | Frequently
Principal
Number 2 6 13 7 5
Percent 6.1% 18.2% 29 47 21.2% 15.27
Librarian
Number 3 4 5 4 5
Percent 14,37 19.0% 23,87 19.0% 23.8%
Counselor
Number 3 6 0 4 0
Percent 23,1% 46.27% 0.07% 30.8% 0.0%
Classroonm Teacher
Number 35 21 26 28 11
Percent 28.9% 17.4% 21.5% 23.1% 9,1Z
Resource Teacher
Number 12 10 8 4 2
Percent 33.3% 27.8% 22.2% 11.17% 5.6%
Ceﬁfral Administrator .
Number & 7 12 19 18
Percent 6.7% 11.72 20.0% 31.7% 30.0%
Regional A&ministratar 4
’ Number 1 1 10 6 9
Percent 3.7% 3.7% 37.0% 22.27% 33.3%
Position Mean
Prinecipal 3.21
Librarian 3.19
Counselor 2.38
Classroom Teacher 2.66
Resource Teacher 2,28
Central Administrator 3.67
Regional Administrator 3.78
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l Table 11-C
l FREQUENCY OF SUCCESS IN OBTAINING INFORMATION ON PREPARING
. SPEECH/PRESENTATION/ARTICLE
Occasion-
' Position Never Rarely ally Fairly Often Frequently
Principal
' Number 4 7 2 12 10
Perzent 11.42 20.0% 5.7% 34,3% 28.6%
' ) Librarian
Rumber 1 4 4 7 3
Percent 5.3% 21.1% 21.1% 36, 8% 15.8%
l Counselor
Number 3 5 2 5 2
l Percent 17.6% 29 .4% 11.8% 29 .47 11,82
Classroom Teacher
" Number 42 24 26 26 13
I Percent 32.1% 18.3% 19.8% 19.8% 9.9%
7; Resource Teacher
' Number 9 10 8 8 9
Percent 20.5% 22.7% 18.2% 18.27% 20.5%
l Central Administrater
- Number 5 3 11 18 24
v Percent 8.27% 4.9% 18.0% 29.5% 39.3%
l Regionzl Administrator
N Number 1 1 6 8 13
Percent 3.4% 3.4% 20.7% 27.67 44 8%
Position Mean
Principal 3.49
Librarian 3.37
Counselor 2.88
Classroom Teacher 2.57
Resource Teacher 2.95
Central Administrator 3.87
Regional Administrator 4,07
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Table 12-C

FREQUENCY OF SUCCESS IN OBTAINING INFORMATION ON UPDATING
TEACHING/INSTRUCTIONAL METHODS AND TECHNIQUES

—— — —

P Occasion-
osition Never | Rarely ally Fairly Often | Frequently
Principal
Number 0 0 8 12 13
Percent 0.0% 0.0% — 24,27 316,47 39.4%
Librarian
Number 0 0 5 8 10
Percent 0.0% 0.0% 21.7% 34 .8% 43,57
Counselor
Number 2 3 4 3 4
Percent 12.5% 18.8% 25.0% (B.8% 25.0%
Classroom Teacher
Number 9 11 31 56 64
Percent 5.3% 6.4% 18.1% 3z .7% 37.4%
Resource Teacher
Kumber 3 5 10 15 15
Percent 6.3% 10.47 20.8% 31.3% 31.3%
Central Administrator
Number 15 5 3 11 5
Percent 38.5% 12.8% 7.7% 28.27% 12.8%
Regional Administrator
Number 4 0 1 10 11
Percent 15.4% 0.0% 3.8% 38.5% 42 3%
Position Mean
Principal 4.15
Librarian 4.22
Counselor 3.25
Classroom Teacher 3.91
Resource Teacher 3.71
Central Administrator 2.64
Regional Administrator 3.92
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Table 13-C

FREQUENCY OF SUCCESS IN OBTAINING INFORMATION ON SECURING
INNOVATIVE IDEAS FOR IMPROVEMNT

- Occasion-
l Position Never | Rarely ally Fairly Often | Frequentl
Principal
' Number 0 0 13 15 8
Percent 0.0% 0.0% 36.1% 41.7% 22,22
Librarian
i} Number 0 0 7 10 7
Percent 0.0% 0.0% 29.2% 41,7% 29.,2%
' Counselor
Number 0 3 5 7 6
' Percent 0.0% 14.3% 23.8% - 33.3% 28.,6%
Classroom Teacher
Number 7 8 45 55 66
' Percent 3.9% 4.4 24,9% 30.4% 36.5%
Resource Teacher
’ Number 2 4 11 15 16
Percént 4.27% 8.3% 22.97 31.3% 33.32
Central Administrator
Number 5 4 13 23 11
Percent .8.9% 7.1% 23.2% 41.1% 19.6%
Regional Administrator
Number 0 1 5 13 12
Perceat 0.0% 3.2% 16.1% 41.97 38.7%
Position Mean

Principal 3.86
Librarian 4,00
Counselor 3.76
Classroom Teacher 3.91

Resource Teacher 3.81

Central Administrator 3.55
Regional Administrator 4.16
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Table 14-C

FREQUENCY OF SUCCESS IN OBTAINING INFORMATION ON CONDUCTING
RESFEARCH FOR ACADEMIC CDTRSE WORK OR DEGREE

Principal 3.03

Librarian 3.35

Counselor 3.18

Classroom Teacher 3.40

Resource Teacher 3.50

. Central Administrator 3.34

Regional Administrator 3.21
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L. Occasion~-
Position Never Rarely ally Fairly Often Fregquently
Prineipal
Number 6 7 6 8 6
Percent 18.27% 21.2% 18.2% 24.,2% 18,2%
Librarian
Xumber 3 1 4 5 4
i Percent 17.6% 5.9% 23,5% 29 .47 23.5%
' Counselor
| Number 2 4 4 3 4
Percent 11.8% 23.5% 23.5% 17.6% 23.5%
Classroox Teacher
Rumber 24 16 28 47 39
Percent n5.67 10.47 18.27% 30.5% 25.3%
Resource Teacher N
Number 5 3 14 15 11
Percent 10.4% 6,3% 29.2% 31.3% 22.9%
Central Administrator
Number 8 6 5 13 12
Percent 18.27 13.6% 11.4% 29.5% 27.3%
Regional Administrator
Number 5 ’ 3 8 5 7
Percent 17.9% 10.7% 28.6% 17.9% 25.0%
Position Mean




Table 15-C

FREQUENCY OF SUCCESS IN OBTAINING INFORMATION ON INVESTIGATING
PROMISING PROGRAMS/PRACTICES

. Occasion-
Position Never |- Rarely ally Fairly Often Frequently
Principal
Number 1 2 16 11 7
Percent 2.7% 5.4% 43,27 29.77% 18.9%
Librarian
Number 0 4 6 7 4
Percent 0.02 19.0% 28,67 33.32 19.07%
Counselnr
Number 4 2 4 S 2
Percent 23.5% 11.8% 23.5% 29.4% 11.8%
Classroom Teacher
Number 21 24 48 36 23
Percent 13.8%2 | 15.8% 31.6% 23.7% 15.1%
Resource Teacher
Number 4 10 17 - 9 7 4
Percent 9.1% 22.7% 38.67% 20.5% 9.1%
Central Administrator
Number 5 1 12 19 20
Percent 8.5% 1.8% 21.1% 33,37 35.1%
Regional Administrator
Number 1 3 8 12 5
Percent 3.4% 10.3% 27.6% 41.4% 17.2%
Position Mean

Principal 3.57

Librarian 3.52

Counselor 2.94

Classroom Teacher 3.11

-’ Resource Teacher 2,98
Central Administrator 3.84

Regional Administrator 3.59
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Table 16-C

FREQUENCY OF SUCCESS IN OBTAINING INFORMATION ON IDENTIFYING EXEMPLARY
ADMINISTRATIVE/MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

Positi Occasion-
osition Never Rarely ally Fairly Often Frequently
Principal )
Number 1 5 8 10 12
Percent 2.8% 13.9% 22.2% 27.8% 33.3%
Librarian
Xumber 3 6 2 5 1
Percent 17.6% 35.3% 11.8% 29,47 5.9%
Counselor
Kumber 4 3 4 3 0
Percent 28,6% 21.47 28.67% 21.4% 0.0%
Classroom Teacher
Number 38 23 25 29 8
Percent 30.9% 18.7% 20.3% 23.6% 6.5%
Resource Teacher
Rumber 16 10 3 3 3
Percent 45.7% 28.67% 8.67% 8.6% 8.6%
Central Administrator
Kumber 6 5 19 13 8
Percent 11.8% 9.8% 37.3% 25.5% 15.7%
Regionzl Administrater
Number 0 5 8 11 5
* Percent 0.0% 17.2% 27.6% 37.9% 17.2%
Position Mean
3
H Principal 3.75
Librarian  2.71
Counselor 2.43
Classroom Teacher 2.56
Rescurce Teacher 2.06
Central Administrator 3.24
Regional Administrator 3.55 7
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Table 17-C

FREQUENCY OF SUCCESS IN OBTAINING INFORMATION ON SEEKING IMPROVED
CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT AND/OR DISCIPLINE TECHNIQUES

o

Occasion-
Position Never | Rarely ally Fairly Often | Frequentl
Principal
Number 0 4 8 9 15
Percent 0.0% 11.1% 22.,2% 25,0% 41.7%
Librarian
Number 0 3 7 6 6
Percent 0.0% 13.6% 31.8% 27.37% 27.3%
Counselor
Number 0 1 7 6 6
Percent 0.0% 5.0% 35.0% 30,07 30.0%
Classroom Teacher
Number 10 16 41 58 51
Percent 5.7% 9.1% 23.3% 33,07 29.0%
Resource Teacher
Number 3 7 11 15 11
Percent 6.4% 14.9% 23.4% 31.9% 23,47
Central Administratsr
Number 14 7 4 8 4
Percent 37.8% 18.9% 10.8% 21.6% 10.8%
Regional Administrator
Number 0 4 6 7 13
Percent 0.02 13.3% 20.0% 23.37% 43,3%
Position Mean
Principal 3.97
Librarian 3.68
Counselor 3.85
Classroom Teacher 3.70
Resource Teacher 3.51
Central Administrator 2.49
Regional Administrator 3.97
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APPENDIX D

SOURCES DEPENDED UPON FOR SZCURING NEW IDEAS AND KNCOWLEDGE FOR PROFESSIONAL
RESPONSIBILITIES




Table 1-D

EXTENT OF RELYING ON DISCUSSIONS WYTH TEACHERS FOR
SECURING NEW IDEAS AXD KNOWLEDGE i

Consider~
Group Not at all |Very little| Limited able Extensive|
R
Classroom Teachers
Number 0 9 35 99 65
Percent 0.0% 4.3% 16.8% | 47.6% 31.3%
Other Teachers
Number 0 3 14 51 33
Percent 0.0% 7.5% 13.2% 48,17 31.1%
Building Administrators
Number 0 2 1 16 17
Percent 0.0% 5.6% 2.8% 44 .43 47.2%
Non-Building Administrators
Number 16 11 16 13 17
Percent 17.2% 11.8% 17.2% 35.5% 18.3%
Group Mean
Classroom Teachers 4.06

Other Teachers 4.03
Building Administrators 4.33

Non-Building Administrators 3.26
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L 4
Table 2-D -
EXTENT OF RELYING ON DISCUSSIONS WITH ADMINISTRATORS/SUPERVISORS
FOR SECURING NEW IDEAS AND KNOWLEDGE
) ) Consider-
Group Not at all | Very 1little| Limited| able Extensive|
Classroom Teachers
Number - 1 17 55 101 33
Percent 0.5% 8.2% 26.6% 48.8% 15.9%
C;ther Teachers )
Number 1 7 15 50 32
Percent 1.0% 6.7% 14,3% 47 .6% 30.5%
Building Administrators -
Number 0 0 4 20 12
Percent 0.0% 0.0% 11.1% 55.6% 33.32
Hon-Building Administrators
Number 1 3 11 41 45
Percent 1.0% 3.0% 10.9% 40.6% 44,62
Group Mean
Classroom Teachers 3.72
Other Teachers 4.00
. Building Administratovs  4.22
Non-Building Administrators  4.25
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Table 3-D

FOR SECURING NEW IDEAS AND KNOWLEDGE

EXTENT OF RELYING ON READING PROFESSIONAL JOURNALS/PUBLICATIONS

[

112
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¢ Consider-
roup Not at all jVery little| Limited| able Extensiv
Classroom Teachers
Number 1 10 39 95 64
Percent 0.5% 4,8% 18.7% 45,57 30.6%
Other Teachers
Number 0 3 6 50 46
Percent 0.0% 2.9% 5.7% 47.6% 43,8%
Building Administrators .
Number 0 1 4 18 13
Percent 0.0% 2.8% 11.1% 50,0% 36.1%
Non-Building Administrators
_ Number 2 0 14 39 50
Percent 1.9% 0.0% 13.3% 37.1% 47.6%
Group Mean
Classroom Teachers 4,01
Other Teachers 4,32
| .
Building Administrators 4,19
Non-Building Administrators 4,29




Table 4-p

EXTENT OF RELYING ON ATTENDANCE AT MEETINGS SPONSORED BY PROFESSIONAL

ORGANIZATIONS /ASSOCIATIONS FOR SECURING MFW IDEAS AND KNOWLEDGE _

Consider- |
Group Not at all |Very little| Limited | able Extensiy
Classroom Teachers
Number 6 34 82 58 29
Percent 2.9% 16.3% 39.2% 27.87% 13.97%
Other Teachers
Number 3 4 27 50 22
Percent 2.8% 3.8% 25.5% 47.2% 20.8%
Building Administrators |
Number 0 0 11 19 6
Percent 0.0% 0.0% 30.6% 52.8% 16.7%
Non-Building Administrazgrs
Number 5 5 25 49 19
Percent 4,9% 4,9% 24,3% 47 .6% 18.,4% )
Groﬁg Mean
Classroom Teachers 2,33
Other Teachers 3.79
Building Administrators 3.86
3670

Non-Building Administrators
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Table 5-D

EXTENT OF RELYING ON ATTENDANCE AT MEETINGS/CONFERENCES/WORKSHOPS
FOR SECURING NEW IDEAS AND KNOWLEDGE

] Consider-
Group Not at all |Very little| Limited | able Extensive|
Classroom Teachers
Number 0 19 58 94 36
Percent 0.07% 9,2% 28.,0% 45.47 17.4%
Other Teachers
Number 0 3 19 47 37
Percent 0.0% 2.8% 17.97% 44,37 34 .97
Building Administrators I
Number 0 1 6 18 11
Percent 0.0% 2.8% 16.7% 50.07% 30.6%
Non-Building Administrators
Number 0 4 22 49 29
Percent 0.0% 3.8% 21.2% 47.1% 27.9%
Group Mean
Classroom Teachers 3.71
Other Teachers 4.11
Building Administrators  4.08
3.99

Non-Building Administrators
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Table 6-D

EXTENT OF RELYING ON TNFORMAL CONTACTS WITH UNIVERSITY/COLLEGE

FACULTY FOR SECURING NEW IDEAS AND KNOWLEDGE

Consider- J
Group Not at all | Very little| Limited | able Extensiv
. Classroom Teachers
Number 30 5S4 62 53 8
Percent 14.57% 26.1% 30.0% 25.,6% 3.9%
Other Teachers
Number 8 23 38 22 12 B
Percent 7.8% 22.,3% 36.9% 21.4%- 11.7%
Building Administrators
Number 1 7 13 9 6
Percent 2.8% 19.47% 36.1% 25.0% 16,7%
Non-Building Administrators
Number - 13 13 32 32 8
Percent 13.3% 13.3% 32.7% 32.7% 8.2%
Group Mean
Classroom Teachers 2.78
Other Teachers 3.07
Buildirg Administrators 3.33 -
’ Non-Building Administrators 3.09



Table 7-D

EXTENT OF RELYING ON PARTICIPATION IN SCHOOL SYSTEM PROFESSIONA.,
DEVELOPMENT (INSERVICE) EXPERIENCES FOR SECURING
NEW IDEAS AND KNOWLEDGE

E

. Consider-
Group _Not at all |Verv little| Limited | able Extensiv
Classroom Teachers
Rumber 3 19 &4 97 47
Percent 1.4% 9.0% 21.0% 46.2% 22.4%
Other Teachers
Number 1 3 17 50 33
Percent 1.0% 2.9% 16.3% 48.1% 31.7%
Building Administrators
- Number 0 1 .6 16 13
Percent 0.0% 2.8% 16.7% 44 .47 36.17%
Non-Building Administrators
Number 6 15 30 30 16
Percent 6.2% 15.5% 30.9% 30.9% 16.5%
Group Mean
i Classroom Teachers 3.79
Other Teachers 4,07
Building Administrators 4,14
Non-Building Administrators 3.36
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Table 8-D

EXTENT OF RELYING ON DISCUSSIONS WITH EDUCATORS IN OTHER
SCHOOL SYSTEMS FOR SECURING NEW IDEAS AND KNOWLEDGE

Consider-
Froup Not at all |Very little| Limited able Extensiv
Classroom Teachers
Number 17 43 57 70 17
Percent 8.3% 21.1% 27.9% 34.3% 8.32
Other Teachers
Number 4 24 40 35 3
Percent 3.8% 22.6% 37.7% 33.0% 2.8%
Building Administrators
Number 0 8 12 10 —— —
Percent 0.0% 22.27% 33.3% 27.87% 16.7%
Non-Building Administrators
Number 10 10 2 3 8
Percent 9.8% 9.82 42,2% 30.4% 7.8%
Group Mean
Classroom Teachers 3.13
Other‘Teachers 3.08
Building Administrators 3.39
Non-Building Administrators 3.17




Table 9-D

EXTENT OR RELYING ON ENROLLMENT IN COLLEGE/UNIVERSITY COURSES
- AND/OR SPECIAL WORKSHOPS FOR SECURING
NEW IDEAS AND KNOWLEDGE

Consider-
Group Not at all |Very little| Limited able Extensivel
Classroom Teachers
Number 4 10 53 101 43
Percent 1.9% 4.7% 25.1% 47.97% 20.4%
) Other Teachers
Number 0 6 17 54, 28
Percent 0.0% 5.7% 16.2% 51.4% 26,7%
Building Administrators
Number- 1 3 10— 15 LN
Percent 2.97 8.6% 28.6% 42 .,9% 17.1%
Non-Building Administrators
Number ] 25 26 1 27 16
Percent 7.8% 24,5% 25.5% 26,5% 15.7%

) |
LT T———— —— — W—— —— — —— T— [ —— — — —
|
,

Groﬁg Mean
Classroom Teachers 3.80

Other Teachers 3.99
Building Administrators 3.63

Non-Building Administraters 3.18
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Table 10-D

EXTENT OF RELYING ON DISCUSSIONS WITH CONSULTANTS
FOR SECURING NEW IDEAS AND KNOWLEDGE

Consider-
Group Not at all | Verv little| Limited| able Extensivel
Classroom Teachers
Number 24 50 74 45 8
Percent 11.9% 24,97 36.8% 22.4% 4.0%
Other Teachers
Number 4 16 28 44 11
Percent 3.9% 15.5% 27.2% 42.7% 10.7%
Building Administrators
- Humbazr 1 - -0 8 14 9 3
Percent 0.0% 22.2% 38.9% 25.0% 13.97%
Non-Building Administrators
Number 8 ° 17 32 36 8
Percent 7.9% 16.8% 31.7% 35.6% 7.92

Groﬁg Mean

—— — — — — — — — | —— T —-— T— —— ]

Classroom Teachers 2.82
Other Teachers 3,51
Building Administrators 3.31

Non-Building Administrators 3.19
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EXTENT OF RELYING ON USE OF INFORMATION CENTERS
FOR SECURING FEW IDEAS AND KNOWLEDGE

Table 11-D

l ' Group

Consider-
Not at all Yery,little Limited able Extensivel
Classroom Teachers
Number 12 37 60 71 22
Percent 5.9% 18.3% 29,7% 35.1% 10.92
Qther Teachers
Number 4 12 30 38 17
' Percent 4.0% 11.9% 29.7% 37.6% 16.8%
Building Administrators
Number 0 8 14 9 5
‘ Percent 0.0% 22.2% 38.9% 25,07 13,92
Non-Building Administrators
Number 4 15 33 35 14
Percent 4.0% 14.9% 32.7% 34.7% 13.9%
Group Mean
I Classroom Teachers 3,27
I Other Teachers 3.51
- - Building Administrators  3.31
l Non-Building Administrators 3.40
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Table 12-D

EXTENT OF RELYING ON USE OF SCHOOL AND PUBLIC LIBRARIES
FOR SECURING NEW IDEAS AND KNOWLEDGE

c - Consider-
roup Not at all |Very little| Limited able _Extensive|
Classroom Teachers
-Number 6 10 28 93 73
Percent 2.9% 4,87 13,3% 44.,3% 34,8%
Other Teachers
Number 2 1 9 45 46
Percent 1.92 1.0% 8.7% 43.,7% 44.7%
Number 0 1 15 13 6
Percent 0.0% - 2.9% 42.9% 37.1% 17.1%
Non-Béilding Administrators S
Number 5 12 23 40 21
Percent 5.0% 11.9% 22,87 39.6% 20.8%

Groug Mean

Classroom Teachers 4.03
Other Teachers 4,28
Building Administrators 3.69

Non-Building Administrators 3.59

' Building Administrators
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APPENDIX E

FAMILIARITY WITH INFORMATION SOURCES
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Table 1-E

FAMILIARITY WITH THE RESEARCH
INFORMATION CENTER (RIC)

Position Yesn No
Principal };f!
Number 25 6
Percent 80.§§ff 19.4%
Librarian ’
Number 15 7
Fercent 68.2% 31.87%
Counselor
Number 11 9

Percent 55.0% 45.0%

Classroom Teacher
Number 98 82
Tercent 54.47% | 45.6%

Resource Teacher
Number 26 24
Percent 52.0% 48.0%

Central Administrator
Number 62 8
Percent 88.6% 11.4%

Regional Administrator
Number 22 10
Percent 68.8% 31.3%

Total Number 259 146

Total Percent 64.0%  36.0%

Table 2-E

FAMILIARITY WITH THE PUBLIC
SCHOOL LIBRARIES

Position 7 Yen No
Principal
Number 34 0

Percent 100.0% 0.0%

Librarian
Number 25- 0
Tercent 100,07 0.02
Counseclor
Number 22 0-

Pexcent 100.0% 0.0%

Classroom Tencher
Number 191 0
Percent 100.0%Z 0.0%

Resource Teacher

Humber 53 1

Percent 98.1% 1.9%
Central Administrator

Number 62 )

Percent 87.3% 12.7%

Repgtonal Administrator )
Number 32 0
Percent 100,0% 0.0%

Total Number 419 10

135

Total Percent 97.7% "2.3%
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Table 21-E

FAMILIARITY WITH UNIVERSITY

LIBRARIES
Position Yes No
Principal ’
Number 30 y)
Percent 93.8% 6.3%
Librarian
Number 22 2
Percent 91.7% 8.37
Counselor E
Number 20 1

Percent . 95.2% 4.8%

" Classroom Teacher

Number 172 17

Percent 91.0% 9 07
Resource Teacher

vumber 51 f]

Percent 100.07% 0.0%

Central idministrator
Number 67 3
Percent 95.7% 4.3%

Regional Administrator
Number 32 0
Perxcent 100.0% 0.0%

Total Number 394 25

Total Percent 94 .07 6.0%

Table 4-E

FAMILTARITY WITH THE CBC CENTER

Position Yer No
Principal
Number 32 T 2
Percent 954 .12 5.9%
Librarian
) Number 24 0
.  Percent 100.0% 0.0%
Counselor
Number 20 2
Percent 90.9% 9.1%
Classxroom Teacher
Number 159 27
Percent 85.5% 14.52
Resource Teacher
Number 46 6
Percent 88.5% 11.52
Central Administrator
Mumber 53 14
Percent 79.1% 20.9%
Regional Adminfstrator
. Number 31 1
Percent 96.9% 3.1%
Total Number 365 ]5§ 7
Total Percent 87.5%
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Table 5-E

FAMILIARITY WITH D.C.
TEACHER'S CENTER

W TN TIEE Ny IS Sy -

Position Yes No
Principal
Number 24 11
. Percent 68.6% 31.4%
Librarian
Number 23 2
Percent 92.0% 8.0%
Counselor
Number 16 6
Percent 72,7% 27.3%
Classroom Teacher
Numberx 115 68
Percent 62 .8% 37.27%
Resource Teacher
Number 39 15
Percéent 72.2% 27.8%
Central Administrator
Number 42 24
Percent 63.6% 36.4%
Regional Administrator
humber 27 4
Pexcent 87.1% :2.92%
Total Rumber 286 130
Total Percent 68,87 31.3%

— T

Table 6-E

FAMILIARITY WITH THE D.C. 3TATE
FACILITATOR PROJECT

T

Position Yes Vyn
Principal T
Number 12 22
Peorcent 35.3% 64.7%
Librarian
Number -11 12
Percent 47 .8% 52.2%
Counseclor
Number 4 17
Percent 19.0% 81.0Z
Classroom Teacher ,
Number 23 145
I'ercont 13.7% 86.3%
Resource Teacher
Number 9 43
Percent 17.3% 82.7%
Central Adminfistrator 34 34
Number 50.0% 50.0%
Percent
Reglonal Adminfistrator
Number 267 6
Percent 81.3% 18,87
Total Number ne 134
29.9%

Totnl Pércent

70.12
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Table 7-E

FAMILIARITY WITH OTHER
INFORMATION CENTERS

Position Yes No
Principal
Number 4 1

Percent 80.0% 20.0%

Librarian
Number 7 0
Percent 100.0% 0.0%
Counselor
Number 7 1

Percent 87.5%2 7| 12.5%

N Classroom Teacher
Number 19 8
Percent 70.4% 29.6%

Resource Teacher
Number 10 3
Percent ’ 76.9% 23.1%

Central Administrator
Number 20 3
Percent 87.0% 13.0%

Regional Administrator
Number 6 0
Percent 100.0% 0.0%

] 1 o
Total Number 73 16 B

Total Percent  82.0% 18.0%
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USE OF INFORMATION .SOURCES
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Table 1-F . - - Table 2-F

-
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USE OF THE RESEARCH INFORMATION
CENTER (RIC)

USE OF THE PUBLIC SCHOOL LIBRARIES

Position Yes n

Principal
MNumber 22 7

Percent | 75.9%7 | 24.1%

Librarian
Number 10 9
Percent 52.6% 47.4%
Counselor
Number 6 8

Percent 42.97 S7.1%

Classroom Teacher
Number 47 96
Perecent 32.9% 67.1%

Resource Teacher ,
Number 14 25
Percent 35.9% a4.1%

Central Administrator
Number 60 7
Percent 89.6% 10.4%

Regional Administrator
Number 17 10
Percent 63.0% 37.0%

Totnl Number 176 162

Total Percent 52.1% 47.9%

Position Yen No
Principal
Number 33 1
Percent [ 97.12 2.9%
Libracian
Number 25 0
Percent 100.0% 0.0%
Counselor
Number 21 0
Percent 100.0% 0.0%
Classroom Teacher .
Number 191 6
Percent 97.0% 3.0%
Resource Teacher
Humber 51 1
Fercent =8.1% 1.9%
Central Administrator
Number 41 29
Percent 58.6% 41.4%
Reglonal Administrator
Number 26 5
Pcrcent 83.9% 16.1%
143
Totnl Number é\ 388 42
Total Percent 90.27% 9.82
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Table 3-F

USE OF UNIVERSITY LIBRARIES
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Table 4-F

UCE OF THE CBC CENTER

Position

Yes No
Principal .
Number 25 8
Percent 75.8% 24,27
Librarian
Number 22 2
Percent 91.7% 8.3%
Counselor
Number 19 4
Percent 82.6% 17.4%
Classroom Teacher
Number 148 34
Percent 81.2% 18.7%
Resource Teacher
Number 47 3
Percent 94.0% 6.07%
Central Administrator
Number 59 10
Percent 85.5% 14 .5%
Regional iAdministrator
Number 28 2
Percent 93,37 6.7%
Totnl Number 348 63
84.7% 15.3%

Total Percent

Position Yen ‘No
Principal
. Number 28 5
Percent 84 .87 15.2%
L.ibrarian
Number 21 2
Percent 91.3% 8.7%
Counselor
Number 10 10
Fercent 50.07% 50.0%
Classroom Teacher |
Number 106 68
Percent 60.9% 39.1%
Reizurce Tencher
Humber 35 14~
Percent 71.47 28.6%
Central Adminfstrator - :
Number 25 39
Percent 39.17 60.9%
Reglonal Adminfiastrator
Number 21 7
Percent 75.0% 25.0%
145
Totnl Number 246 145
Total Percent 62.9% 37.1%
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Table 5-F

USE OF THE D.C. TEACHERS CENTER

Tnble 6-F

USE OF THE D.C. STATE FACILITATOR

Position Yes No
Principal
Number 5 26
Percent 16,12 83.9%
Libracian A
Number 11 10
Percent 52.47% 47 .6%
Counselor
Number 5 13
Percent 27.8% 72.2%
Classroom Teachet
Number 53 100
Percent 34.6% 65.47
Resource Teacher
Number 14 32
Percent 30.47% 69.6%
Central Administrator ‘
Number 8 52
Percent 13.32 86.7%
Regional Administrator
Number 7 19
Percent 26.9% 73.1%
Total Number 103 252
Total Percent - 29.0% 71.0%

PROJECT
Fosition Yeor No
Principal
Number 2 25
Percent 7.4 92.6%
Librorian
Number 2 16
Percent 11.12 88.92
Counselor
Number 0 12
Percent 0.0% 100.02
Classroom Teacher
Numher 16 105
Percent 13.2% 86.8%
Resource Teacher
Number 2 37
Percent 5.1%7 94,97
Central Administrater
Number 13 45
Percent 22.4% 77.6%
Regional Administrator -
Number 15 13
ercent 53.6% 46.4%
Total Number so 1433
Total Percent 15;5; '83.5%
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VALUE RATINGS OF THE INFORMATION SOURCES
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Tablc 1-G 7 ‘ Table 2- .
‘VALUE OF THE RESEARCH INFORMATT™W.,CENTER (RIC) FOR VALUE OF THE PUBLIC SCHOOL LIQMRIES FOR RESPONDENTS
RESPONDE """ WHO HAVE USED THIS INFORMATION SOURCE WHO HAVE USED THIS INFORMATION SOURCE
| _
Posit 10“ None Some Great - Posit ion None Some G.rent
Principal Principal
B . Number - 1 16 5 Number 1 19 13
) Percent 4.5% 72.7% 22.7 Percent 3.0% 57.6% 39.42
- Libracian | . Libracinn )
Number 0 5 4 . ‘ Number 0 2 23 1
Percent 0.0% 55.6% 44 47 Tercent 0.0% 8.0% 92.02 F
- Lot elor - ' Counselor )
w Number 0 2 4 “  Number 4] 14 5
Percent |- 0.0% | 33.3% 66.7% |- Percent 0.0% 73.7% [ "26.3% |,
Classroom Teacher Clasaroom Teachc -
Number 5 26 17 Numberx 4 82 -101
Perceni 10.4% 54.,2% 35.4% ‘ Percent 2.12 43.97 54.0%
Hesource Teacher Rerource Teacher ’ ,
Number 0 9 4 : Number 1 17 33
X Tercent 0.0% 69.2% 30.8% Percent 2.0% 33.3%2 | 64.7%
Central Administrator _.Central Administrator )
; ~ ™. Number 0 15 45 Number 2 24 lo -,
Percent 0.0%2 | 25.0% 75.0% Percent 4.8% 57,12 |. 38.17%
" Reglonsl Administrator : Rclgionul Administrator )
Number 0 7 11 - Number F- 0 15 - 11
Percent 0.0% 38.9% | 61.1% ' Percent | ] 1.0% 57.7% 42.37
- R - p -)
Total Number 6 80 90 Totnl. Number 8 173 20%“)L

Total Percent 3.4% 45.5% 51.1% Total Percent | 2.1Z7 . 45.2% 52,7%




Table 3-G ~

VALUE OF UNIVERSITY LIBRARIES FOR RESPONDENTS
WHO HAVE USED THIS INFORMATION SOURCE

Table 4-G

VALUE OF THE CBC CENTER FOR RESPONDENTS.WHO

HAVE USED THIS INFORMATIOUN SOURCE

39.9%

.- Position None Some Great
- Principal
Number 1 13 11
Percent 4.0% 52.0%7 | 44.0%
Librarian
. . Number 0 9 12
Percent 0.0% 42,97 57.1%
— Counselor
© Number 0 6 12
’ Percent 0.0% 33.3% 66.7%
Classroom Teacher -
Number 4 59 84
Percent 2.7% 40.1% 57.1%
Resource Teacher
: Number 0 19 26
Percent 0.0% 42,27 | 57.8%
Central Administrator
Number 1 16 42
Percent 1.7% 27.1% 71.2%
Regional Administrator
Number . 0 15 13
Percent 0.0% 53.6% 46.47%
Q - TSCnl Humber 6 137 200
,EMC"L ,
e Total Percent

58.3%

Position None Some Great
Principal )
Number 1 15 12
Percent 3.67% 53.6% 42,92
Libracinn
Number 0 8 12
Percent 0.0% 40.0% 60.02
Counsclor
Number- 0 . 8 3
Percent 0.0% 72.7% 27.3%
Clasasroom Tencher
Nnmh(}l‘ 2 66 38
I'ercent 1.9%- 62.37 35.8%
Resource Teacher -
Number 1 13 18
Percent 3.17@ 40.62 56.3!
Central Administrator ~
Humber 1 11 11
s Percent 4,3% 47.8% 47.8%
Reglonal Administrator
Number 1 10 10
Percent 4.8% 47.6% 47 .6%
152
Totnl Humber 6 131 104
2.5% 54.4% 43.2% :

Total Percent




Table 5-G

VALUE OF THE D.C. TEACHER'S CEN
WHO HAVE USED THIS INFORMATION SOURCE

-

mryy

AL

- .
TOK RESPONDENTS

7E 1l

Total Percent

Position None Some Great
Prancipal
Number - 1 4 0
Percent 20.0% 80.0% 0.0%
Librarian
Number 1 3 7
) Percent 9.1% 27.3% 63.6%
Counselor
" Number 0 4 H
Percent 0.0% 80.0% 20.0%
Classroom Teacher
Number 2 25 .26 -
Percent 3.8% 47.2% 49.1%
Resoutrce Teacher
Number 0 " 8 5
Percent 0.0% 61.5% 38.5%
Ccncrn{ Administrator
Number 0 3 4
Percent 0.0% 42.9% 57.1%
‘| Reglonal Administrator
Number 1 &4 2
Percent 146.3% 57.1% 28.6%
Total Number 5 51 45
44.6%

Table 6-G

VALUE OF THE D.C. STATE FACILITATOR PROJECT FOR -
RESPONDENTS WHO HAVE USED THIS INFORMATION SOURCE

Position None Some Great
Priacipal
Number 0 2 0
Fercent . 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
Llﬂrnrlnn
Number 0 1 1
Percent 0.0% 50.0% 50.0%2

Counselor
Numbert 0 0 0
Percent 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Classxoom Teacher
Number 6 11 . 1
Percent 33.3% 61.1% 5.6%

Resource Teacher

Number 0 2 0
Pcrccnt O-OZ IOO-OZ 0.02

Central Administrator

Number 0 3 8
Fercent 0.0% 27.3% 72.7%
Regional Administrator ’
Number 0 1 14
Pcrcc“t D.OZ 6.?2 93.31
Total Number 6 20 1 §4;

Total Percent 12.0% 40.02  48.0%
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LISTING OF OTHER INFORMATION SOURCES BY GROUPS
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Table 3-H

LISTING OF OTHER INFORMATION SOURCES GIVEN BY
PRINCIPALS

1. DCPS Sources
Regional Resource Centers (n=3)

2. Federal Sources
Library of Congress

3. Local Sources
City Public Libraries

Table 4-H v

LISTING OF CTHER INFORMATION SOURCES GIVEN BY
CENTRAL AND REGIONAL ADMINISTRATORS
14
1. DCPS Sources
Gifted and Talented Program
Regional Resource Centers (n=2)
Special Educational Media Centers (n=3)

2. Private Sources )
Professional Organizations (n=4)
State Learning Resources Center for Handicapped (n=5)
National Education Association (n=2)
Educational Research Service
Council for Exceptional Children
Advisory and Learning Exchange
Closer Look
Great City Schools
Clearinghouses (n=2)

3. Federal Sources
Congress
Federal Bar —_—
D.C. Superior Court
USOE Impact Aid Program
Government Printing Office
Library of Congress (n=2)
NIE Educational Reference Center (n=2)

4. Local Sources
Public Libraries (n=2)

1365 156
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" Table 1-H

LISTING OF OTHER INFORMATION SOURCES GIVEN BY
CLASSROOM TEACHERS

DCPS Sources
Regional Resource Centers (n=4)

Private Sources
Columbia Historical Society
National Science Teachers Association
Professional Organization Centers
Advisory and Learning Exchange (n=3)
Council for Exceptional Children
National .Education Association (n=2)

Federal Sources

Federal Information Centers

Museums

Government Offices

Department of Health, Education and Welfare (n=2)
Local Sources

D.C. Public Library

Municipal Center

_ Table 2-H

LISTING OF OTHER INFORMATION SOURCES GIVEN BY
LIBRARIANS, COUNSELORS, AND RESOURCE TEACHERS

DCPS Sources
Regional Resource Centers (n=4)
CBC Title Contact
Educational Research Information Center
Adult Education Center
Career Develcpment Centers (n=8)
ESAA Two-W

Private Sources
Counseling Association Convention
Advisory and Learning Exchange (n=4)
National Education Association
National Council of Teachers of Mathematics (n=3)
Teacher Corps
American Personnel and Guidance

Federal Sources _
Library of Congress (n=2)
Smithsonian Institution

Local Sources
Visitors' Center
D.C. Public Libraries (n=3)
Community Center:
University of Maryland Arithmetic Center

37 -
Bo157



APPENDIX I

NEED AND USE OF ASSISTANCE FOR JOB-RELATED
INFORMATION SEEKING TASKS
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Table 1-I

NEED ASSISTANCE IN CONCISELY STATING
INFORMATION REQUESTS '

Table 2-1

NEED A3SISTANCE IN COLLECTING AND

ORGANIZING NEW INFORMATION

Position Yes No
' Principal
Number 4 33
Percent 10.8% 89.2%
Librarian
Number 3 23
Percent 11.5% 88.5%
Counselor .
. Numbert 3 20
Percent 13.0% 87.0%
Classroom Teacher
Number 18 194
Percent 8.5% 91.57%
Resource Teacher
Number 4 53
Percent 7.0% 93.0%
Central Administrator
Number 11 63
Percent 14.9% 85.1%
Regional Administrator
Number 2 31
Percent 6.1% 93.97%
Total Number 45 417
Total Percent 9.7% 95.32

- . 7=7 B - =

Position Yes No *
Principal _
Number 11 26
Percent 29.7% 70.3%
Librarian
Number 7 19
Percent 26.9% 73.1%
- Counsclor
Number 11 12
Percent 47.8% 52.2%
Clnasroom Teacher
Number 55 157
Perceat 25.9% 74 .12
Resource Teacher
Number 25 32
Percent 43.9% | 56.1
Central Administrator -
Number 27 47
Percent 36.5% 63.5%
Repional Adminiatrator
Number 9 24
Percent 27.3% 72.7%
Total Number 145 31;8{’
M.4% 68.6%

ALVTbtal Percent
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Table 3-1 - . Table 4-1

NEED ASSISTANCE IN INCREASING AWARENESS

NEED ASSISTANCE IN. TRANSLATING PROBLEMS
OF AVAILABLE INFORMATION SERVICES

INTO INFORMATIONAL AND RESOURCE NEEDS

Position Yes No Positlion Yes No
. Principal Principal
Number 9 - 28 Number 23 14 7
Percent 24.3% 75.7% Percent 62.2%. 37.82
Librarian Libracian - -
Number 2 24 . _ Number | 17, 9
Percent ?-72 92;3% Percent 65 .42 3!"61
g Counselor Counselor
g Number 8 15 Number 15 8
Percent 34.8% 65.2% Percent 65.2% 34.8%

Classroom Teacher Classroom Teacher
Number 41 171 Nunber 129 " 83
Percent 19.3% 80.7% Percent 60.8% 39.2%

Resource Teacher Resource Teacher
Number 15 42 . Humber 44 13
Percent 26.3% 73.7% ) Percent 77 -22 22-8:

Central Administrator Central Administeator
Number 22 . 52 Number 41 33
Percent 20.7% 70.37% : Percent 55.4% 44,67

»
7

Regional Administrator Reglonal Administrator
Number 8 25 Number 25 8

Pcrcent 21"2% 75‘87' Perccnt 75 .8% 2!‘ .2z
167

16¢ Total Number 105 357 Totnl Number 294 168

‘ljotal Percent 22.7% 17.3% Total Percent 63.6% 36 .4%
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NEED ASSISTANCE IN INSTALLING A

‘Tﬁbie-S-I

I

. NEW PROCEDURE OR PRACTICE

- Table 6-1

NEED ASSISTANCE IN INTERPRETING
AND USING INFORMATION

Posicion

Position

Principal
Number
Percent

Librarian
Number
Percent

Counselor
Number

Percent

Classroom Teacher
Number
Fercent

Resource Teacher
Number
Percent

Central Administrator
Number
Percent

Regional Administrator
Number
. Percent

7
18.97

4
15.47%

7"j
30.44

43
20,37

11

30
81.1%

22=
8'.6%

Total Number

Total Percent

Principal
Number
Percent

Librarian
Number
Percent

Counselor
Number
Percent

Classcoom Teacher
Nunmber
I'ercent

Resource Teacher
Number
Percent

Central Administrator

Number
Percent

Reglonal Admirvistrator
Number
Percent

43
75.47

6l
82.4%

k)
93.9%

Total Numbur

Total Pércent

61
78 384

16.9% 83,12




~ Table 7-1

NEED ASSISTANCE IN REFERRING RESPONDENT
TO OTHE™ HELPFUL RESOURCE CENTERS

%

Poaition Yen No
Principal
Humber 17 20
Percent 45.9%- -54.1%
I.ibrarinn
Number 21 5
Percent 80.8% 19.7
{ unsclor
Humber 13 10
Percent 56.5% 43,57
Clansroom Tencher
Humber 114 98
I'erecent 53.87% 46.2%
llesource Teacher
Humber 38 19
Percent 66.7% 33.3%
Cvntrni Adminfstrator
tumber 42 32
Percent 56.8% 43.2%
Reglonnl AdmInistrator
Humber 19 14
fercent 57.6% 42 .47
Totnl Humbher 264 198

Total Percent




